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ABSTRACT

By the time Dionysius of Halicarnassus came to compose the brief biographies
that introduce his essays on the ancient Athenian orators common histories of a
‘variety of literary figures had already been assembled by earlier compilers of bioi into
a collection known as the koiné historia. This anonymous collection of biographies
was the source that rhetoricians and other writers turned to for a standard account of
an orator’s life. This dissertation sets out to examine the development of the
biographical tradition behind the common history, as it came to be preserved in a
collection of bioi known as Ps.-Plutarch.

In ancient times a canon of the ten best Attic orators was recognized. In
Plutarch’s collection of essays, the Moralia, is preserved a set of brief biographies of
the orators of the canon, but this collection is no longer considered a genuine work of
Plutarch. The introduction provides an extensive review of past scholarship on the
problems of the nature and authorship of this collection, generally known as
Ps.-Plutarch. It shows that the biographies are composites that were expanded through
centuries of additions from a primitive core. The basic biography, which is still
discernible and was originally composed by a grammarian, perhaps Caecilius of
Caleacte (30 B.C.), was modeled on the biographies of the koiné historia. The
biographies found in this anonymous collection are themselves the product of
Alexandrian scholarship.

Chapter 1 examines the common history as the source of the biographies of
Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch. A comparison of their lives of Isocrates shows that the

author of Ps.-Plutarch not only used the same source as Dionysius but also made a
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number of substantial additions, particularly of an anecdotal kind, to his account.
These additions were taken from two places: from the same common history and
from the biographer Hermippus. But the same comparison reveals that this
biographer was an important source not only of the anecdotes on Isocrates, but also of
much of the common history as it was preserved by Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch.

Hermippus proved an important source for the compilers of the common
history, since he himself gathered together and transmitted existing traditions on the
orators. Chapters 2 and 3 examine and evaluate the historicity of the earlier
contributions of Demetrius of Phalerum and Idomeneus of Lampsacus. The former
treated Demosthenes in a treatise on rhetoric; the latter the orators Demosthenes,
Aeschines and Hypereides in his polemic on the Athenian demagogues. The evidence
indicates that Hermippus picked up, incorporated into his own biographies and
transmitted into the later tradition their treatments of these orators.

The final chapter (4) is devoted to Hermippus himself. He was a highly
respected biographer and scholar in antiquity and his biographies were characterized
by their rich mixture of anecdote and erudition. In particular attention was paid to
his collection of biographies On the Isocrateans, which was schematically arranged
into a diadoche as a construct of the history of 4th century Attic prose. From there
attempts were made to reconstruct the scheme and content of his biographies of
Demosthenes, Hypereides and Isocrates.

From this study it became apparent that the type of biography written by
Hermippus was essentially antiquarian in approach. Much of the research was into

literary sources. That is to say much of the biographical information was inferred

ii



from texts, whether of the orator under consideration or of contemporary comic
poets, or even from other antiquarian works, such Demetrius’ work on rhetoric. In
the end this type of biography was itself a product of same antiquarian interests that

characterized much of the scholarship of the Alexandrian period.
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PREFACE

Much of the scholarship of this century has been concerned with the origins
and history of the genre of biography. F. Leo in his work, Die griechisch-romische
Biographie nach ihrer literarischen Form, set the terms for subsequent debate. In an
investigation of the literary form of the biographies of Suetonius, he reconstructed an
entire history of the genre, based on a distinction between a Plutarchean and
Suetonian form, and argued that the former had its origin in the Peripatos, the latter
in Alexandria. The Plutarchean form of biography was essentially a chronological
account that aimed at describing the HBo¢ of an individual. The Suetionian form,
which was invented by Alexandrian grammarians, was, by contrast, simple and
schematic. In it the biographical material on literary figures was gathered and
arranged into categories. Leo further postulated that with the birth of this type of
"grammatical" bios in the age of Callimachus, literary biographies by the Peripatetics
ceased, while historical and political biographies that also originated in the Peripatos
continued and found full expression in the lives of Plutarch.

Much subsequent scholarship has tried to refute, or revise, Leo’s hypothesis,
particularly his attempt to see the origins of biography in the Peripatos.! Scholars like
Momigliano and Arrighetti have pointed out some of the difficulti’es. It is now clear

that the monographs on individual poets by such Peripatetics like Chamaeleon were

L. For a critical review of Leo’s reconstruction of the history of ancient biography, see A.
Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Harvard 1971) 18-22; G. Arrighetti, "Satiro, Vita di
Euripide,” SCO 13 (1964), "Fra erudizione e biografia," SCO 26 (1977) 13-67; 1. Gallo, "La vita di Euripide
di Satiro e gli studi sulla biografia antica,” PP 22 (1967) 151-6; "L’origine e lo sviluppo della biografia
greca,” QUCC 18 (1974) 173-86.
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not biographies but simply exegetical works, which often included biographical details
about the poet in question. The first literary biographies did not appeared until the
age of Callimachus. Less clear, however, is the question of political biography.
Recent suggestions have been to regard it as a late invention by Nepos or Plutarch
himself2 But the ethical approach which Plutarch took to the writing of biography
certainly had its origin in the ethical discussions of the Peripatetics,> and members of
the school, like Aristoxenus of Tarentum, do seem to have written bioi of
philosophers.

Despite the continued controversy over the role the Peripatetics played in the
development of Greek biography, the second part of Leo’s hypothesis is less
contentious. In fact, recent papyrological finds confirm that there existed in antiquity
a type of biography developed by Alexandrian scholars that arranged the life and
achievements of an author schematically. A full discussion of form and nature of the
grammatical biography is reserved for the Introduction. For now it need only be
noted that the first biographies to be written on the Athenian orators, whether in the
Pinakes of Callimachus or by the biographer Hermippus, were of this type.

It has only been in the last two decades that scholars have systematically
considered the method and reliability of ancient biographers. In one such attempt J.

Fairweather has shown that much of the biographical material found in the ancient

2. See J. Geiger, "Cornelius Nepos and Ancient Politcal Biography,” Historia Suppl. 47 (1985);
Podlecki, "A Survey of Work on Plutarch’s Greek Lives, 1951-1988," ANRW 33. 6 (1992) 4054.

3. See A. Dihle, "Studien zur griechischen Biographie,” Abhandlung der Akademie der
Wissenschaften Gottingen Philologisch-Historische Klasse 37 (1956); cf. Hamilton, Plutarch Alexander: A

Commentary (Oxford 1969) xxxviii—xxxix.

viii



lives was based on 1) false inferences from the works of the author under
consideration; 2) from works of his contemporaries, notably the comic poets; 3)
references in various types of scholarly and pseudo-scholarly works, such as
epigraphical studies or historical miscellanea; and 4) attempts to schematize history
into neat patterns, like genealogies or succession lists* This was a general survey
that touched briefly on a variety of lives. More comprehensive examinations both by
her® and by M. Lefkowitz® dealt with the lives of the tragedians and other Greek
poets. Little, however, has been done to evaluate the biographical tradition on the
Athenian orators.

By the 2nd century A.D. a canon of the ten best Athenian orators had been
established. This comprised Antiphon, Andocides, Lysias, Isocrates, Isaeus, Aeschines,
Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Hypereides and Dinarchus. Ancient biographers treated these
orators as literary figures, and not until the time of Plutarch was there a political
biography, and then only of Demosthenes. Thus the origin of the biographical
tradition of the orators lies in the literary and antiquarian research that flourished in
the Peripatos and later at Alexandria. But any attempt to trace the development of
the biographical tradition in the Hellenistic period must come to terms with the

fragmentary evidence that forces one to peer, as it were, through a small window in

4. 'Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writers," Ancient Society 5 (1974) 231-175.

5. "Traditional Narrative, Inference and Truth in the Lives of Greek Poets,” Papers of the
Liverpool Latin Seminar 4 (1983) 315-69.

6. "Fictions in Literary Biography: the New Poem and the Archilochus Legend," Arethusa 9 (1976)
181-9; "Poet as Hero: Fifth-Century Autobiography and Subsequent Biographical Fiction," CQ 28 (1978)
459-69; "The Euripides’ Vita,"” GRBS 20 (1979) 187-210; "Autobiographical Fiction in Pindar," HSCP 84
(1980) 29-49; The Lives of the Greek Poets (London 1981).
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order to view the broader horizon. Often one must reconstruct earlier evidence from
later derivatives, or undertake the difficult task of source criticism (Quellenkritik).
Since the treatment in the sources is uneven, with an abundance of material on one
orator but not on another, the present study will concentrate on three orators for
whom there is detailed surviving evidence originating with the biographer Hermippus:
Isocrates, Hypereides and Demosthenes.

There are two possible approaches to the biographical tradition of these
orators: the various components of the tradition can be examined topically, or by
sources. A. Riginos’ book, Platonica: The Anecdotes Concerning the Life and
Writings of Plato (Brill 1976), represents a good example of the first approach. She
has collected and arranged the various anecdotes concerning Plato under different
headings (Apollonian origin; early youth; relations with Socrates), and then analysed
their origin and influence. The other approach is represented by E. Drerup’s work,
Demosthenes im Urteile des Altertums (Wiirzburg 1923), in which the ancients’ view
of Demosthenes is traced from his contemporaries down to the Byzantine period. We
have adopted the latter approach but have limited the study to the Hellenistic period
when the biographical tradition was established, and examined only those writers who
classify the orators together, whether as rhetoricians, demagogues or Isocrateans.
These writers are Demetrius of Phalerum, who composed a work on rhetoric in which
Demosthenes figured prominently; Idomeneus of Lampsacus, who wrote a polemic on
the Athenian demagogues in which he treated Aeschines, Demosthenes and
Hypereides; and Hermippus, who assembled a collection of biographies on the students

of Isocrates. We shall analyse specific sources behind the tradition to try and reach a



better understanding of how ancient scholarship worked, in particular ancient
biographical and antiquarian research, which was a part of the tradition of ancient
historiography within which all three writers were working. This will reveal the
methods and sources used by these writers, weaknesses in their approaches, and any
bias that led them to characterize an orator in a particular way.

It is a truism that there can be no good biography without good anecdotes,
and many of the fragments examined are anecdotes. But good biography is more
than just the sum of its pleasing stories. The biographies that left the hands of the
Alexandrian scholars showed a curious blend of erudition and anecdote, scholarly
research and fine story-telling” So we must deal with both aspects. Content is
important and, for historians, perhaps the most important thing, but for a biographical
tradition to exist it needs a biographer able to compile and arrange the various
elements into a whole. In the Hellenistic period, when much of that tradition was
established, only one biographer, Hermippus left an indelible mark on the later
tradition; and so, much of this dissertation will center on his contribution to the
biographical tradition of the orators.

The following stemma outlines the general affiliations between the sources

discussed in this study.

7. The term erudite is used in this dissertation not to pass evaluation on the intellect of a writer,
like Hermippus, but simply to refer to his method of composition, whereby he took care to cite his

sources and to display to his readers the breadth of his reading and learning.
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ca. 300 BC. (Demetrius of Phalerum) (Idomeneus of Lampasacus)

ca. 240 BC. \ (Callimachus)
ca. 200 BC, (Hermippus)

(grammatical bioi) (Apollodorus)

(Ko LoTopic)
ca. 30 BC. (Caecilius{ Diong'sius of Halicarnassus
Ps—Plutarch

ca. 850 AD. Photius

As the evidence will show, Hermippus was crucial in the development of the
biographical tradition as it was preserved in the koine historia and Ps.-Plutarch. By
the time Dionysius of Halicarnassus came to write the brief biographies that introduce
his essays on the ancient orators, common histories of various literary figures had
been assembled by earlier compilers of bioi and incorporated into a standard
collection of biographies, known as the kown totopic, on which Dionysius could draw
for biographical information on the orators. Preserved in the corpus of Plutarch,
among his essays on ethics, the Moralia, is a collection of biographies of the ten
orators of the canon. This collection, simply designated Ps.-Plutarch, belongs to the
same tradition as the biographies of the xotvn iotopic. The common history was
based on the work of earlier scholars and biographers of Alexandria, and the
biographies contained in it show features characteristic of the grammatical
bioi postulated by Leo and first introduced by Callimachus in his Pinakes. Our

discussion begins with an examination of Ps-Plutarch. The introduction reviews the
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past scholarship on Ps.-Plutarch: the date of composition, possible authorship, character
of the biographies of this collection and their relationship to grammatical bioi.
Chapter 1 examines the source of Dionysius and Ps-Plutarch, the common history. A
comparison of their lives of Isocrates reveals considerable agreement and significant
departures, particularly of an anecdotal kind, on the part of the author of Ps.-Plutarch.
In both cases Hermippus emerges as an important source for the common history and
anecdotes about Isocrates.

His importance stemmed from the fact that he assembled together and
transmitted existing traditions on the orators. Chapters 2 and 3 will be devoted to the
contribution of Demetrius of Phalerum and Idomeneus of Lampsacus to the
biographical tradition and to an evaluation of the historical value of their
contribution. We shall show that their treatments were adapted by Hermippus in his
own work, and that much of the anecdotal material that can be ascribed to them
entered the biographical tradition through him. Hence his work on the Isocrateans
was of fundamental importance in shaping that tradition and proved an important
source for the xowvn totopic, on which both Dionysius of Halicarnassus and
Ps.-Plutarch later drew.

The chapters on Demetrius of Phalerum (2) and Idomeneus of Lampsacus (3)
attempt first to trace into later antiquity the lines of a tradition that may go back to
one of these writers; second, to note where Hermippus has picked up that tradition
and incorporated it into his own biographies; and third, to evaluate the reliability of
that tradition.

Chapter 4 on Hermippus: first examines the popularity and general character
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of his writings; second, outlines the schematic arrangement followed in his work on
the Isocrateans; and third, reconstructs the literary form and content of his biographies
of Demosthenes, Hypereides and Isocrates. This approach leads to some unavoidable
repetition of material from the preceding chapters, but is needed for completeness,
since Hermippus stands at the center, both as the biographer who gathered the
separate elements into a whole and as the source tapped by later compilers of the
common history.

The results of the present study are threefold. In attempting to establish the
relationships between the various writings on the Athenian orators, it was found that
Hermippus was the pivotal figure in the development of the biographical tradition
that began with earlier writers like Demetrius of Phalerum and came to be preserved
in final form in later collections like Ps-Plutarch. Secondly, by examining in detail
the specific contributions of Demetrius of Phalerum, Idomeneus of Lampsacus and
Hermippus, it was discovered that these writers derived much of the biographical
material on the orators from the very sources identified by Fairweather. Finally,
through examining the biographical methods of these writers we were able to provide
a more solid basis for assessing their reliablity. Much of the anecdotal material found
in the works of Demetrius or Idomeneus was invented on the basis of false inferences
from the text of the orators or from comedy. Indeed a certain bias is supected of
these two writers, who invented their stories only to malign the orators they were
treating. Hermippus stands apart from these earlier writers in an important way.
Certainly he included anecdotes in his lives but many of them were inherited. His

main contribution lay in providing factual details drawn from scholarly works to
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balance the anecdotes that he found in earlier writers, like Demetrius and Idomeneus.

XV



NOTE ON REFERENCES

In all cases the primary evidence is quoted in full in the notes and only rarely
is a translation provided. The text of Ps-Plutarch is taken from J. Mau’s edition of
the Teubner (Plutarchus: Moralia. V 2, 1. Leipzig, 1971) and will be cited according
to the traditional numbering: e.g. Ps.-Pl. Isoc. 837a or simply Ps-PlL 837a. The minor
biographies are cited from Westermann’s Biographi Graeci Minores according to the
page and line number: e.g. Libanius 293. 10. The fragments of Demetrius of Phalerum
and Hermippus are those in Wehrli’s Die Schule des Aristoteles IV & Suppl. L
(Basel-Stuttgart); Idomeneus of Lampsacus is cited from Jacoby’s Die Fragmente der
griechischen Historiker 338. Unless otherwise specified, the Teubner edition is used
for all other texts.

The names of ancient authors are abbreviated in references and notes
according to H.G Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed. oxford 1940)
XVi-xxxviiii.

Abbreviations of periodical titles follow those found in L’ Année Philologique
or The Oxford Classical Dictionary (2nd ed. Oxford 1970). Works and articles of
modern scholars are cited in full once and subsequent citations are by name only, or
with an abbreviated title, whenever clarity is demanded, and cross-referenced: eg.
Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 62. Below is a list of abbreviations of the most frequently
cited authors.

Blass Fr. Blass, Attische Beredsamkeit 1-111
(Leipzig 1887-1898)

Connor R. Connor, Theopompus and Fifth-Century
Athens (Cambridge, Mass. 1968)

Drerup E. Drerup, Demosthenes im Urteile des
Altertums (Wiirxburg 1923)

Diiring L Diiring, "Aristotle in the Ancient
Biographical Tradition," Acta Universitatis
Gothoburgensis 68 (1957)

Fraser P.M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria I-111
(Oxford 1972)

Heibges Heibges, "Hermippos,” RE VIII 1 (1912).

Jacoby F. Jacoby, "Apollodors Chronik,"
Philologische Untersuchungen 16 (1902)

Jacoby, FGrH F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen
Historiker (Berlin-Leiden 1923-58)
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INTRODUCTION

In the catalogue of Lamprias we find ascribed to Plutarch in the 41st position
a work entitled Biot twv dtko pnopwv. A collection of brief biographies by that title
has come down to us in Plutarch’s Moralia. A. G. Becker, followed by A.
Westermann,! had maintained the authenticity of the collection, but since Schaefer?
the accepted position has been to regard this collection as a work not written by
Plutarch. The two most plausible suggestions are that either Plutarch’s work on the
ten orators had been lost and an anonymous composition of the same title (our
Ps.-Plutarch) had taken its place in the Plutarchean collection, or that Plutarch never
wrote such a work and Ps.-Plutarch is an apocryphal collection, transmitted by the
manuscripts and wrongly attributed to Plutarch by Lamprias.?

In either case the work existed at the time Lamprias made his catalogue. Max
Treu* had dated the catalogue to the 3rd or 4th centuries A.D, on the grounds that
the title of the catalogue does not specify that it is dealing with the works of Plutarch
of Chaeronea, in order to avoid confusion with Plutarch of Athens, who died in 433
A.D. In this case we have a terminus ante quem of the third century for the original
composition of Ps.-Plutarch. The striking similarities between Philostratus’ Lives of
the Sophists and the Antiphon of Ps-Plutarch led Blass® to conclude that the former

had used the latter. Thus a post quem non for the date of composition can be

1. Plutarchi Vitae Decem Oratorum (Quedlinburg 1833).

2. Commentatio de libro Vitarum X Oratorum (Dresden 1844).

3. M. Cuvigny, Plutarchque oeuvres morales tome XII (Budé 1981) 25.
4. Der sogenannte Lampriascatalog der Plutarchschriften (1873) 53-4,
5. 1 (1887) 93.



established sometime between the middle of the st and end of the 2nd centuries A.D.S
Ps.-Plutarch, as it has come down to us, represents a composite, which had
been expanded through centuries of additions and amplifications from a primitive
core. In refuting decisively Westermann’s position that Ps.-Plutarch represented either
a "collectanea sive adversaria" of Plutarch, Schaefer concluded that our collection of
lives was composed not long after the time of Dionysius of Halicarnassus (30 B.C.) by
a grammarian, as a preface to the reading of the orators, but that many interpolations
and amplifications had been made at various times after that in the rhetorical schools
by both learned and unlearned men. It was Schaefer’s stated intention to devote a
later study to the task of distinguishing what had been written originally from what
had been added subsequently, and thereby to discover the kinds of interpolations and
additions made to the primitive lives. This task was taken up by Prasse® who showed
that the individual lives of Ps.-Plutarch break into two distinctive parts; the first half,
the "primaria vita", represents the original biography, written as a continuous
narrative; once the disturbances to the text of the primary lives had been removed, he
showed that each had been arranged according to the same scheme which outlined

briefly the yévog, education, career, and death of the orator,” and which concluded

6. Cuvigny (above, n. 3) 27 n. 2, however, argues that the similarities can be explained by recourse
to a common source. In fact, he adds, in certain parallel passages Philostratus is either more detailed or
clearer; cf. Ps—Pl 833c & Philostr. I 499; Ps—Pl. 838¢c—d & Philostr. 1 503; Ps~PL 840d & Philostr. 1 509.

7. Schaefer (above, n. 2) 37-8.

8. De Plutarchi quae feruntur Vitis Decem Oratorum (Marburg 1891).

9. Prasse 6-7: I vita Antiphontis: pater, pagus, praeceptores, annus natalis, annus mortis, res gestae
(merita), numerus orationum. II vita Andocidis: pater, avus, pagus, ordo patris, res gestae, annus natalis,
numerus orationum, ratio dicendi. III vita Lysiae: pater, avus, proavus, patria, annus natalis, res gestae,
annus mortis, orationum numerus, ratio dicendi. IV. Isocratis: pater, avus, ordo patris, annus natalis, sors,

annus mortis, orationum numerus. V. Isaei: patria, praeceptores, numerus orationum, ratio dicendi. VL



with a formulaic phrase indicating the number of speeches attributed to that orator or
his style of speaking!® The second half, the "auctaria”, follows the notice on the
number of speeches, and is a disjointed collection of annotations and stories written
without any uniformity, often simply to amplify notices found in the primitive core.
These represent the additions of successive generations. The main concern of this
thesis is with the "primaria”, although it will be necessary at time to discuss the
"auctaria”.

Much of past scholarship has been directed towards determining the
relationship between Ps.-Plutarch and Photius, or between Ps-Plutarch and Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, or determining whether Dionysius or Caecilius of Caleacte was the
source of the primitive lives. Ballheimer'! tried to show that for the biographical
parts Photius had used not Ps.-Plutarch but a common archetype. He was refuted
decisively by Prasse who followed Zucker!? in concluding that Ps.-Plutarch was the
direct source of Photius. This conclusion has become the common consensus.!?

The bigger question has been the relationship of our lives to Dionysius of

Halicarnassus and Caecilius. It is generally agreed that these two rhetoricians were

Aeschinis: pater, mater, pagus, gens, praeceptores, sors, ratio dicendi, orationum numerus. VIL Lycurgi:
pater, avus, pagus, gens, praeceptores, sors, orationum numerus. VIII. Demosthenis: pater, mater, avus,
pagus, praeceptores, sors, annus natalis, annus mortis, orationm numerus. IX. Hyperidis: pater, avus, pagus,
praeceptores, sors, oratioum numerus. X. Dinarchi: pater, patria, orationum numerus, ratio dicendi.

10. The phrase regularly begins with QEpOVIOL 8 KTA. Cf. 833c, 836a, 838d, 840e, 843c, 849d, 850e.

1. De Photi Vitis Decem Oratorum (Bonn 1871).

12. "Quae ratio inter Vitas Lysiae Dionysiacam, Pseudo-Plutarcheam, Photianam intercedat,” Acta
Seminarii Philologici Erlangensis 1 (1878) 289-315.

13. Cuvigny (above, n. 3) 26 n. 1; Shoemaker, Dinarchus: The Traditions of his Life and Speeches
with a Commentary on the Fragments of the Speeches. Diss. (Columbia University 1986) 41, 82; Blass I
(1877) 5; cf. Treadgold, "The Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius," Dumbarton Oaks Studies 18 (1980) 48-51.



the major sources for Ps.-Plutarch. The striking verbal and structural similarities
between Ps.-Plutarch and the brief lives prefaced to Dionysius’ essays led Seeliger' to
conclude that the primitive core of the biographies of Lysias, Isocrates, Isacus and
Dinarchus were derived from Dionysius.!> Prasse, on the other hand, recognized the
similarities between the two writers,' but concluded that Caecilius was the immediate
source of Ps.-Plutarch, because the collection as a whole followed the same uniform
scheme in the primitive core of each biography, not all of which could be derived
from Dionysius. Seeliger himself, as Prasse noted, conceded that the remaining lives
of Antiphon, Andocides, Hypereides and Lycurgus could not have come from
Dionysius.!” Prasse believed, since the primary lives presented almost the same
material in all the biographies in the same order and concluded with the same
formula on the style or number of speeches of the orator, that the collection as a
whole must be attributed to an author other than Dionysius, since the latter had not
written on every orator found in Ps.-Plutarch. He certainly did not write on
Antiphon, Andocides and Lycurgus, and there is some question whether he ever
fulfilled his promise to write on Hypereides and Aeschines.”® These arguments alone

would suggest that our collection is dependent on a source subsequent to Dionysius

14. De Dionysio Halicarnassensi Plutarchi qui vulgo fertur in Vitis Decem Oratorum
auctore (Budiasse 1874).

15. Cuvigny (above, n. 3) concurs with Seeliger’s opinion and provides a convenient list of
comparisons (29 n. 1) showing where entire phrases or limbs of phrases are repeated almost verbatim by
Ps—Plutarch, or modified phrases which still allow the original framework to be recognized.

16. For his comparison see pp. 25-7 (Isocrates), 27-8 (Isaeus), 28-9 (Lysias), 30 (Dinarchus).

17. Seeliger (above, n. 14) 43; Prasse 3l

18. Prasse 31; Bonner, The Literary Treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus (repr. Amsterdam 1969)
29-38; Aujac, Les orateurs antiques (Budé 1978) 21



but one which followed the same scheme as the latter and which drew on the same
sort of sources.

Caecilius is the most frequently cited source in Ps-Plutarch!® In the life of
Antiphon he is cited no less than three times, and in particular as the source of the
two writs of indictment against Antiphon reproduced in extenso?® Blass and others
inferred from the inclusion of these two documents that Caecilius was the source.?!
Also the presence of the two decrees in honour of Demosthenes and Demochares at
the end of the collection led Blass to argue that the life of Demosthenes was derived
from Caecilius.2?

It is generally agreed that Caecilius was a younger contemporary of Dionysius
of Halicarnassus. Several rhetorical works are attributed to him, the most important
of which, and the one most often regarded as the source of Ps-Plutarch, was the nepi
TOVL XOPOKTNPO¢ TV Stka pntopwv?? In the introduction to his essay on Dinarchus,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus criticizes earlier writers, particularly Callimachus,
Demetrius Magnes and the Pergamene Grammarians, for failing to provide an

adequate account of the orator’s life. Radermacher argued that in this review of his

19. Ps-PlL 832e, 833c, 833d, 836a, 838d, 840b.

20. Ps.-Pl. 833d. At 832e the title of the work is given as O{JVIOLYlJot T(Cpi
’A\JILQ)(:)VIOQ. Ofenloch, Caecilius Calactinus (Teubner 1908) fr. 99, sees this not as separate treatise on
Antiphon but as part of TEPL TOV XOPOUKIAPOC TOV Sk PNTOPWY. But Bonner (above, n. 18) 9 n. 4,
Blass I (1887) 118 and Roberts, "Caecilius of Calacte,” AJP 18 (1897) 305, consider this a reference to a
separate work; so too of the citation in Longinus (EPL UYoUC 32. 8) to a work of Caecilius on Lysias: O
KeKIALO¢ €V T0LC UNEP AVCIOU GUYYPYIUOLTLN.

21. Blass I (1887) 93 n. 1 & 99; Prasse 32-3; Cuvigny (above, n. 3) 31 & n. L

22. Blass III 1 (1877) §; cf. IIT 2 (1880) 96 on Lycurgus.

23. For a list of his rhetorical works among which are included OfJYKpLOLg Anuooeévouq Kot
KIkEpwvo¢, GUYKPLOLC ANHOOBEVOUC Kod AlGXivo, el ANHOCBEVOUC, MOLOL QLDTOD YVACLOL AdYOL
Kol MOLOL VOBOL see the Suda and Roberts (above, n. 20) 304-5.



predecessors Dionysius would not have failed to mention his friend and rival, if
Caecilius’ work had been current?* Thus it would seem that his work on the ten
orators followed that of Dionysius. If we accept Caecilius as the source of
Ps.-Plutarch, as he must be for Antiphon and the other orators not treated by
Dionysius, he must have followed the Dionysian scheme closely, since the verbal and
structural parallels between the Dionysian and the Ps.-Plutarchean lives of Lysias,
Isocrates, Isaeus and Dinarchus cannot be denied. Thus concluded Radermacher in the
case of Dinarchus. He believed that the work of Dionysius, which for the first time
made use of the Proxenus-speech for biographical ends, became the model on which
Caecilius based his own biography.?> From his comparison of the texts of Dionysius
and Ps.-Plutarch he concluded that in the final analysis the notices in the latter go
back to the former; but he felt that the rendering in Ps.-Plutarch was far too free a
paraphrase to be credited to a mere compiler?®* Radermacher thought that the author
of Ps.-Plutarch tried to give an independent exposition, evident in the different turns

of phrase and the chronological clarifications?” While the parallels prove the essential

24. Radermacher, "Dinarchus,” Philologus 58 (1899) 162; Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 52-3; Weise,
Quaestiones Caecilianae (Berlin 1888) 21f.; Blass III 2 (1880) 261. For a discussion of whether Caecilius
was a friend or rival of Dionysius see Bonner (above, n. 18) 6-10, who regards him as a close associate, as
does Roberts (above, n. 20) 302-3; contrast Ofenloch (above, n. 20) xiii & xxx, who considers him both a
rival and an older contemporary.

25. p. 162,

2. p. 164.

27. An example of turns of phrase which indicated to Radermacher evidence of an independent
critical mind is the substitution by Ps—Plutarch of 10(¢ OPXOELC QOBEVIK for the Dionysian 10 OelC
&OBSVf]Q. For chronological clarification Ps~Plutarch says that Dinarchus came to Athens K6’ ov
XPOVOV AAEL0rVEPOC ENfEL TV ALY, whereas Dinysius simply kot®” OV XpOvov fvBouy ol 1€ 1V
PLACCOPWY KO PNTOPWY SLOTPLROK. According to Radermacher (164) this change presupposes historical
knowledge.



agreement between Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch, the variations are so persistent and the
statements in Ps.-Plutarch so much more precise that Radermacher wanted to
recognize not the transcription of a compiler but the attempt at an independent
treatment; he supposed that Ps.-Plutarch obtained the notices through the redaction of
Caecilius.?®

Recently Shoemaker?® has taken issue with Radermacher and has argued that
the Ps.-Plutarchean account of Dinarchus’ life is based primarily on that of Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, with additional information drawn from secondary sources, one of
which was undoubtedly Caecilius, particularly for the concluding remarks in
Ps.-Plutarch on the style of the orator3® Shoemaker admitted that there were
noticeable differences between the two accounts,® but the divergence in expression on
which Radermacher relied for evidence of an independent mind impressed her as the
mark of a compiler who worked carelessly and injudiciously3? For her the
similarities between the two texts in sequence of thought, in order of events and in
language were too striking to admit the independent work of a later critic, such as

Caecilius>® Where there are additions from another source, she believed, they were

28. p. 164.

29. Dinarchus: The Traditions of his Life and Speeches (above, n. 13) 49-55

30. pp. 47 & 54. Her position is basically that of Blass, Dinarchi Orationes (Leipzig 1888) xvi;
Thalheim, "Deinarchos,” RE (1901) 2387 and Conomus, Dinarchi (Teubner 1975) 2-3 n. citing Blass: "haec
vita ex eis quae Dionysius congessit maximam partem contexta est, additis paucis quae Caeclio fortasse
debentur."

3L p. 29

32. pp. 39 & 44.

33. Shoemaker’s concluded from her comparison of the two texts that the similarities are effected
by identical construction; Ps.~Plutarch uses circumstantial particples, prepositional phrases and genitive
absolutes at the same point of the development in the narrative as Dionysius does. Vocabulary and

syntactical differences, though frequent, are nonetheless superficial (33-4).



simply grafted onto the Dionysian narrative. As Shoemaker pointed out, the
similarities between the two works extend even to the omission of the results of the
prosecution against Proxenus, later events of Dinarchus’ life and the circumstances of
his death. This same silence in both accounts, along with the similarities in
construction, in both concept and language, bespeak a compiler and not the work of a
critic’** According to Shoemaker,®® if we agree that Caecilius simply absorbed and
slightly altered Dionysius’ account, then we must hold an extremely low opinion of
Caecilius, who was so influential in establishing standards of eloquence.

But this is precisely the crux of the problem. Caecilius, like Dionysius, was
more concerned with matters of style and eloquence than biography. As will be
shown in Chapter 1, except for the life of Dinarchus, where no previous biography
existed, Dionysius himself claimed no originality; he relied on a previous biographical
collection, known as the kotvn iotopio, to provide him with the brief biographical
sketches with which he introduced his essays on the orators. In fact, the scheme
which he adopted was simply that which had been established by previous
grammarians. The same may be assumed for Caecilius, whose work nepi tov

XOPOKTNPOS TV Sékar PNtopwv was prefaced by the same type of brief biography. As

34. Shoemaker (36) is convinced that Ps~Plutarch never consulted the Proxenus—speech or the writ
of indictment which Dionysius tells us was attached to it and which he included in chapter 3 of his
essay on Dinarchus, even though Ps.-Plutarch himself indicates his awareness of the existence of the
speech (850e). How else can we explain, she argues, the inclusion in Ps~Plutarch of the conflicting
tradition of Dinarchus’ Athenian origin, a fact which the writ clearly disputes. This suggests to
Shoemaker the uncritical work of a compiler who perhaps read no further in Dionysius than OITJT,OQ |J(>‘I\7
o Bio¢ 16vEPOC (300. 22) which follows the notice that Dinarchus filed suit against Proxenus.
Radermacher, on the other hand, sees the remark on Dinarchus’ Athenian origin as part of a
pre-Dionysian tradition which has contaminated the original biography of Ps—Plutarch.

35 p 50



the title of the work indicates, he was more concerned with the rhetorical style of the
orators; he may have used Dionysius as a model in constructing his biographies,
adding other material gathered from his own investigations.

Whether Caecilius or Dionysius of Halicarnassus was the source of Ps-Plutarch
cannot be decided decisively. What is important is that the structure of the primitive
lives of Ps.-Plutarch, even if we attribute some to Dionysius, had an earlier origin in a
type of biography developed by Alexandrian grammarians to which Leo gave the
name "grammatical”. This was an abbreviated and schematic form of biography
developed by scholars, often as introductions to their commentaries on literary figures.
It had its origin in the Pinakes of Callimachus, who prefaced to the catalogue of each
author’s writings a brief but limited biography.® Indeed there was a close connection
between the development of biography and philology,’” and we must look to the
scholarship of Alexandria for the origin of the biographies of Ps.-Plutarch. The
grammatical biographies produced by grammarians characteristically contained brief
notices which began with the genos of the author and ended with his death and the
honours accorded him after death. In between came biographical material on his
education, production and career, schematically arranged into set rubrics®® This is
close to the arrangement of the "primaria” of Ps-Plutarch recognized by Prasse.

These grammatical biographies have come down to us in the form of

36. Schmidt, "Die Pinakes des Kallimachos," Klassisch-Philologische Studien 1 (1922) 66-70.
Callimachus seems to have included at least information on the genos, the education and perhaps the
"Lebensgang" of the author.

37. Momigliano 13

38. Leo 27-8



anonymous yévn attached to the mediaeval manuscripts. According to Leo’® the
vyévn have the same origin as the scholia. As the Alexandrian hypomnemata had been
excerpted and have reached us in the form of scholia, so the grammatical biographies
which had originally accompanied these great commentaries have come down to us in
the gene of the manuscripts. Although much of the learned material and the contents
were lost, the general form was maintained. Despite this process of epitomization,
Leo*® was convinced that the brief biographies transmitted in the manuscripts in their
general form and literary character did not differ greatly from what they were at the
time of origin in the Alexandrian period. He assigned the period in which the
majority of the preserved yévn acquired their original form to the time of Didymus
or Aristarchus.!

From his examination of the various gené of the manuscripts Leo showed that
the scheme of each of the biographical sketches was more or less consistent. The
biography of each literary figure was arranged under the same rubrics.*? According
to Leo*® the schematic arrangement was preserved to a greater extent and disturbed
far less in the biographical articles of a compiler like Hesychius, whose dvopotoAdyoc,
an offshoot of the literature de viris illustribus, drew upon the individual Piot of the

xowvn totopio and book collections. In the Suda the biographical epitomes show

39. pp. 19-20, 22.

40. pp. 22 & 27

41 pp. 20 & 22-3,

42, The rubrics of the model YEVOC are: 1) YEVOC 2) Zeit 2a) Lehrer 3) Erlebnisse 4) E?SOQ 5)
Bloc, TpOMoc 6) cOphuoter 7) Werke 8) Lebensalter, Tod, Todesart 9) Familie und Nachkommen 10)
XOPOKTHP of. Bio¢ AlGXVAOV in codex Mediceus 1, 9, 2, 6, 7, 8 YEVOC TopokAtowu¢ 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 8, 7.

43. p. 30.

10



variations in the sections of the schematization, based in large part on the material
With philosophers, sophists and grammarians, teachers, schools and students are more
important; with poets, the development of a genre. Otherwise the rubrics generally
agree.

As noted, Leo had concluded that the change which these grammatical Biot
had suffered since the end of the second century B.C. had been primarily in a
reduction of contents. In general terms his hypothesis was confirmed by the
discovery of POxy 2438, which preserves a brief biography of Pindar of the
hypomnematic type, dated to the late 2nd or early 3rd centuries AD* It shows a
certain similarity to at least one of the Pindaric yévn of the manuscripts, the Vita
Ambrosiana (Bio¢ TIvdépov). The beginning of the papyrus biography is of the
classic type of this genre: ITivSapog 6 Aupikog 10 pelv vévoc] v OnPatoc®® It has a
simple, straightforward structure, and scholars have repeatédly observed the extreme
seriousness of the biography both in terms of the biographical material it includes and
the arguments it presents.’” What sets it apart from the other Pindaric biographies is

the complete absence of fanciful or anecdotal material. What we do find are traces

44. Leo 30.

45. ed. E. Lobel, POxy 26 n. 2438 (1961) 1-7.

46. The title TIiv8po¢ and not BLo¢ or YEVOC TTtv8XPOV has suggested to scholars that the
biography did not belong to a commentated edition of the poet, but to a larger collection of biographies.
Leo, on the other hand, had insisted that this type of biography arose in terms of annotated editions of
the classics; cf. Arrighetti, "La biografia di Pindaro del Papiro di Ossirinco XXVI 2438, SCO 16 (1967) 129
n. 1 and Gallo, Una Nuova Biografia di Pindaro (Salerno 1968) 17-18.

47. Turner, Greek Papyri (Oxford 1968) 106; Gallo (above, n. 46) 16; Arrighetti (above, n. 46) 129
Lamedica, "I P.Oxy. 1800 e le form della biografia greca," SIFC ser. 3, 3 (1985) 70-L

1



of criticism and polemic,*® citations of Pindar to support chronology and biographical
statements,*® in both cases quoting the incipit to identify the poem,® a technique
introduced by Callimachus in his Pinakes>! There are clear indications of the use of
chronographic lists, of the Athenian archons linked to Olympiads, of the Nikaut
Awovuorokai and of Olympic victors>® All this points to a product of Alexandrian
scholarship and confirms Leo’s hypothesis that a type of grammatical biography was
developed by the Alexandrians for scholarly use.

That the papyrus biography is not directly Callimachean in origin is shown by
the polemical tone and the use of Olympiads for chronology, a system which points to
a period subsequent to Eratosthenes’® But it approaches the method of Callimachus,

whose nivokeg were the model and basis of all subsequent research. Whether the

48. Polemic (11. 2-3) seems to be directed against those writers, possibly Chamaeleon, who used the
poetry of Corinna as evidence that Pindar’s father was Scopelinus, and again (Il 6-19) against those who
maintained that Pindar died in the archonship of Habron (458/7) at the age of 50. The traces of
polemic are especially noted in the repeated use of the verb oyvotw (1l 8 & 22). See Gallo (above, n.
46) 62 and Arrighetti (above, n. 46) 132,

49. In the first case (l. 18) Olympian 4 produced in the archonship of Chaerephontes, in the second
(1. 29-30) the ode in which the daughters of Pindar were mentioned.

50. [0V Gpxfy "EAotip Uméproce Bpovitic” (1. 18); [V TR Q8T fic h Splxir "6 MotoodyEtoe e
KoAEL Xlopeboou "AIOAA@Y (1L 29-30).

51, Pfeiffer 129.

52. Gallo (above, n. 46) 16.

53. Turner (above, n. 47) 106; Gallo (above, n. 46) 17 cf. 41-2. Gallo attributes the arrangement of
the catalogue of Pindar’s works to Aristophanes of Byzantium and notes that it differs from the catalogue
in VA, generally assigned to Didymus.  Aristophanes appears to be quoted in our text on two occasions,
at line 21 (korTod HLIVOLC, ®v [fou xlod "Apoto@dvne and in particular in connection with the
catalogue at line 35 Skipnrtou & oOToV] 1o MOHUOTO “APLOTOPAIVOUC €ic BiBAIR: ({”. In both cases
Arrighetti, (above. n 46) 139-40, sees the citations as polemic and accordingly assigns the catalogue of
POxy to Didymus. The Didymean origin of the biography is confirmed for him by the similarity with
the Vita Ambrosiana, which since Leutsch, "Pindarische Studien. 1. Die Quellen fir die Biographie des
Pindaros,” Philologus 11 (1856) 14, has been regarded as Didymean in origin; but oddly Arrighetti (139-40)
suggests an Aristophanic origin for the catalogue in VA. See Gallo (27-45) for a full discussion of the

classification of the poetry of Pindar in antiquity.
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Bio¢ was excerpted from Aristophanes of Byzantium (as Gallo suggests) or from
Didymus (as Arrighetti suggests), it is clearly an example of the type of grammatical
biography characteristic of Alexandrian scholarship.’

In the Byzantine tradition several Pindaric lives have been preserved of
varying degrees of antiquity and value’> What sets the Bio¢ of the papyrus apart
from the other yévn is the complete absence of anecdotal and fanciful material, found
in these other biographies’® At the same time POxy 2438 shares a common
schematic arrangement with at least one of the yévn of the manuscripts, the Vita
Ambrosiana (VA)3" Both Gallo and Arrighetti have noted the similarities and the
latter has even postulated a common Didymean origin for the two Biot. The

comparison of the two lives reveals that VA has an origin close to that of POxy 2438;

54. Gallo (above, n. 46) 16; Turner (above, n. 47) 104. In a later article, "Fra erudizione e
biografia,"” SCO 26 (1977) 40, Arrighetti states that POxy 2438 does not constitute an example of a
grammatical BLO¢ in its original form, that which ought to have characterized the biographies present in
the HiVOLKSg, but it is closer to them than the ‘Yé\’n of the Byzantine tradition. As he notes, the
disproportionate length given over to matters of chronology (15 out of 40 lines) makes us suspect a
subsequent development of a topic which was of particular interest. This would also confirm that
originally the grammatical bioi were of much greater length than the form in which they appear in the
gene. As Arrighetti noted in his earlier article ("La biografia di Pindaro," {above, n. 46] 146), POxy 2438
is likely a summary of a greater work in which were present erudition, technical discussion and polemic.

55. Vita Ambrosiana (Blog TINSGPOV), Vita Thomana (TTLvSOPov YEVOQ), Vita Metrica (TItNSGpOL
YEVOC 8’ €N@V), Eustathius and Suda; cf. Gallo (above, n. 46) 14-20, for a summary of the dates and
nature of these biographies.

56. The exception is the Suda which lacks sections on the prodigies and BEOCDL?\iOL of the poet
found in the other Yé\’n and which contains only a single anecdote relating to the death of Pindar.

57. VA (Leo 28): 1) YEVOC with variations on the name of the father 2) prodigies in childhood 3)
teachers connected with Athens 4) BEOQIALL 5) chronology based on synchronism with Simonides 6)
family 7) works 8) death and epigram 9)—. POxy 2438 (Arrighetti 141): 1) YEVOC with variations on name
of the father 2)--. 3)--. 4)—. 5) chronology, synchronism with Simonides 6) family 7) death 8) works 9)

character.
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they share a similar scheme and a similar criterion of dating®® There are differences,
however, the most notable of which is the absence of sections 2, 3 and 4 of the V A,
where we find an abundance of anecdotes which seem to have their origin with
Chamaeleon and Ister”® We may suspect that many of the anecdotes preserved in the
vévn go back to Chamaeleon®® In the papyrus we have no element which can be
called Chamaeleonic; in fact POxy 2438 seems to have reacted against his romantic
interpretation of the texts.

On the one hand, the serious nature of the papyrus biography confirms Leo’s
thesis that the yévn had their origin in the grammatical activities of the Alexandrian
period. The comparison between VA and POxy 2438 confirms that the yévn retained
their original scheme and had not greatly changed in form and literary character;
there was a diminution in content and scholarly material, something which seems
confirmed by the fact that papyrus displays a greater amount of erudite material than

VA and the other Byzantine yévn®! On the other hand, the discovery of POxy 2438

58. Arrighetti (above, n. 46) 144. Cf. POxy 2438 114-6: [YEYOIVEY 8¢ xortee 1ot TTEPOIKDL, VEDTEPOS
NIPeoBUNEPE StH@VISH EMBIAA®WY and VA (2. 21) ENEPUAAE 88 TOTC XPOVOIC TUUWVISH T VEMDTEPOC
NPEOBUTEPW.

59. In section 2 Chamaeleon and Ister are cited as the source for the anecdote of the bee. In
section 3, the BEOMIAIQ, the notices concerning Pan and Demeter depend on citations of text which do
not contain any element related to the notices to which they refer. This suggests the method of
romantic interpretation of literary texts characteristic of Chamaeleon (Arrighetti 142). For detailed
discussion of the biographical method of this Peripatetic see Arrighetti, "Fra erudizione,” (above, n. 54)
1-37, Leo 104f, Leutsch, "Pindarische Studien," (above, n. 53) 21f. Chamaeleon’s works were not
biographies as such but monographs or syngrammata of the genre known as nspi-literature, closely akin
to the NEPL ANHOOBEVOVC of Didymus. See Leo, "Didymos NMEpl AMUOTHEVOVC” NGG (1904) 254-61
=Ausgewdihite Kleine Schriften (1960) 387-94 and Pfeiffer 146,

60. Gallo (above, n. 46) 22; see Podlecki, "The Peripatetics as Literary Critics," Phoenix 23 (1969)
114-37 for the importance of the Peripatetics as a source of many of the literary comments in YEVN of
the tragedians.

6l. Arrighetti (above, n. 46) 146.
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has presented one problem to Leo’s reconstruction: the degree of alteration in content,
whereby VA displays quite different material from POxy 2438, anecdote and legend,
material which cannot easily be reconciled with the scientific aims for which, Leo
believed, the grammatical bios was originally composed? The presence of this
material in the yévn of the Byzantine tradition has been explained in one of two ways:
first, by Arrighetti®> who suggested that at the time when the material was obtained
for the annotated editions from the Unopvnuote, material for the yévn was also
excerpted from the same commentaries, or from other erudite works, or from the
biographies which accompanied them;** but that these yévn have not reached us in the
manner in which they left the hands of epitomizers of the imperial period. At some
later point, though still preserving the original scheme, in the various yévn serious
erudite material was replaced with anecdote and romantic notices taken from
completely different biographical works, such as those of Satyrus, Ister and Hermippus.
Another explanation was offered by Gallo,*® who recognized the analogy of scheme
between POxy 2438 and VA, but on the origin of the yévn hypothesized the existence

of different kinds of grammatical Biot, which followed the same scheme and structure

62. Arrighetti, "La biografia di Pindaro,” (above, n. 46) 147, "Fra erudizione," (above, n. 54) 39, Gallo
(above, n. 46) 15.

63. "La biografia di Pindaro," 147-8; cf. "Fra erudizione," 39.

64. Gallo, "Un nuovo frammento di Cameleonte e il problema della biografia ‘grammaticale’
alessandrina," Vichiana ns. 2 (1973) 243 n. 15, is right that a priori it is more likely that the YEVN, as Leo
suggested, were epitomized from previous biographies; certainly this is true of the biographies prefaced to
Dionysius’ essays on the ancient orators. In all cases the YEVN, like POxy 2438, are excerpts from larger
biographical works, still essentially grammatical and erudite, vast and extensive, as Leo put it, perhaps
approaching the length of the Ps—Plutarchean lives. Cf. Arrighetti’s comments on this point mentioned
in n, 54.

65. Nuova Biografia (above, n. 46) 25-6.
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that characterized the genre, but which admitted different material and used different
sources. Some were more seriously planned, to which POxy 2438 goes back; others
accepted anecdotes and notices of a more dubious nature through the influence of
biographies of the other type. In all would be found common material and agreement
of scheme.

We are presented with the same problem when we turn to Ps-Plutarch. As it
stands, it represents a composite which has grown up from a primitive core of
biographies through a series of additions over the centuries up to the Byzantine
period. This process of accretion best explains the frequent repetitions and
contradictions preserved in the text. Despite this accretion, the primitive core of the
biographies can still be recognized; as Prasse clearly showed, they were originally
arranged systematically under the same scheme, which provided the same basic
information for each orator.’ In many respects the scheme approximates that of the
yévn as it was conceived by Leo and confirmed by POxy 2438. A comparison of the
biographies common to Ps.-Plutarch and Dionysius of Halicarnassus shows that the
two authors drew on the same models. Chapter One will show that their source was
a anonymous collection of bioi, commonly known as the kowvn lotopic, bioi which

were closely related to the type of "grammatical" biography developed by Alexandrian

"

66. Cf. Gallo’s latest attempt to substantiate his hypothesis: "Un nuovo frammento di Cameleonte,
(above, n. 64) 241-6. Among the fragments of POxy 2451, all of which belong to an Alexandrian
fméuvnpoz of Pindar, dated to the beginning of the 2nd century AD., is found a fragment which
preserves the name of Chamaeleon and relates the story of the bee. Gallo follows Lobel, the editor of
POxy 2451, in assigning the fragment to the vita which introduced the commentary.

67. Momigliano (87), however, thinks that the biographies of the ten orators can only be forced
into the "Suetonian" scheme with considerable difficulty. This is true of the composite but not the

primitive biography.
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scholars. Features that clearly point in that direction are the use of chronographies,
archon-dates, Olympiads, synchronisms, or the tabulation of the number of genuine
speeches of an orator. All these features are found in Ps.-Plutarch.

But at the same time anecdote can be found in some of the lives of
Ps.-Plutarch. Was such material already present in their primitive core or was it
added later? How much of this kind of material on an orator could one expect to
find in a grammatical bios of the xowvn iotopia, the source of Ps.-Plutarch? As noted,
Prasse had shown that the biographies of Ps.-Plutarch broke into two parts, the "vita
primaria,” which provided a continuous account arranged in the same scheme and
concluding with the same formula on the number of speeches or the orator’s style,
and the "auctaria” which represented a disjointed collection of additions. The original
vita of Hypereides concluded @époviow & avtob Adyor éBSounkovio Entd, @v yvhoLol
eloL mevefkovia 500.% What follows are notices on the sexual escapades of the orator
taken from Hermippus’ biography. Obviously these notices in the "auctaria” were
added later, after the original composition of the primitive life was fixed. But that
does not necessarily mean that Hermippus was never consulted originally for other
details which became part of the kowvn iotopic. and eventually made their way into
Ps.-Plutarch. So for instance he is mentioned for an alternative version of the death
of Hypereides in Macedonia, where the orator had his tongue cut out.®’

In Demosthenes Hegesias of Magnesia is cited for the story of how Demosthenes

68. Ps-Pl 849d.
69. 849c.
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gave up the study of philosophy for rhetoric, after hearing Callistratus of Aphidna.”®
Hermippus told the same story and is likely Ps.-Plutarch’s source for the citation. This
anecdote appears in the primary life, but it is rejected by Prasse on the grounds that it
disturbs the sense and tenor of the primitive biography.”

Drerup, however, accepts the story, even though the citation from Hegesias
and its order contradicts the previous statements in the life about the orator’s
teachers”> His inclusion of such anecdotal material in the primary life stemmed
from his conclusion that the grammarian and polyhistor Demetrius of Magnesia was
the source of the life of Demosthenes in particular and of Ps-Plutarch in general’3
From a comparison of passages in Plutarch’s Demosthenes which can be attributed to
Demetrius, he concluded that Demetrius’ account of Demosthenes in nepl t@v
opwvipwy was a highly anecdotal description, but equally marked by such
grammatical erudition as chronological calculations, synchronisms and references to
numerous versions of a subject’* Thus Ps.-Plutarch 845d-846¢ would represent for

Drerup an excerpt from Demetrius’ work.

70. 844b: 8-20 W.

71. Prasse 8.

72. Drerup 169 n. 1

73. pp. 167-93.

74. pp. 113-18. Cf. Ps—PlL 846d & Plut. 27 for Demosthenes’ recall from exile on the motion of
Demon, and Ps-Pl. 846e-847a & Plut. 29-30 on his death at Calauria. In Plutarch Demetrius (Magnes?) is
cited for the detail that Archias was the student of Anaximenes, whereas in Ps—Plutarch we are told that
the distich inscribed on the orator’s statue was believed by Demetrius Magnes to have been written by
Demosthenes before he died. There is no question that the two authors share a common source for the
account of Demosthenes’ death. The question is not the similarity of the two accounts but whether the
whole account can be attributed to Demetrius, or whether it is not just simply a matter of particular
variants specifically attributed to him by Plutarch and Ps-Plutarch; cf. Schwartz, "Demetrios,” RE IV 2
(1901) 2816.
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The brief account of Demosthenes’ political career begins with chronology: at
the age of 37, calculated from the archonship of Dexitheus (385/4) to that of
Callimachus (349/8), Demosthenes persuaded the Athenians to assist the Olynthians
against Philip. Then follow the synchronisms with the death of Plato and the fall of
Olynthus, and with the akme of Demosthenes and Xenophon, whose Hellenica ended
with the battle of Mantinea and the archonship of Charicles (363/2), by which time
Demosthenes had already prosecuted his guardians. Included is a series of brief
notices on his trierarchy to Thasus, his duties as grain commissioner which ended in
prosecution and acquittal for embezzlement, as commissioner overseeing the
rebuilding of the wall to which he contributed 100 minae, his contribution of 10,000
drachmae to the theoric fund and his tax-collection among the allies. The passage
concludes with notices on his frequent crownings by Demomeles, Aristonicus,
Hypereides and Ctesiphon and the prosecution for nopavopwv by Diodotus and
Aeschines. The style is grammatical, marked by brief entries; the notices are based on
the research of grammarians into chronography and the speeches of the orators.”” But
amid this array of grammatical erudition can be found anecdotes, of Demosthenes’
pursuit on horseback of Aeschines as he fled his conviction in the Ctesiphon case, or
of his cowardly behaviour at Chaeronea, the former chronologically misplaced, the
latter immediately contradicted by the statement eine pévior TOV EMLTAMLOV £ TOLG

neoovol. For Drerup the inclusion of these anecdotes confirmed his impression that

75. His office as grain controller and subsequent prosecution from Dem. XVIII 224-5; his
contribution of 100 minae from Aesch. III 17; the donation of 10,000 drachmae to the theoric fund from
the forged Psephisma in XVIII 118; the connection between Demosthenes’ tax—collection among the allies

and his crowning from Aesch. III 159.
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the whole presentation smacked of a "biographisches Roman", which was not
particularly concerned about precision in chronology, names and facts.’”® The
confusion and disorder in the account is ascribed by Drerup to the fact that
Ps.-Plutarch is an abridgement of a fuller presentation and not the result of later
interpolations.”

In Drerup’s opinion the model was a grammarian who essentially owed the
content of his biography to an earlier source, but who enriched his material with new
inventions, by collecting variant accounts, with source citations and with chronological
references and synchronisms. This was his image of Demetrius of Magnesia’® By
concluding that Ps.-Plutarch preserved only a very much abridged and hastily
excerpted version of Demetrius’ account of Demosthenes, Drerup believed that
Ps.-Plutarch had left the hands of its excerptor in the form in which it is preserved
today. Whereas Prasse attributed the contradictions and confusions in the primitive
life to later interpolations, Drerup saw this as evidence of excerption. Whereas Prasse
had moved from the premise that Ps.-Plutarch went back to Caecilius and followed a
serious arrangement which did not admit much anecdotal material, Drerup saw such

material as characteristic of his grammarian. His assumption that the primitive life

76. p. 175. The confusion of names is present in the name Diodotus who with Aeschines had
prosecuted Ctesiphon for paranomon. Drerup (174) follows Bohnecke in thinking there is a confusion
here with Diondas who had prosecuted for illegality the crowning proposed by Hypereides and
Demomeles in the spring 338, and in fact in one of the appended notices (848d) in the "auctaria" of the
life he is mentioned but wrongly in connection with Aristonicus who proposed a crowning in 340. A
similar confusion is found at 844d in the names of Demosthenes’ guardians, Aphobus, Therippides, and
Demophon or Demeas, the last of whom, we are told by Ps—Plutarch, was especially prosecuted by
Demosthenes GSEAPOD TNC UMTIPOC SVIOC.

77. pp. 176-7.

78. p. 116.

20



was excerpted hastily from the fuller account by Demetrius Magnes, led him also to
conclude that even the “auctaria”, the disjointed collection of notices appended to the
end of the primitive life, went back to the same compiler and to the same principal
source.”

Though Prasse and Drerup disagreed fundamentally on the origin of the
intrusive elements in the basic life ("primaria") inherited by Ps.-Plutarch, both authors
looked to grammarians as the ultimate source of Ps-Plutarch. The question is what
type of grammarian? The difference determined for them the type of material
included in Ps.-Plutarch®® Would Caecilius have admitted anecdotes of the kind
which Demetrius apparently included in his treatment of Demosthenes? The question
is further complicated by the fact that the lives of Ps.-Plutarch are themselves not
uniform in their treatment. Whereas Demosthenes is rich in anecdotal material,
Lysias is completely free of anecdote, shows a predominance of dates and facts, and
admits few additions and disturbances to the primary life, even on Prasse’s count; it
must lead back to a source quite different from that of the life of Demosthenes. So
concluded Schindel;®! he rejected the communis opinio® that Ps.-Plutarch owed its final

form to an unimportant compiler in favour of the view that at its core it was the

79. pp. 188-89.

80. Drerup (191) is wrong when he states that Prasse’s conclusions for Ps—~Plutarch in general and
Demosthenes in particular were based on the much too narrow premise "either Didymus or Caecilius”
In fact Prasse (32) rejects Didymean authorship "nam neque nomen eius usquam in vitis nominatur et
fragmenta quae servantur multo magis viri grammatici quam rhetoris specimen prae se ferunt” But the
implication in Drerup’s remarks is right: Ceacilian authorship implies the acceptance of only certain
material in the original life.

8l. "Untersuchungen zur Biographie des Redners Lysias,"” RhM 110 (1967) 32-52.

82. Schaefer (above, n. 2) 37, Ballheimer (above, n. 11) 32.
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work of a "kaiserzeitlichen Grammatikers”, who had revised an older model very
similar to the version in the essays of Dionysius of Halicarnassus®?® In the case of
Lysias Schindel identified two types of variations from the Dionysian version which
clearly revealed the method of a grammarian: first, amplifications designed to add
precision and secondly, orderly supplements to the Dionysian version. In the first
class of additions we find exact dates not found in Dionysius® and detailed statements
about historical events only alluded to briefly in Dionysius3 In the second class we
find actual supplements to Dionysius’ text, all drawn from reliable literary textss®
According to Schindel, the "blasse Schemen"” of Lysias shows that the
"frithkaiserzeitlich Bearbeiter" must have written a work on Lysias at least, if not on
the ten orators, and that he must have been acquainted with the speeches of Lysias,
Plato’s Republic, Ps.-Demosthenes kata Neoipag, Timaeus’ historical works and certain

chronographies. This writer, suggested Schindel, could have been Caecilius.

83. Schindel (above, n. 81) 33,

84. For the birth of Lysias, for the foundation of Thurii, for the year of Sicilian disaster, for the
year of Lysias’ return to Athens.

85. For instance DH. Lys. 1 (452/53) £1n 8¢ MEVIEKOUSEKK YEYOVRC €I GOUPLOVC YXETO MAEWY
OUV GSEAQPOLC SUOLY, KOLVWVNOWY TNC GUIOKIOG, NV £0TEAAOY ABnvoctot 1€ kod ) &AAN EAAGg
SWEEKATW NMPOTEPOV £TeL 10U TTEAONOVVNOIONKOD NOAEHOV is enlarged by Ps—PL (835d) to €nel 8€ MV
£l¢ TUPOPLY BuToLkioey TNy VOTEPOY BOUPIOVC UETOVOUXTEEL OOV EOTEAAEY 1) NOAC, (XETO OVV 10
npeoPutdiw &SeAP® TMoAepdpxw Mooy y&p od® kod &AAoL §Vo, Eve0SHHOC kod BpdixvAAog),
100 MOIPOC N8N TETEAEVTNKOTOC, WC KOLVWVNOWY T0D KANPOL, EIN YEYOVMC NEVIEKOUSEKOL, ENi
TIpokTEAOUC BYPXOVIOC. For further examples see Schindel 34,

86. These include the genealogical supplement 100 AUGOVIOV 100 KEPXAOU based on Plato’s
Republic (330b); the notice that Cephalus was nAoﬁtcp SLOLPEPOVTOL from Republic 329e; the additional
reason for Cephalus’ emigration to Athens, the persuasion of Pericles, on the basis of Lysias XII 4; the
mention of two other brothers besides Polemarchus: Euthydemus from Republic 328b and Brachyllus
through a misunderstanding of Ps.-Demosthenes KOT Neodpocg 22; and finally the continuation of the
narrative beyond the point where Dionysius had ended his account with Lysias’ return to Athens: for the
arrest and flight under the Thirty Lysias XII 8-17 and for the return and grant of citzenship under
Thrasybulus the NEPL TV ISV EVEPYECLDY and the NMPOC TMOBEPONY. Cf. Schindel 34-8.
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Schindel recognized a uniform arrangement for the biography of Lysias, the
method of which, he believed, was generally reliable in its choice and use of sources®’
Prasse had recognized this uniformity of arrangement for all the lives. But the lives
of Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hypereides and Isocrates, with their abundance of
anecdotal material, do not inspire the same confidence in the choice and use of
sources. As we have seen, in the brief account of Demosthenes’ political career
(845d-846a), the compiler of the passage used the speeches of Demosthenes and
Aeschines, chronographies and other documentary evidence, but also included
anecdotes. Appended to the end of Ps-Plutarch are decrees honouring Demosthenes,
Demochares and Lycurgus, documents much like the two writs of indictment
appended to the end of Antiphon and expressly attributed to Caecilius®® As noted, it
was on the basis of these documents that Blass attributed the lives of both Antiphon
and Demosthenes to Caecilius®® But unlike Demosthenes, Antiphon is as seriously
arranged as Lysias. Hence we have two lives attributed to the same rhetorician, who
in the one life admitted only serious data, but in the other both serious and frivolous
material.

As noted, the compiler of Ps.-Plutarch modeled his biographies after the bioi of

the so-called kotvn iotopio; these were of the grammatical type. The question which

87. Schindel (above, n. 81) 39.

88. Ps-Pl. 833d: PAQLOPOL €N OEONOUNOU BPXOVIOC, £9° 0V 0f TETPOKROCLOL KOTEADBNOOLY,
IWApopod ko® O E80tey *Avuemvtor Kpienvor, 0 KoukiAlog mopotétettou.

89. Blass I (1887) 93 and III 1 (1877) 5. But contrast Drerup (191 n. 2) who attrbuites the honorary
decrees relating to Demosthenes, Demochares and Lycurgus to Demetrius Magnes on the basis of the fact
that the content of the decrees appears in the main body of the biographies, whereas such is not the case

in Antiphon.
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will be answered in Chapter 1 is whether the grammatical bioi developed by the
Alexandrian scholars admitted such anecdotal material as we find in Demosthenes.
The evidence would suggest that such material could be found in the biographies of
those orators, who were treated by Hermippus. In the opening chapters of
Dinarchus Dionysius quotes verbatim Demetrius’ account of Dinarchus, which reveals
none of the anecdotal material apparently found in his treatment of Demosthenes.
This is the same discrepancy which we find in Ps.-Plutarch between Lysias and
Demosthenes. As a matter fact, Demetrius Magnes gave nothing which even
resembles a biography of Dinarchus. Dionysius had to rely on his own research on
Philochorus and the speech against Proxenus. There was no pre-existing biography of
Dinarchus on which he could have drawn. Something of the same may be true of
other orators like Lysias, Antiphon and Andocides, who had never been fully treated
by the Alexandrian biographers. What will emerge from the discussion is that the
fullness of the biographies of Demosthenes, Hypereides and Isocrates, particularly in
terms of an anecdotal treatment, is due to the fact that these orators were treated by
Hermippus in his nepi twv "lookpdtove padnt@v, and this work, which was
characterized by its rich erudition and anecdote, was used by later scholars, when they
came to compile their own biographies of these orators.

Accordingly, a reassessment of his work is in order. Hermippus is generally
regarded as frivolous and fanciful with a taste for the sensational, and thus his notices

are held suspect. Whilst this is partly true, it should be remembered that in ancient
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times he was highly regarded; Dionysius of Halicarnassus credits him with accuracy,”
whereas he criticizes the shortcomings of Callimachus®! This judgment alone should
caution against modern assumptions on the character of Hermippus® work.

Leo had distinguished between two types of biography, the Peripatetic and the
Alexandrian. In the Callimachean period he assumed that the biographies of literary
authors by the Peripatetics had given way to a new literary form, the grammatical
bios. For this transition Leo pointed to Callimachus, Satyrus, Hermippus and finally
Heraclides Lembus. Callimachus had inherited from the Peripatetics their interest in
chronology and biographical research; he then enlarged upon what he had inherited
and incorporated it into his Pinakes® Satyrus and Hermippus, as is suggested by the
titles of their works, no longer nepi tov Setva or nepl Biov tov Serva’ but Biog tov
8etva, showed a taste for the exposition of the vitae of various persons® From the
Peripatetic biography they would have preserved only the elaborate literary form.’>
Heraclides Lembus, with his epitomes of Satyrus, Hermippus and Sotion, would have
arranged the material from their works into a definite biographical scheme, and from
their works, intended for public consumption, would have created a work for
scientific use®® According to Leo, then, Heraclides played the most decisive role in

bringing about this transition from Peripatetic to grammatical biography. But as

90. Is. L

91. Din. 1

92. p. 118

93. This suggested the prevalence of historical-literary and exegetical interests over genuine
biographical interests in the Peripatetic works.

94. pp. 105 & 118

95. pp. 118 & 124-25.

9. p. 135,
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Steidle observed (followed by Arrighetti),”” Heraclides was a figure of secondary
importance who owed his fame precisely to the popular use provided by his epitomes
of much larger works. This point seems confirmed by POxy 1367 which provides
fragments of his epitome of nepi vopobetwv of Hermippus; it is a brief summary,
containing anecdotes and other notices, which hardly justifies Leo’s assumption that
Heraclides’ work was intended for scholarly use. The fact that the Pinakes contained
biographies of the authors that were catalogued suggests that Callimachus had already
discovered a type of abbreviated, grammatical biography long before Heraclides.
Heibges, in his discussion of the biographical works of Hermippus,’® places
him next to Satyrus as the leading representative of Alexandrian authors of vitae.
According to Heibges, Hermippan biography was based on the previous generation of
Peripatetic biography, but differed from it "through the development of the scholarly
method." Arrighetti®® argues that this description suits grammatical biography but
completely contradicts what Heibges says next about Hermippan biography: "It is a
naive delight in collecting and compiling which we notice in these people; from the
enormous wealth of the Alexandrian library was drawn out and passed on the most
obscure and remote." According to Arrighetti these words describe Hermippus but
not grammatical biography. Despite his objection, Heibges is close to the truth; he is
right to notice a fusion of contradictory elements, the Peripatetic and the grammatical.

The discovery of Didymus’ commentary on Demosthenes, entitled nepi

97 Steidle, "Sueton und die antike Biographie," Zetemata 1 (1951) 167-8; Arrighetti, "Satiro, Vita di
Euripide," SCO 13 (1964) 7-8.

98. "Hermippos,” RE VII 1 (1912) 847.

99. Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 9.
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Anuoo6Btvou, yields an example of the nepl literature hypothesized by Leo and which
Chamaeleon’s literary ‘biography’ closely resembled. Diels and Schubart, in the
introduction to their edition of the text,'°® gave their own explanation of the
transformation of the historical-literary interest of the Peripatetics to that of the
Alexandrian scholars. The Peripatetic method of research into literary history on the
basis of documents and texts was brought to Alexandria by Demetrius of Phalerum.
This method was adopted by Callimachus, who, however, extended the research
beyond the field of drama and lyric, which was the main concern of the Peripatetics,
to all genres of literature, and in particular to Attic prose. The final and extremely
condensed fruit of this activity were the Pinakes. The whole research necessary for
such a vast undertaking was distributed among Callimachus’ students, and from their
endeavours arose learned literature, of the type to which belong Hermippus’
biographical production, in which rare notices and foolish erudition got displayed: "In
the stupendous, sometimes stupid erudition of his bioi lies the roots of the whole
historical-biographical scholarship, which from the second century partly was
corrected, partly enlarged and combined, most often however simply compiled.” Diels
and Schubart overstated their case somewhat; they failed to note the importance of
other biographers, such as Satyrus and Sotion, who were important for the
biographical tradition of the tragedians and philosophers. But Hermippus did occupy
a pivotal role in the development of biographical tradition of the orators. The

German scholars did recognize the essential character of his work, as both serious and

100. " Didymos Kommentar zu Demosthenes,” Berliner Klassikertexte | (1904) xxxvi-xliii; cf.
Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 10-11
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frivolous, full of both erudition and anecdote.

In the introduction to his edition of Satyrus’ bios of Euripides, Arrighetti
reexamined the whole question of whether the Peripatetics wrote biography. He also
attempted to define Satyrus’ position in the history of ancient biography. Leo had
placed Satyrus, whom he had defined along with Hermippus as "Halbperipatetiker",
among those scholars who with Callimachus had marked out the transition from
Peripatetic to Alexandrian biography. The latter would have acquired its grammatical
character through the epitomes of Heraclides Lembus. We have seen how untenable
this hypothesis is. By examining the character of the so-called biographical
productions of the Peripatetics, Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, Heraclides Ponticus,
Chamaeleon, Phaenias, Idomeneus, Duris and finally Neanthes, Arrighetti showed that
a type of product of the Peripatos to which could be given the name biography never
existed, particularly if we understand by biography a well-defined literary genre which
researches and narrates the facts and events of a person simply because they are
worth researching and narrating. Peripatetic research moved from other interests,
polemic, apolegetic, ethical, historical-literary, and as such was far removed from the
genre of biography which as an activity was an end in itself. In the case of
Chamaeleon his works on different poets are in fact only syngrammata of the
nept genre, much like the nepi AnpooBévoug, which provided interpretations on the
text albeit, in the case of Chamaeleon, of a highly romantic and anecdotal character.

That there were biographical elements contained in the writings of the Peripatetics
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does not permit us to include their works in the genre of biography.!® No longer can
we speak of a transition from an older type of biography to a newer type, whereby
Peripatetic biography died out to give way to grammatical biography.!? Rather the
actual birth of the genre of biography itself was in Alexandria, living alongside a very
different type of literary production, which has been improperly called biography.
Both types of works flourished and exercised reciprocal influences on one another.
Thus around the middle of the third century B.C, which sees the blossoming of
genuine biography, Clearchus wrote his nepl Biwv, a work which "did not contain
biographies but represented in models forms of lives,"? and Praxiphanes wrote a nepi
notnt@v or nepl notnpdtwv.!®  This is the same period in which Hermippus and
Satyrus also wrote.

Both Satyrus and Hermippus blend elements from Peripatetic research with the
type of Alexandrian biography as it was developed by Callimachus. Arrighetti
identifies four features in Satyrus’ bios of Euripides: dialogue form, use of literary
sources, arguments grouped into categories and respect for chronological order.!® The
dialogue form was practiced by Aristotle, and later by Peripatetics like Praxiphanes
and Clearchus. The method of using literary sources found in many works mnept tov

Setvar was particularly associated with Chamaeleon!% The arrangement of arguments

101. Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 12-20; cf. Gallo, "La Vita de Euripide de Satiro e gli studi sulla
biografia antica,” PP 22 (1967) 156-7.

102. Leo 134,

103. Wehrli III 58 (frs. 37-62).

104. Wehlri IX frs. 11-17.

105. Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 21.

106. Arrighetti, "Fra erudizione,” (above, n. 54) 31-49.
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into categories or rubrics was seen by Leo as a peculiar feature of the type of
biography developed by the Alexandrian grammarians; from them Satyrus would have
derived this feature as well as a predilection for arranging his exposition
chronologically.!®” The novelty lay in the fact that Satyrus created a new type of
biography by blending elements from previously unrelated methods of research.
Arrighetti sees this as nothing less than of revolutionary importance in the history of
ancient biography. Hence the important position which Suetonius attributes to him
next to Aristoxenus, Sotion, Antigonus of Carystus and Hermippus: "apud Graecos
Hermippus Peripateticus, Antigonus Carystius, Satyrus doctus vir, et omnium longe
doctissimus Aristoxenus musicus."

Hermippus should be regarded as equally innovative in grafting on to the
Callimachean type of biography elements from Peripatetic tradition. Perhaps this is
reflected in the designation of Hermippus as both Peripatetic (Jerome) and
Callimachean (Athenaeus). The explanation is that the student of Callimachus
composed works of a kind that could easily be designated as Peripatetic, that is,
concerned with literary-history and marked by a highly romantic colouring
characteristic of the Peripatetic Chamaeleon.!” That is to say Hermippus incorporated
both the Peripatetic and the Callimachean methods of research. Hence his biographies
will be both serious and frivolous, grammatical and anecdotal, just the blend we find

in certain lives of Ps.-Plutarch. If Arrighetti is right in assuming that the Peripatetics

107. Leo 27, 131 & 318; cf. Arrighetti, "Satiro," (above. n. 97) 26.
108. Jerome. De viris illustribus Praefatio; cf. Suetonius fr. 1 Reifersch; Wehrli Suppl. I fr. L
109. Arrighetti, "Fra eruditione,” (above, n. 54) 35 n. 49.
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did not compose biographies, we should look for the true beginning of the
biographies of the orators in Alexandria, and Hermippus’ work nepi v “Iookpdtoug
poadntev will be of fundamental importance within that tradition. What we shall
attempt to do is to reconstruct the form and content of his biographies of the orators,
and to see just how these relate to the previous treatments of Demetrius of Phalerum
and Idomeneus and just how they relate to the grammatical bioi of the xoivn
iotopio. which formed the basis of the biographies of Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch.

Below is provided an outline of Ps.-Plutarch’s lives of Isocrates, Hypereides and
Demosthenes, indicating the uniform scheme adopted by the author and summarizing
the content under each rubric. Each biography includes the following sections in the
"primaria" 1) genos 2) education 3) career 4) death 5) Grave/Monuments 6) Orations.
There is some diversity in the scheme in part reflecting the importance attached to
some biographica in the tradition. Hence the life of Isocrates has a section (3a) on
the orator’s students that could easily have formed part of the section on his career.
As a teacher of rhetoric, Isocrates’ students naturally figured prominently in his
common history. As we shall see, a discussion of Demosthenes’ speech imﬁediment
and the efforts taken by him to correct it was a regular feature of any biography of
that orator. Accordingly Ps.-Plutarch includes a section (2a) on Demosthenes’ training
to correct his problem and to improve his delivery. Moreover, the biographical
tradition on Demosthenes is much more extensive. As a result, the sections on his
training and career each fall into two parts: early training at the time when he
reached majority and prosecuted his guardians (teAciwBei¢ 8€), and later training after

he entered political life (énel 8¢ w noAutebeoBor npoonABey); early career at age 37

3



(Enta 8¢ xal tpidkovia £In yeyovwe), and later career when Alexander was
campaigning in Asia (Dotepov 8 'AActdvdpov Eni tnv ~Aciav
otpatcvopivov). Between these two sections the chronology overlaps, indicating that a
straightforward chronological exposition was not always what was sought in these

lives but a schematic arrangement of the biographical material.
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CHAPTER 1

DIONYSIUS AND PS-PLUTARCH

In chapter one of his essay On Dinarchus Dionysius of Halicarnassus singles
out three sources which he had consulted in his investigation of the life of that orator:
Callimachus, the Pergamene grammarians and Demetrius of Magnesia.!’® The
Pinakes of Callimachus and the Pergamene grammarians formed the basis of
Dionysius’ catalogue of speeches,!!! and it was primarily because they provided such a
catalogue that they were consulted.!!> In his opinion, however, the pinacographers
wrote nothing accurate about Dinarchus; by failing to examine his life in any depth,
both Callimachus and the Pergamenes not only got many details wrong but also
wrongly ascribed to Dinarchus speeches written by others and to others speeches

written by Dinarchus!!® Although Dionysius mainly criticizes Callimachus and the

110. Callimachus was in his prime and a court favourite by the time of the marriage of Ptolemy II
to his sister Arsinoe (278/3), an event which the poet celebrated with an epic poem. He was toward the
end of his life when he composed the poem in honour of Berenice (246/5). See Pfeiffer 124-5. The
Pergamenes in question were perhaps Crates and Aristarchus (Shoemaker [above, n. 13] 13 n. 8), or
possibly Apollodorus of Pergamum (c. 104-22 B.C). Demetrius flourished c. 50 BC. He was a
contemporary of Cicero and friend of Atticus; cf. Ad Are. IV 11 12, VIII 117, XII 6, IX 9.2.

111.  Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 62.

112. In chapter 10, where he catalogues the genuine public speeches, Dionysius notes that KOLTOL
@EOKinOU EZ'VS&L&LQ was entered by Callimachus £V TOT'; AT]JOOGéVOUg. In chapter 11, where Dionysius
lists the spurious speeches, he states that KOLTOL AMUOCBEVOUC NOPOVOUWY was assigned to Callicrates £V
IOTg nepYOLunVOTQ nivoctt. These two examples are clear evidence that Dionyius consulted their
catalogues closely. In chapter 12 Dionysius twice suggests alternative titles for what must have been titles
given by either Callimachus or the Pergamenes,

113. Din. 1 (297. 14). &por 8 Op®Y 0VSEY GxptPec ovte KoAAiporxoy ovte tove €k [epydyon
YPOUUOTLKOVE MEPL OLDTOV YPAWOVIOG, GAAX NP 1O UNSEY Etetdoou MEPL oDTOV TRV
QKPIBECTEPWY NUOPTNKOTOG, MC PN HOVOY EYEVOB0U MOAAY HAAX KO AOYOUC TOUC OVSEV UEV
VTR TIPOCHKOVING M AELVGPXOV T0VTEY NPOCTIBEOn, TOVC 8 VI’ OOTOV YPOPEVIOS ETEPWY
£LvoUL AEYELV.
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Pergamene grammarians for their false ascriptions, he also censures them for failing
to provide biographical details on the orator’s life, which should have been found in
the biographies prefaced to their catalogues; for in Dionysius’ mind a clear
understanding of the life and character of the orator is essential in distinguishing
spurious and genuine speeches.!!* This is precisely how Dionysius proceeds, first by
giving a brief account of the orator’s life (c. 2-4), followed by an assessment of the
character of his orations (5-7). These must have been the areas into which
Callimachus and the others pinacographers failed to enquire in detail.

Demetrius Magnes is also found wanting in this area by Dionysius.!'> After
quoting verbatim the entry on Dinarchus from his work nepi t@v OpwvOpw@Y,
Dionysius remarks that there is nothing accurate or truthful to be found in Demetrius’
words. Dionysius directs his criticism against Demetrius’ failure to provide the genos,
chronology or place of the orator, that is, his biography.!'®* What in fact Demetrius
gives is simply a short evaluation of Dinarchus’ ability and style as an orator.

Faced with such shortcomings in his sources, Dionysius had to gather the

details of the orator’s life on his own,''” and so turned to Dinarchus’ speech Against

114. 297. 7: Op@®V 8 Ko TOVIOV TOV V8P (sc. AELVAPXOV) NP MOAAOLC NEIWPEVOY
OVOUATOC €Ml SELVOTNTL AOYWY KO GJTOAEAOLNOTO! STHOTIOUC Te Xod i8i0u¢ AdYoue ovTE OAIYOVS
OUT’ £VKOLTUPPOVATOVE, NYNOGPNY SETV PR MOPUANELY oDTOV, GAAS Kod IEPL TOV Biov xod 100
XUPAKTINPOC HOTOV SIEABELY Ko 8topioou ToUC T YVNOIOUE kol YEVSELC AOYOUC IEVIWY 1 TV YE
NAEIOTWY GIVOLYKOUOTEPOY OTHOUL TOTC U £K MEPLLIUOTOC LOKOVOL PNTOPLKTY.

115, Din. 1 (298. 2. AAX AnunIpLo¢ O MAryvng, O¢ £80te YEVEOBOU MOAVLIOTWP, €V 1) NEPL TOV
OUWVUHOY MPOYPOTELN AEYWY Kod MEPL TOVTOV TOU &vSPOC KOd VMIOANYLY MOPOUGXMY, (¢ NEPL
oLOTOV AELWY T QKpIBEC, SleYeDoBN e 808 NC.

116. Din. 2 (299. 9): £k TOUIWY OVSEV EOTLY OUTE KkPIBEC HAN OVSE GANBEC €0PET Y oVTE YO
YEVOC TOVEPOC OVTE XpOVOLC, X' ol AY, OVTE TOMOY, &V @ SIETPLYE, SESHAWKEY KTA.

117. Din. 2 (299. 14 & 0DV &Y0 odTOC 8’ EUVTOD KOTEACBOUNY, TOOT EOTEV.
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Proxenus and to the history of Philochorus.!’®* He goes out of his way to emphasize
the unusual independence of his own research into the life of this orator. As his
statements elsewhere make clear, he normally drew on an existing collection of
biographies, or what he termed the xowvn iotopia. His criticisms of the deficiencies
of his sources indicate that certain orators had never been fully treated biographically,
as his remarks in the opening chapter of his essay On Isaeus confirm. Here again
Dionysius tells us that he had to turn to the speeches of the orator, from which he
determined that Isaeus had flourished after the Peloponnesian war.!'® In his usual
source, the kot Ltotopia. or common history, he found only the brief note that Isaeus
was the teacher of Demosthenes, and either Athenian or Chalcidian; he could find no
information on chronology, on the orator’s birth and death, on the type of life he
lived or on his political persuasion.!?® Even Hermippus, whom he regards as accurate
in such matters, provided him with only two details: that Isaeus was a student of
Isocrates and the teacher of Demosthenes, both of which he could find in the xotvn

totopio.!?!  The fact that biographers like Hermippus dealt with Isaeus summarily

118, Din. 3 (300. 22). 0UTOC PEV O Biog T&vdPOC. Suodeikvutow & EKNOTOV DTV £k TE TV
(OTOPL@DY 1@V DIA0XOPOV Kod £8 @V aDTOC MEPL AVTOV LUVEYPOYEY €V T AOY® TR KOTXL
[IpotEvou KTA.

19. Is. 1 (93. 5): fixpowoe 8¢ perdt 1OV TIEAONOVYNOLOKKOY MOAEROY, OC £k AOYWY OrDIOD
TEKUOUPOUOLL, KO PEXPL THC PLATTION SUVNIGTEING TIOUPELETELVE.

120, 93. 1: "TooTog 8 O AnuOOBEVOUC KOBNYNOXUEVOC KO SIOL TOVTO UGALOTO! YEVOREVOC
NEPLPOLVAC, ¢ PEV TLVEC (OTOPODOLY, "ABNVOLOC NV TO YEVOC, B¢ & ETEPOL YPAPOLOL, XOAKISENC...
(93.7) yevéoewe 8¢ kod TEAEVINC TOV PATOPOC AKPIPN XPOVOV EIMELY OVX £xw OVSE 8N Mepl 10V
Biov TBVEPOC, 01OC TC AV, OVSE MEPL TNC NMPOCUPECEWS TRV NMOALTEVPAIDY OVSEY, GPXAV &l
NPOEIAETO UV 1) MOALTE(OY, 008 SAWC MEPL TV TOLOVTWY OVSEVOC Sttt 1O PnSeptd 01T
MEPLTUYXXVELY [OTOPLOL.

121 93. 13: OVSE YO O 1ov¢ “Tookpdaoue podnid Sevorypdaporg “Eppunoc, dkpiic €V 10T¢
KAAOLC YEVOUEVOC, UNEP TODSE TOV PATOPOC OVSEV ELPNKEY £EW SVELY TOVTWY, dU SIAKOVOE PEV
*I00KPATOUC KOBNYNROOTO 8 AMOOBEVOUC. By the words €9 T0L¢ AAOLC Dionysius must mean that
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obviously meant that there was little in the biographical tradition on which Dionysius
could draw. Other orators, like Dinarchus, were completely ignored. Dionysius
indeed emphasizes that he was the first to compose a bios of Dinarchus. What this
indicates is that the richness of the biographical tradition depended on how
extensively the orators had been treated previously by Hermippus and other
Hellenistic biographers.

This point is important, because other grammarians laboured under the same
disadvantage. Demetrius of Magnesia was a case in point. His article on Dinarchus
preserved by Dionysius indicates that in certain cases he did not always provide
biographies, obviously because there were none that he could use. The same is true
of Isaeus. Since Dionysius could not find a full biography of that orator, it is unlikely
that one could be found by Demetrius, especially since Dionysius was familiar with
his work and at least on one other occasion, while researching the life of Dinarchus,
had consulted him. Instead, he drew on his usual source, the koivn totopia, which
provided him with a few bare details on the scholastic affiliation and origin of the
orator. It was from this source and not from Demetrius, though we know from
Harpocration that Demetrius considered Isaeus Chalcidian and not Athenian, that

Dionysius also derived this information about the orator.!?? He would otherwise have

in the other biographies on the Isocrateans Hermippus was accurate in precisely the areas about which
he could find nothing on Isaeus, his Yévoq, xpévoq, Biog
122. Harpocr. "loO(TOC €1¢ PEV £0TL TRV kot PMIdpwWY 0VTOC, podntic 8 NV Tookpdroug

CABNVATOC 1O YEVOCST ko8& @noty “Epunnoc €v Sevtépw Nepl 10V I0OKpAIOVC HOBNT®Y.
ATUATELOC & €V T0L¢ NMEPL GUWVOIGY OOV XOAKISEN PNOLY aOTOV €1 VoL,

Cf. Suda 'Io0ToC €1¢ PEV £0U @Y { PNIOPWY, pHoBNTC 8 I0oKPATOUC, SIBHOROACC &
AnpocBEvouc, “ABNVOTOC TO YEVOC AMpNATLOC 8 XOAKISEN QNOLY COTOV €1 VouL.

+ After Liebmann (de Isaei vita. Halle [1831] 2), who first made the addition to Harpocration, it
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specified Demetrius as his source, as he does Hermippus later in the chapter. Even if
Demetrius was the immediate source of the common history on which Dionysius was
drawing for the life of Isaeus, he contributed little to it and was in fact largely
dependent on earlier biographers. As the article in Harpocration indicates,
Hermippus was the source of every other detail of Isaeus’ life that Dionysius found in
the kowvn totopia. This confirms the suspicions of scholars that only in exceptional
cases did Demetrius give full biographies, and even then he is cited only for
variations on the existing tradition; in no case does he ever create the tradition.!?

The fact that in these two cases alone Demetrius did not include biographies
of orators calls into serious question the hypothesis of Drerup. He argued!?* that
Demetrius was the source of the life of Demosthenes in Ps.-Plutarch and, by default,
of the collection as a whole. But such a premise is faulty from the very start, given
that Demetrius never wrote a biography of Dinarchus or of Isaeus. Further the
similarities generally recognized between Dionysius’ biography of Dinarchus and that
of Ps.-Plutarch indicate that the latter, either directly’?®® or indirectly through the

redaction of Caecilius,!?¢ goes back to the former. Again, the unquestionable

is generally accepted that Hermippus was the source of the notice on Isaeus’ Athenian origin; cf. Blass Il
(1874) 454. What this means is that, except for the Chalcidian origin, Hermippus was responsible for
every notice in the KOLVY {otopior (1veg iOIOpOBOL\’) on which Dionysius drew. That some of the
notices in the koine historia, on which Dionysius models his lives of the orators, were derived ultimately
from the Hellenistic biographers is confirmed by the fact that Dionysius twice includes the notice that
Isaeus was the teacher of Demosthenes, once at the beginning of chapter 1, from the same KOLVN
iOIOpiOL which provided him with the details of the orator’s origin, and secondly at the end of the
chapter from Hermippus.

123. Drerup 113; Leo 43; Schwartz, "Demetrios,” IV 2 RE (1901) 2816.

124. pp. 167-93

125. Seeliger (above, n. 14) 5-11; Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 49; Thalheim, "Deinarchos,” RE IV 2 (1901
2387, Blass III 2 (1880) 261-62; II (1874) 9 n. 4.
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similarities between the few details on the life of Isaeus that Dionysius and
Ps.-Plutarch give confirm that Dionysius was the principal source, whether directly or
indirectly. These two examples alone refute Drerup’s hypothesis. Since all hte lives of
Ps.-Plutarch follow a consistent scheme in the primitive core that suggests a single
hand, a source other than Demetrius must be postulated, one dependent on Dionysius,
and ultimately on his source, the xotvn) iotopioL.
The Koiné Histori

Dionysius’ recourse to Demetrius of Magnesia and the Pinakes of Callimachus
and the Pergamene scholars was the exception. Likewise, when he was preparing the
life of Isaeus, he turned to Hermippus only after he had found that his usual source
was incomplete. Normally he modeled his biographical introductions after the xotvol
totopioe. In the first letter to Ammaeus Dionysius sets out to refute the contention of
a contemporary Peripatetic that Demosthenes had learned his art from the Rhetoric of
Aristotle. First, he had to establish the priority of Demosthenes’ most celebrated
speeches, and since chronology was essential to his argument, he gave a brief sketch
of the lives of the two men. In drawing up these brief biographies, Dionysius states
that he gathered his material £k 1@V KoLv@V [OTOPL@Y, ¢ KOTEALIOV THLV Ol ToUC Biouc
TV avdp@v cuvtatdpevor'?’” He concludes the biography of Aristotle by reiterating

the point: tabta pév obv fouv & napadeddkooty ULV ol tOV PBiov 10V &vSPo¢

126 Radermacher (above, n. 24) 161-69 and Prasse 30.
127. Ad Amm. 1 3 (260. 2).
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avorypayovteg.'”® From Dionysius’ words it is clear that his source was a collection or
handbook of biographies, put together by compilers of bioi. His words could imply
either that there were a number of such collections or that the individual biographies
within a standard handbook, known as the xotvn iotopia, were termed common
histories. The latter sense seems confirmed by his description of his source for the
life of Isaeus. At one point in his biographical introduction Dionysius complains that
he could find little or no details about Isacus’ life in the iotopia!?® It was from this
same source that Dionysius also derived his brief biography of Isocrates: 10 pEv oUv
totopolpeva Tepl aLTOL kKe@aAouwd®¢ tovt’ £otiv.!3® It would seem, then, that
Dionysius largely relied on a standard collection of biographies commonly designated
as the xowvn totopia or simply iotopia.

The similarities between the Dionysian and Ps.-Plutarchean lives of Lysias,
Isacus and Isocrates indicate that for the notices in common Ps.-Plutarch goes back
directly or indirectly through Dionysius to the xowvn iotopia. As for the lives for
which a comparison is impossible (Antiphon, Andocides, Aeschines, Demosthenes,
Hypereides, Lycurgus), there is no way of being certain whether the author of
Ps.-Plutarch drew on the kotvn iotopia. But the fact that Dionysius turned
immediately to this anonymous collection, in drawing up the biographies of

Demosthenes and Aristotle for Ammaeus, indicates that this was the preferred source

128. Ad Amm. 1 6 (263, 1D).

129. Is. 1 (93. 7 YEVEOEWC 8 KOU TEAELTNC TOV PNTOPOC AKPIBN XPOVOV EIMETY OVK EXw OVSE
8N nepi 100 Piov TEVSPOC, OLOC TC NV, OVSE MEPL TNC MPOOUPETENC DY TMOALTEVUNTWY OVSEY,
XPXNY El MPOEIAETO TV ) MOALTELOY, 08’ BAWC MEPL TV TOLOVIWY OVSEVOC 8L 1O UNSERLY
TOLOCOTI MEPLTUYXCLVELY {OTOPIOY.

130. [Isoc. 1 (56, 11).
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among scholars and compilers alike. Certainly the author of Ps-Plutarch could not
have used Dionysius for the lives of Antiphon, Andocides or Lycurgus, for Dionysius
never wrote on these orators. He must have turned to another source, which could
well have been the xown itotopic. This last point seems confirmed by Photius who
designates as his only source for the life of Lycurgus the totopia.'® It has long been
recognized that the biographical sketches given by Photius of the ten orators are
simply a revision or adaptation of Ps-Plutarch.*> What this indicates is that Photius
considered the Ps.-Plutarchean collection very much along the lines of the common
history used by Dionysius.

Busse in an article published in 1894 had long ago recognized the importance
of the xown iotopia as a source of Ps.-Plutarch.!®® He speculated that originally the
biographical sketches included little more than the yévog and "Zeitbestimmung” of the
author in question, but were gradually enlarged under the influence of biographical
and chronological writings. The kotvai iotopior used by Dionysius contained in
concise terms the most important notices about the "Geburt, Bildungsgang,
Wirksamkeit und Tod", details supplied from the work of Apollodorus who in turn

owed his knowledge to the mivakec. He further speculated that Caecilius, who was

131. Phot. cod. 268 496b 38 AUKOUPYOL 8 OVSEVOC 1OV XAADY, SO0 YE TEAELY EIC PITIOPO
Ko SMUOLYWYOUC, O EAXTIOV PEPOUEVOY OVNW MOPESXEY MULY O XPOVOC AGYOUC CVOLYV@VOL,
PEPECBOLL 8E OrDTOV €% LOTOPIOC 1 PEPOIBAKOUEY VIOC PEV Y AVKOPPOVOC TOD AVKOVPYOV, OV N
OV A" TUPOLYVIC GVETAE, 1OV Snuov E1eoBoutddne AKpoXooTo 8 T0¢ PUEV MPMTO, (¢ 1 (OTOopio
Aéyet, TTIAIwvVOC 100 PtAocdpov, Eneitor 8 kod 100 PrTopoc  TookpdTou.

132, Zucker (above, n. 12) 289-312; Prasse 14-25; Blass II (1874) 9, 454 n. 2; III, 1 (1877) 5; 11,2 (1880)
1 n 1, 73 n. 2. Ballheimer (above, n. 11), however, argues that Photius did not use Ps—~Plutarch but rather
the archetype of the latter. His conclusion in no way detracts from but instead enhances the argument
that the source of Ps—Plutarch was the )COLVf] iOIOpiOL.

133, Busse, "Zur Quellenkunde von Platons Leben,” RhM 49 (1894) 72-90, especially 81-4.
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influenced by the writings of his friend Dionysius, later supplemented the koitvn
iotopia by notices from Hermippus. When a canon of the ten orators was finally
recognized, the yévn, which were prefaced to the edition of the orators, were partly
enlarged from excerpts from Caecilius and partly created afresh. In this form the
biographical sketches were combined into a collection which has come down to us as
Ps.-Plutarch. These same biographies were also transmitted separately in the editions
of their speeches and augmented with further additions. This last stage is what is
found in Photius, who had read them not in a new collection, as Ballheimer (18)
believed, but individually as prefaces to the edition consulted by him.!3

Busse never actually proved his hypothesis, and indeed there are certain difficulties in
his reconstruction. First, it is best to regard Ps.-Plutarch as Photius’ direct source,
from whom the latter simply transcribed the biographies now found in the
Bibliotheca. Secondly, the enlargements of which he speaks are in fact of two types.
As noted in the introduction, the biographies of Ps-Plutarch fall into two parts, the
"primaria” and the "auctaria”; the former, which in each life has the same scheme and
rubrics throughout, was the product of a grammarian, probably Caecilius; the latter
was simply a medley of additions, made over the centuries, and in many cases taken

from biographers like Hermippus. A comparison of the lives in common with

134. Leo (31-33) in main follows Busse. He believes that Dionysius used the KOLVOU
Zoropioa which proved sufficient for Lysias, Isocrates and Demosthenes. After the manner of Dionysius
Caecilius took as his basis the KOLVOU Zoropioa, but enlarged the material and took the investigation
further, as a comparison of Dionysius, Ps.—Plutarch and Photius reveals. The Biot prefaced to the edition
of the orators were enlarged once more from Caecilius and brought up to the size in which they appear
in Photius, From the same KOLVF) iOT,OpiOL an unknown person had long before put together the

Ps.~Plutarchean collection.
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Dionysius shows that the "primaria" were modeled after the same kowvn ilotopic, but,
where we find substantial additions, as in the life of Isocrates, the author of the
Ps.-Plutarch took them from two places: from Hermippus, as Busse maintained, and
from the same common history. The xotvn totopic. was never as concise as Busse
imagined. Dionysius indicates that his life of Isocrates was only a brief summation of
what could be found in the xoitvn iotopia: t& piv oOvV iotopolpevo nepl aDIOL
kepaAonwdwg tout éou. This means that the biographies in this collection were much
more extensive than those given by Dionysius. If in fact Ps-Plutarch drew on the
same anonymous collection, as seems to be the case, then many of the additions to
Dionysius found in the "primaria” of Ps.-Plutarch possibly were derived from that
source. But Busse was right to see the kotvai iotopior as compilations of biographical
and chronographical works. Indeed, the two essential elements of these biographies, as
they were identified by Dionyius, were xpovo¢ and Bio¢c. The former was derived
largely from Apollodorus of Athens; the latter from Hermippus, who in large measure

established the common history of certain orators.!*

I n f istori
The kowvn totopice was a collection of anonymous biographical sketches which

were compiled sometime after Apollodorus of Athens had composed his Chronika, a

135. See n. 122, where it was noted that much of the common history of Isaeus was derived from

the biographer.
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work that formed the basis of any chronology included in these lives.!** They were
probably modeled after the bioi that were prefaced to various commentaries.
Typically, they began with the genos of an author, from which they received the
designation yévn!* Leo actually treats the kowvn iotopic in his chapter (3) on the
vévn. Thus they would have shown all the characteristic features of the grammatical
biographies of this type. The fact that Dionysius would resort to the Pinakes of
Callimachus and the Pergamenes, when his usual source failed him, suggests that
similar details were to be found there, as in the biographies of the koiné historia.
Dionysius actually identifies the type of details which could be found in these
biographical sketches. In chapter 1 of Isaeus, as we have seen, the rhetorician
complains that he could find no information in the iotopia on the date of the orator’s
birth and death, on the type of life he led, and on his political persuasion.!*® The
elements which Dionysius expected to find in the xowvn iotopic. and which, indeed, he
incorporated into his other biographies, are, then, the yivog, xpovog and Biog. These
are the very elements which Demetrius Magnes failed to include and for which he
was sharply criticized by Dionysius.!*® The life of Dinarchus which the latter
compiled from his own research included all these essential elements and no doubt

was modeled after the vitae of the common history.!*

136. The work was first dedicated to Attalus II in 144/3 B.C. But there is evidence that Apollodorus
added a fourth book reaching down to 120/19 or 110/09. See Pfeiffer 253-55.

137. Busse (above, n. 133) 81.

138. See above n. 129 for text.

139. Din. 2 (299. 9): &K TOVUTWY OVSEV £0TLY OVTE GKPIBEC OAA’ OVSE ANBEC EVPELY OVTE YO
YEVOC TGV8pOC oDTE XpAHVOUC, KO’ OV MY, OVIE TOMOY, &V ) SIETPLYE, SESAAWKEY.

140. Dionysius arranged the life under the following rubrics: 1) YEVOC 2) migration to Athens KO’
OV XpOvov AvBouy ol 1€ AV PLAocoPWY kod PNTdpwy StotpiBod. 3) education 4) early career
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Dionysius’ remarks imply that in any biography of the common history could
be found the same basic details about an orator’s life, whether it involved chronology
or bios. This much is confirmed by a statement in Demosthenes 53. There he notes
that the orator had worked hard on his voice and delivery, though he was ill-suited to
such exertion by nature.!*! He attributes this to the testimony of Demetrius of
Phalerum, but adds that all other compilers of his bios included such an account: ot
Aot névieg ol v Biov avtov ouyypdyaviee. Dionysius drew this conclusion from
his own perusal of the common history that he used when he compiled the brief
biographies of Demosthenes and Aristotle included in his letter to Ammaeus. Indeed,
the language with which he describes his source there comes close to what we find
here in Demosthenes. €k 1@V KOGV LOTOPLAY, OC KOTEALTOV TIV ol ToU¢ Bloue v
avépdv ouvtatdpevor!4? What this means is that any biography based on the xotv
totopia included a section on Demosthenes’ exercises to over come his speech
impediment, that is to say, it had become a regular feature of the biographical
tradition. The very fact that every extant biography includes such a description to
that effect confirms Dionysius’ testimony that this had become a part of the common
history of the orator’s life. This would also apply to other details, such as date of

birth, the education of the orator, date and manner of death. Where we find a

KRPOLOVIWY £TL TV NEPL ATHOCBEVNY 5) akme PETX TNV ~AAELAVEPOL TEAEUTAY 6) later career
E10V MEVIEKQUSERN ... €w¢ K&Ooov8poc TNV MOALY KOTEGXEV 7) migration to Chalcis in the
archonship of Anaxicrates 8) return to Athens in the archonship of Philippus 9) prosecution of Proxenus.

141. Dem. 53 (244. 17): Ko YOp TOC MAON T TC PWOVNC KOL TO OXAUOTOL TOD CWUOTOC, MC
KPATLOTL ELELY EMEAAEY, OV PIKPD NMOVK KOTEPYXONTO, KOUTOL QUOEL MPOC TOOTL OV MGV
EVTUXEL XPNOKWEVOC, B¢ ANUATPLOC T O DaANPEDC PNOL xod Of HAAOL MEVIEC Of TOV Blov ADTOD
GUYYPOYOLVTEC.

142. Ad Amm. 1 3.
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consistent body of information on a particular orator in a number of sources and

biographies, this, we must conclude, constituted the common history of that orator.

hronol

Of the two main elements of the biographies of the common history,
xpovo¢ and Biog, Dionysius considered chronology by far the most important. The
whole reason for including a biography in his essay on Dinarchus was to establish a
relatively secure chronology of the orator’s life as a criterion by which to distinguish
the genuine from the spurious speeches.!'* Much the same reason stands behind the
inclusion of biographies of Demosthenes and Aristotle in the letter to Ammaeus; the
chronologies, which Dionysius took from the xouwvn totopia, proved the priority of the
orator, who had already reached his akme and published his most celebrated speeches
before Aristotle wrote the Rhetoric.14

This emphasis on chronology can best be seen in the biography of
Demosthenes found in Ad Ammaeum 1 4. It is incomplete, except for the few crucial

dates marking the course of his life: the year of birth in OL 99. 4 (381/0);'%% the year

143. Din. 4 (302. 22): TPOEIPNUEVOY T) TOVIWV £V U AEMETOUL KOU OVOLYKOULOTTOY, THY
NALkiory oc0ToD Stopioou, Tvor kod NPl IOV AOY®Y TRV TE YVNOIWV ODTOD KO U COPEC TL EXCHEY
AEYELY. cf. 5 (304. 1): &nel 86 & XPOVOC THVEPOC MC OLOV TE AKPIBECTHTIO: EDPNTOL, TIPOC OV Ko TV
AOYWY TOVC TE YVNOLOUE KO W) SIOKKPLVODUEY.

144. Ad Amm. 1 3 (259. 19): €V 8¢ 1@ NOPOVIL TOVTO MEPXOOPOU PAVEPOV ToLnoou, &t
ANPOCBEVOUC AKPALOVTOC HON KOO THY MOALTELNY KO TOUC ETLPOVECTHTIOVC EIPTKOTOC CLYDVOLL
100¢ TE SIKOIVIKOUC KO TOUC SNUNYOPLKOVE Ko BoUPO{opévou St ncone e ‘EAA&Soc €ni
SEvOTNTL AOYWY 10TE O PLIAGCOPOC TOC PNTOPIKOC EYPOLYE TEXVOIC.  GveYKn & T0WC MPATOY, G
MOPEANBOY €K TOV KOLVDY {OTOPL®Y, Q¢ KOTEAMOV NUIY of ToVC Bioue 1OV AVEPRV
CUVTOEXUEVOL, POELTEL V.

145. On the obvious error of this date see Sealey, "Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Some

Demosthenic Dates,” REG 68 (1955) 77-120.
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in which he prosecuted the guardians (364/3: the archonship of Timocrates); the year
in which Demosthenes began writing public speeches at the age of 25 (355/4: the
archonship of Callistratus); the year in which he delivered his first political speech, On
the Symmories (354/3: the archonship of Diotimus). All these details come at the
beginning of the chapter and almost certainly were derived from the xotvn iotopia,
since they mark the stages in the orator’s career. That is, they are the type of details
one would expect to find in a biography of an orator.!*® The rest of the chapter
mainly comprises a list of speeches and the year in which each oration was delivered;
the pinacographical material was supplied from the nivaxec, which Dionysius at one
point quotes for the title On the Symmories.!*” He also provides the incipit of each
of the three Olynthian speeches, a common feature of pinacographical entries.!*8
Some of the speeches listed by Dionysius are also accompanied by a brief description
of the type of case,'* a practice followed extensively in the catalogue of speeches
found in Dinarchus and based on the Pinakes of Callimachus and the Pergamene
scholars.!*® As in the notices taken from the xoivn iotopia, even the purely
pinacographical entries are supplied with an archon date, but these dates must have

been supplied by Dionysius himself, for there is little evidence to suggest that

146. Two other dates which Dionysius may also have found in the KOLVA iotopiet include the year
in which Demosthenes delivered the Philippics (352/1: the archonship of Aristodemus), and the year in
which he delivered the Olynthian speeches (Ps.—Pl. 845¢) and the speech against Meidias (844d) (349/8: the
archonship of Callimachus).

147. 260. 16: €L 8¢ ALOTIPHOV TOD PETOL KOAMNOTPOTOV £V “ABNVOUOLC TIPGTINY £1TE SMUMYOPIOY,
IV EMYPOPOVOLY Of TOVC PNTOPIKOVC TEVOKOIC CUVIREOVIEC TIEPL TV CUHHOPLDY'.

148. Pfeiffer 129.

149. 260. 23 £l 8& OOVSHUOV TOV PETX ALOTIPOY BPEOVTIOC TOV TE Kottt TiypokpdToue AdGYov
Eyporle ALoS@PW T KPIVOVTL NOovopmy 1OV Titokpdan

150. Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 62-63,
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Callimachus dated the speeches which he catalogued.!®® Dionysius probably relied on
a chronographical work of some kind for these dates. However, the similarity of
details which Dionysius could find in the xotvn iotopic on the one hand, and the
nivaxeg and chronographical works on the other hand, suggest the possible genesis of
the biographical sketches of the xowvr iotopic. These biographies derived many of
their details, particularly of a grammatical and chronographical nature, from the
erudite works of Callimachus and his successors.

This suspicion is confirmed by an examination of the Biog¢ of Aristotle, found
in chapter 5 of the same letter.'>? Dionysius begins with the yévog of the philosopher,

whose birth falls in Ol. 99 in the archonship of Diotrephes, and concludes with his

151. Besides his general Pinakes on all Greek literature (ITLVOKEC 1OV €V MO MOUSELX
SLOACPYAVIOY Kol OV OUVEYPOYOLY), Callimachus wrote two specialized pinakes one of which
catalogued the dramatic productions according to chronology: HiVOLE, Kol &VOLYpOL(Dﬁ OV KT
XPOVOUC Kot G’ &PXNC YEVOUEV®WY SISOKXAWY. But there is no evidence whatsoever that
Callimachus included chronology for other types of works such as the orations, catalogued in the general
Pinakes. Only fr. 432 Pf. (Ad Amm. 1 4) preserves a date. For the text see above, n. 147. It is clear
from this fragment that the Pinakes were divided into categories, one of which was f)ntOkaél (cf. fr 430:
Athen. XV 669de, fr. 431: schol. Aristoph. Av. 692 and Pfeiffer 128). But Dionysius’ words only suggest
that the title came from Callimachus. The date was his own addition, gathered either from the xoLvn
iOtOpiOL or from a chronographical work. The only other evidence is the catalogue of speeches which
Dionysius includes in Dinarchus. In chapter 9 he informs his reader of the method he will follow. For
the genuine speeches he will only include what is in the register: 101¢ u(::\? oV YVnoiOLq o1 10 Iﬁg
&\?OLYpOL(DﬁQ npOOéOIOLL u()vov. In his own list he gives only the title, the type of case and the incipit,
presumably corresponding to what was actually found in the Pinakes of Callimachus and the Pergamene
grammarians. There are no dates. For the spurious speeches, however, Dionysius will state his reasons
for rejecting them. Since this requires a knowledge of chronology, he will begin with a list of archons
from the date of Dinarchus’ birth to the date of his return from exile: IO?Q 8¢ 1|I€U5é0t o 100 T
EAEYXOU KO TNC odTioC SINKPLBWPEVDL, 8’ IV EKOOTOV KOETOVUEY DTV, £Mel & Gvorykodor mpde
DT [ IOV XpOVRY SI&YVWOoLC, ToUC “ABAWNOLY GPEorvIo, G’ 00 AEIVUPXOV UNeBEPEBoL
YEYOVEVOL XPOVOU, HEXPL THC SOBEIOTIC OXUT® PETO! THY QUYNY KBOS0V. Presumably such a list was
required, since the speeches were not dated by the pinacographers.

152. For an analysis and comparison of this biography and the chronology of Apollodorus, see
Chroust, Aristotle: New light on his life and on some of his lost works. Vol. 1 (Notre Dame 1973) 16-24.

49



death in the 13th year after the death of Alexander in the archonship of Cephisodorus,
at the age of 63. What comes in between is a brief schematic chronology of his life,
each stage marked by the archon-year and a calculation of years.!>* Dionysius states
explicitly that these were facts 0 nopadedokaotv MUty ol 1OV PBiov ToL AVEPOC
(sc. “Aptototidoug) avaypdavieg. That is to say, they were derived from the xotvai
lotopiot. A comparison of Diogenes Laertius (V 10-11) reveals that these chronological
notices which Dionysius found in the xotvn totopio were derived from the
Xpovikd of Apollodorus.’® The two biographies are nearly identical in content and
manner of presentation. Both place the birth in the first year of the 99th Olympiad

(384/3), have Aristotle spend 20 years under Plato, have him depart at the time of his

153. Ad Amm. 15 (262. 8% "APLOTOTEANC MOTPOC PEV MY NIKOPAXOV TO YEVOC KO THY TEXVIY
OVPEPOVTOC ¢ Marxdover 1OV ~ACKANUOU, Untpdc 8¢ Pouatiso¢ Anoyovou UVOC 1@V €K
XOAKISOC THY QIOLKIOY XYOYOVIWY EiC STOYELpOr £YEVVANON 8¢ KOT THY £VEVNKOOTY Ko
EVANY “OAUMILGES0: ALOTPEPOTC ~ABNVNOLY GIPXOVIOC TPLOLY ETE0L ATWOCBEVOUC MPecBVTEPOC. €l
8¢ TIOAUCNAOU BPXOVIOC TEAEUTACOVIOC T0U MATPOC OKTWKOUSEROTOV £T0C EXWV €I  ABRVOC
NABEY, kod cvotalBeic TIAKLTWVL XPOVOY EIKOCKET SIETPLYE GUY QrOTR. SUToBovOVTOC 8¢ TTAGTIWvOC
éni ®co@idov &pxoviog Sutpe mpd Eppiory 1OV ATHPVEDC TOPOVYOY Ko TPIETH XPOVOY Nop’
o0t Stocpiyog En’ EVBoDAOY Bipxoviog gic MuTARVNY EXwpioBy ékeIBev 8& nMpd¢ dimmnov
®xe1o xotor TTuedsotov &pxovic:, Kol SIETPLYE XPOVOY OKTOETN MOYP’ VTR KOOMYOVPEVOC
TAAELGVEPOY PETRL 8E MY PIAITITOV TEACLTIY & EDOUvETou &pXovIoe SpIkOpeEVoC €ic ~ ABAVOLC
£0XOAOLEY £V AVKEID XPOVOY ETDV SOSEKRO. TR 88 TPLOKOUSERAT®, PETX TAY ~AAEL&VSPOL
TEALUTAY €1 Knotooddpou &pxoviog andipar ei¢ XaAkiSor VOOw TEALVTY, TPioL MPOC T01¢
£LAKOVIOL BLdooC £,

154. D.L. V 10-11: enoi 8 ~ANOAAOS®POE £V XPOVIKOLS YEVWNENVOL PEV ODTOV T MPMTY ETeL
G eVAING Kol EvEVNKOOTHE ~OAVUILAESE0S, NOPOPAELY 8¢ TIAGTwYL Kod StocpTyio oy’ VT
£1xo0Ly £1n, ENTaRoUSERETNY CVOTAVTOr kKol £1¢ 1€ MUTUARVIY EABETY € &pxoviog EVBOUAOL 10
TETOPTW ETeL TS 0Y8ONE Kod EXATooTne  OAVMIGS0C. TIAGTWYOC 88 TEAEVTAOOVIOC T6) MPWTW ETeL
£l Ocogirov, npde “Eppiory Sadpot kow petvou €1n wpioe et MTuBos0tou 8 EAGETY npdc BiAuToy
10 SevTEPE £1eL ¢ EVAINe Kod EKOTOoTNC OAVPIGSOC, ~AAELAVSpOL MEVIEKUSERDL £In 18N
YEYOVOTOG. €i¢ 8 T ABNVOC GPIKETBOUL T SEVTEPW ETEL TE EVEEKRATNC Ko ERNTOOTNC  OAVUILASOC
xol £V AvKein oxoAdoou Fm tpice npdc 10T¢ Séxor, €17 Snapon €i¢ XoAkido 16 1pitw ETe TC
TETXPTNC Kol SERATNE KO EKOTo0TNC  OAVUIIIASOC, Kod TEASUTNONL £TRV TPLRY MOV Kod £EAKOVIOL
Voo, 81E Kkou AnpooBEVNY xoraotpéyor v Korhorpeic, &ni PIAOKAEOUC. See Busse (above, n. 133)
82; Leo 19; During 254.



master’s death for the court of Hermias (348/7) where he would stay for three years,
then migrate to Mytilene in the archonship of Eubulus (345/4), next to the court of
Philip in the archonship of Pythodotus (343/2) and finally return to Athens in the year
335/4.1%5 Finally, both have Aristotle retire to Chalcis where he dies of illness at the
age of 63.1% The fact that Diogenes’ excerpt from Apollodorus includes Olympiads, a
method of dating which Apollodorus abandoned in favour of archon-years,'*’ indicates
that Diogenes had not used the chronographer directly but some intermediate text
which had added the Olympiads to the Apollodoran synchronisms,'*® and which closely
resembled the xoivn totopio used by Dionysius.!>® The synchronisms noted by
Dionysius correspond completely to the method of Apollodorus.!®® Except for the
birth of Aristotle, Dionysius includes only archon-dates, from which Jacoby has

concluded that Dionysius had used the Chronika directly. But as he himself must

155. Dionysius places the return in the archonship of Euaenetus, Diogenes in Ol 111 2; but the
former has the headship of the Lyceum last 12 years, whereas the latter 13,

156. Dionysius places the departure in the archonship of Cephisodorus (323/2), Diogenes the death
in the archonship of Philocles (322/1).

157. For Apollodorus’ method see Jacoby 39-59 and Pfeiffer 255-7.

158. Mejer, "Diogenes Laertius and his Hellenistic Background,” Hermes Einzelschriften 40 (1978) 34;
Jacoby 318.

159. But as Jacoby (318) points out each author has commited errors peculiar to himself, a fact
which would speak against a common intermediate source. Diogenes sets the departure to Chalcis in Ol
114. 3 (322/1), whereas it belongs to Ol 114. 2, and accordingly calculates the tenure at the Lyceum to 13
years. Dionysius, on the other hand, places the departure in the archonship of Cephisodorus (323/2) and
the death in that year (Ol 114, 2), which does not yield 63 years, since that would entail inclusive
reckoning from Ol 99. 1 to Ol 114. 3. On Jacoby's argument the departure came in Ol 114, 2
(Cephisodorus) and the death in 114. 3 (Philocles). The age at which Aristotle began to study under Plato
varies between 17 and 18 in Diogenes and Dionysius respectively, as does the tenure at the Lyceum
between 13 and 12. The differences, according to Jacoby (319-20), are due to the fact that Apollodorus
had mentioned only the archon without adding the number of years. See Chroust (above, n. 152) 20 &
282 n. 16.

160. Jacoby 318.
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concede,'®! this conclusion contradicts the explicit testimony of Dionysius as to the
origin of the content of his biography of Aristotle.!®> Dionysius drew his details from
an anonymous collection of Biot which made up the xoivn) iotopic.!63

The basis for the chronology of the common history of Demosthenes was
again Apollodorus’ Chronika. It has been noted'®* that the synchronisms found in the
biography of Aristotle, between the age of the orator and the philosopher in
Dionysius’ version and between their deaths in Diogenes’ version, are Apollodoran in
origin!®® According to the Apollodoran chronology, which forms the basis of the
bioi of Aristotle preserved in Dionysius and Diogenes, Demosthenes died at the age of
601 Gellius gives the same calculation in a brief comparison of Demosthenes and
Cicero, where he also notes that Demosthenes delivered his first orations, Against

Androtion and Against Timocrates, at age 27%7 Essentially the same chronology

161. Jacoby, Apollodors," 316 n. 2.

162. Ad Amm. 16 (263, 11): TQDTOL PEV OVV £OUY & NMOPOSESOKOGOLY MUTY Of 1OV Blov 100
AVEPOC BLVOLYPOOYOLVTEC. Compare what Dionysius says as way of preface to this biography (I 4 [262. 2I:
MEXPL TOVS EVPLOKOUEVWY SMSEKOL ADYWY, @V ELPNKCL, SNUOCI®Y ... SNOIVIEC <EYEVOVTO> MPOTEPOL
1OV APLOTOTEAOUC TEXVAY, MOC £K TE TV (OTOPOVUEV®Y TEPL TOV AVEPOC GUTOSEIL®...) and to the
biography of Demosthenes (I 3 [260. 1} GVG&ykn 8 [OWC NPRTOV, ®C NUPEANBOY £K TWY KOLVDY
LOTOPIDV, ¢ KUTEALTIOY THTV Of TOUC PIOUC TRV AVEPAY TUVTOESYEVOL, TIPOELTELV.).

163. Diels, "Chronologische Untersuchungen iiber Apollodoros Chronika," RAM 31 (1871) 46, suggests
Demetrius Magnes as Dionysius’ source for the Apollodoran dates, but Busse, (above, n. 133) 83 n. 2,
rightly points out that Dionysius, as he seems to suggest in Dinarchus, only resorted to Demetrius when
his customary sources dried up. Cf. Diring 255.

164. Jacoby 328; Diels (above, n. 163) 45; Diiring 254; but contrast Chroust (above, n, 152) 19.

165 D.H. Ad Amm. 1 5 (262. 1) €yevvnen 8¢ (CApIOTOTEANC) KOTOL TNV EVEVNKOCTAY KOU
EVGany "OAVITGSoL ALOTPEQPODC ~ABANNOLY GIPXOVIOC TPLOLY ETE0L ATHOCBEVOUC NIPETRVTEPOC.

D.L. V 10: teAsutioot (C ApLOTOTEAN) €1V TPIDOY MOV Ko £LAKOVIE VOow, St xod
AnuooBEvny kortotpefou £v Kordorupeior, Eni draokAéouc.

166. Reckoned from Ol 99. 4 (381/0), since Demosthenes is three years younger than Aristotle (Ol
99. 1), to Ol 114. 3 (322/1), cf. Jacoby 328-29.

167. NA XV 28 6: Illud adeo ab utriusque oratoris studiosis animadversum et scriptum est, quod

- . . . . > - N
Demosthenes et Cicero pari aetate inlustrissimas primas orationes in causis dixerunt, alter KO(1oX
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forms the basis of the brief biography of Demosthenes gathered by Dionysius ¢k t@v
KOLV@V Lotoptav.!%®  According to Dionysius, Demosthenes was born in the year before
the 100th Olympiad (381/0),'® entered majority in the archonship of Timocrates
(364/3),'™ began writing public speeches in the archonship of Callistratus (Ol 106 .2;
355/4),)" composed the speech Against Androtion in that same year'’? and finally
wrote the speech Against Timocrates in the archonship of Thudemus (OL 106. 4;
353/2)!™ 1In essence this is the chronology followed by Gellius,'’* who used a source
dependent on Apollodorus for its dates.!”” The same chronographer stands behind the
chronology which Dionysius gathered from the koiné historia.

A point of note here is that Gellius’ dates were derived from a writer of a
ovykpiog of Demosthenes and Cicero. Obviously he could have used the parallel

lives of Plutarch, and in fact Plutarch follows the same chronology which reckoned

"AV8potimvoc et Koetdr TLPOKPATOUC septem et viginti annos natus, alter anno minor Pro P.
Quinctio septimoque et vicesimo Pro Sex. Roscio. vixerunt quoque non nimis numerum annorum
diversum; alter tres et sexaginta annos, Demosthenes sexaginta.

168. Jacoby 329-30.

169. 260. 6: EYEVVNBN PEV EVIOLLTR NPOTEPOY TC EKTOTTNC  OAUMISOC (0199, 4).

170.  260. 7: S&pxovioc 8 TYokpATOUC €iC £10¢ NV EUPEPNKAC ENTOKOUSEKOTOY * * *,

171, 260. 8: Snpoociouc 8¢ Adyouc fiptorro ypdupery &l KaAAOTPATou SpxOVIoC €iKoaTOY Kol
MEPTTTOV £10¢ EXWV. According to Dionysius, however, he began at the age of 25, which is obviously a
miscalculation on his part, since OL 99. 4 to Ol 106. 2 does not yield 25. As Jacoby notes (330 n. 5)
€BSOHOV is the right number, but Dionysius seems to have made the miscalculation himself, since 25
appears later in chapter 7 (266. 4): el YE ) uév €IKOOTOV Koul Héul’l‘[OV E’toq ’éxoov ﬁptoao
MOALTEVETBOU KO SIUMYOPELY KO AOYOUC EIC SIKOOTIPLOL YPOUPELY.

172, 260. 10: xod £0TIV OXOTOV NMPMTOC TV €V SIKXOTNPIL KUTOLOKEVXOBEVIWY SYDVWY &
KOO~ AVSPOTLWVOC, OV EYPOYE ALOSMP® TQ KPIVOVTL 1O YAPLOUO TIOPOVOLWY.

173. 260. 24: €ni 8¢ BOVSMNUIOV TOV PETX ALOTPOY BPEOVIOC TOV T KT Tokp&Toue AGYOV
Eyponye AtodMP® 16 KPIvOVTL MoPorvouwy 1OV Tiptokpdan.

174. Obviously Dionysius is more precise than Gellius. The speech Against Androtion was written
at age 26, Against Timocrates at age 28; but it is only a small imprecision to generalize and to consider
both speeches written at age 27. Cf. Plutarch (Dem. 15. 3), who dates the two speeches to age 27 or 28.

175. For Gellius’ use of the YEVN of the KOV {OTOPIOL see Leo 20-21.
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Demosthenes’ debut as a logographer at age 27.'7¢ Like Dionysius, he seems to date
the speech nepl tov dtedawv to the same year as that against Androtion, and notes
that it was delivered by Demosthenes himself.!”” But another writer of a oUykptoig of
Demosthenes and Cicero, whom Gellius may have used and with whom Plutarch was
certainly familiar, was Caecilius.!’® As noted in the introduction, he is generally
regarded as the source of the primary lives of Ps.-Plutarch. The close similarities
between the lives common to Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch indicate that Caecilius drew
on the same common history as his contemporary. Thus we should expect
Apollodoran synchronisms to appear in Ps.-Plutarch, and indeed they do. At 844cd it
is recorded that Demosthenes reached his majority at the time of the trial of the
tutors in the archonship of Timocrates, the same date given by Dionysius ¢k 1@V

Koy totoptav.!”” Other dates appear throughout Ps-Plutarch which conform to the

176. Dem. 15. 3: 10V 8¢ SNPoCI®Y AOYWV O PEV KOT “AVSPOTIWVOC Xod KTt TIHOKPXTOUC Ko
KROT> T APLOTORPARTOVE ETEPOIC EYPAPNOOLY, OVN® TH NIOALTEIQY MPOCEANAVBOTOC OrOTOD SOKEL YO
SVETV 1) TPLDV SEOVIOL ETN TPLAKOVIOL YEYOVMC ELEVEYKELY TOUC AOYOUC EKEIVOUC TOTC 8¢ Kot
" APLOTOYELTOVOC OrDTOC AYVIONTO, Ko TOV NMEPl 1OV KTeAciwy, St 1OV Xafpiov nmoldo
Kthouutoy, (¢ enoty ordtde, ¢ 8 EVior AEYOLot, THY PNTEP TOD VEXVIOKOV PVMUEVOC. OV HNY
£ynue TodINY, GAAN Souiq TV CUVEKNOEY, ¢ (0Topel AnuATPLoc 6 MAyvng €v 107¢ mepl
CUVOYOUWY.

177. Ad Amm. 1 4 (260. 13 ko KO 1OV oOTOV €16pog (€l KaAAGTP&Tou &pXovioc), O nepl
OV KTEAEIDY, OV OTOC SEBETO, XUPLECTHTOC CUTGVIDY TV AOYWY KU YPOUPIKATOTOC.

178. Dem. 3. 2

179. 844cd: TEASLWOELC 8, EAXTIW MOPA TAOV EMTIPONWY NOPXANPDY, EKPLVEY KLVTOVC
£mTpOnnG £mi TYOKPATOUE GPXOVIOC. Jacoby (330) notes that all those who have the trial against the
guardians fall at age 18 essentially follow the Apollodoran calculation, since 18 years reckoned inclusively
from Ol 104. 1 (364/3) leads to a birth date of Ol 99. 4. These would include Lib. 294. 50: Ln' ‘Ydtp
£V 7Y, 81e npdc ToNTOIC RYWVILETO; Zos. 299. 51 EMLTPONMEVOELC 8 L F1n ko £YYPOLQELC
OKTWKOUSEROLETNG €1C GLVEPOLC... KPIVOK, TOUC EMLIPONOVC ELAE TNV SIKMY; Anon. vita 304. 5L nepi n’
£ YEVOUEVOY TOC KOTOL TRV EMTPON®Y QUnoBfobou Siko; Plut. Dem. 6. 1: ¢ & OVV €V HAKIX
YEVOUEVOC 10T¢ Emtpdnolc Aptoto Siediectou.
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Apollodoran method,'®® but reveal that they came from an intermediate text, since
they include the Olympiad. These are Andocides 835a,'%' Lysias 835cd!®? and
Isocrates 836f.1%® Schaefer considers Apollodorus as the author of these chronological
notices, but Jacoby, while admitting that the chronographer followed by the author of
Ps.-Plutarch in many instances agrees with Apollodorus, states that it is not
Apollodorus.'® Jacoby is obviously correct, since Apollodorus is only known to have
dated by archons. The Olympiads were added by the compilers of the common
history, who supplemented the Apollodoran chronology with information taken from
other chronographies like that of Eratosthenes. But still the basis of many of the

chronological notices in Ps.-Plutarch was the work of Apollodorus of Athens.!

180. That included dating by archons, reckoning inclusively, placing important events in the
&Kuﬁ of the person in question and adding frequent synchronisms. See Jacoby 39-59 and Pfeiffer 255-57.

181, ko FKUWOKE PEV KOIL TODTIOV TOV XpOvoy Sl Tokpdiet 10 PAocdow opxn § ordtm
¢ YEVECEWC OAVMTIOC PEV EBSopnkooTn OY80M, Bipxwy & "ABAVNOL @eoyevidne GOt €1 vou
MPECBUTENON AUTOV. AVTIQU ETECL TOL 1y .

182, YEVOUEVOC ~ABAVNOLY £l PLAOKAEOVC BPXOVIOC TOV HETO! DPPOOIKAT KOTX TO SEVTEPOV
£to¢ ¢ OySonkootne [kl Sevtéporg] OAVMILASOC, 1O PEV MPDTOV CUVERNUSEVETO TOTC
EMLPOLVESTATO ~ABNVOUMY.

183. YEVOPEVOC 8 kOTOL TV OYSONKOOTV £KTNY OALUIGSO: AVCSXOV MUuppivouaiov
<BPXOVIOE, VERTEPOC PEV AVOIOU> SUOL Ko £1K00LY £1e0t, NpeoPitepoc 8¢ TAKTwvOC £mtde. Cf.
DH. Isoc. 1 and DL. IIT 3.

184. Schaefer III B 51; Jacoby 331 n. 7.

185. To the notices already cited can be added the synchronism between the fall of Olynthus and
the death of Plato at 845e: 1 & €¥NC (sc. pETOL QpXOVIOX KOAAS X0V 348/7) p° oV MA@V
£1EAEVTNOE, DIAUTIOC "OAVVBIOUC KUTECTPEYOTO. It is based on the Apollodoran chronology, which
according to Diogenes (III 2) placed Plato’s birth in Ol 88, 1 and his death in Ol 108. 1 in the 8lst year,
that is 347. A similar synchronism, which may also be Apollodoran in origin, is the death of Isocrates

and the battle of Chaeronea at 837e.
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Biography

For chronology, then, the compilers of the common history of the orators, on
which Dionysius and Caecilius later drew for their own dates, turned to the Chronika
of Apollodorus. But chronology was only one element which according to Dionysius
could be found in the koine historia, the other was Bio¢, the content of which was
largely shaped by the research of earlier biographers, particularly Hermippus. A
comparison of the lives of Isocrates by Dionysius and Ps-Plutarch reveals a level of
correspondence between the two lives that can only be explained by the assumption
that Caecilius used Dionysius directly or that they had a common source.!®® In either
case the kotvn totopic, which Dionysius claims to have used, stands behind the
"primaria" of Ps.-Plutarch. But the same comparison also reveals that the author of
Ps.-Plutarch had made a number of additions to the notices found in Dionysius,
particularly of an anecdotal kind. The problem comes in determining whether these
details were derived directly from Hermippus or from the common history. As noted,
Dionysius himself admits that his life of Isocrates was only a brief summation of

what could be found there.!®” Presumably the author of Ps.-Plutarch could have

186. Blass (I [1874] 8-9) believes that the life in Ps—Plutarch is a more detailed rendering of
Dionysius; either the former used one and the same source or, as Blass prefers, directly consulted
Dionysius, whom he supplemented with a more detailed biography. For the lives of Dinarchus and Isaeus
Blass (9 n. 3) assumes that Dionysius is the source; for Lysias it is the same case as the life of Isocrates.
Offenloch (above, n. 20) xxii, on the other hand, after assuming that Ps—Plutarch used o f)nt()pcov Yé\m,
which were prefaced to editions and were written before Dionysius, concludes that the lives written by
Caecilius could not have differed greatly from those of Dionysius, since both rhetoricians drew
extensively from the same sources, particularly from Hermippus. See Seeliger (above, n. 14) 29-42 for a
detailed comparison of the two lives, from which he concludes that Dionyius is the primary source of
Ps.—Plutarch.

187. Isoc. 1 (56. 11). For text see p. 44
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consulted the common history for additional information and not just Hermippus. In
the comparison to follow attempts will be made to show what Hermippan material
already formed part of the common history of Isocrates’ life and what was taken
directly from the biographer. In many cases notices of the common history will
prove to be abridgements of Hermippus’ own account.

The "vita primaria" of Ps.-Plutarch’s Life of Isocrates extends to 838d, where it
concludes with the customary notice on the orator’s style or number of speeches. The
"auctaria" extends from 838e to 839d and comprises a disorderly collection of notices
and anecdotes, which are often no more than enlargements of notices in the primary
life. However, surprisingly few later additions have found their way into the primary
life, which is to say that any additions to Dionysius arose at the time of the original
composition of Ps-Plutarch. In fact there appears to be only one obvious repetition.

At 838b the notice on Isocrates’ death is repeated and expanded from 837e.!%8 Both

188. 838b (250. 64-6W): £L€ABELY 8¢ 100 Piov OL PEV EVHINLOV POOL OiTwY CUTOCXOUEVOY, O
8€ TETOPTOLLOV GO TOLLC TOPOLLE TRV €V XOUPWVEIQ MTECOVIWY; cf. 837e (249. 56-9): £1EACUTOL & €Nl
Xoupovsov APXoVIoE, NOYYEABEVIDY 1V nepl Xouphveiory €v 1 Innokpdroue noAciotpo
MTUBOPEVOC, ELOLYOLY®DY OXUTOV 10U BLOV TETIOPOLY MUEPOUC SOt TOV OLTWY CUTOCXECOKL, TIPOELTIGY
IPELC BPXOC SpoudTwy Edpunisou KIA.

Prasse would like to see other additions to the "primaria”, but his arguments are less than
convincing. He (10) thinks that the whole section dealing with the burial place of Isocrates and his
family (838b-d: 87-106W) was added by the compiler at the time he repeated the notice of Isocrates’
suicide. Yet many of the lives conclude in the same way with periegetical notices on the grave
monuments dedicated to the orators; cf. And. 835a-b, Lyc. 842e-f, Dem. 847a, Hyp. 849d.

He (9-10) also believes that the annotations on Isocrates’ orations (837f-838b: 65-84), which
follow the notice of death (837ef: 55-65) was added by a later compiler. According to Prasse, lines 70-73
(838a), the notice of Isocrates’ adoption of Aphareus, are out of place in a passage on the speeches and
belongs to 86f, which deals more exclusively with Isocrates’ family. Prasse also notes that 75-79
(838a: £1K00L THAOVIO! AXBMY VMEP 10D MPOC VIOV YPOUPEVTOC AOYOU €7 OL¢ POOVNBEIC TPIC
NPOEBANBN TPLNPOPXETY, KOUTOL Si¢ PEV OBEVELY OKNYGYIEVOC SLOL TOV TTOUSOC NOPNTHONTO, TO 8¢
IPLTOV UNOOTHC VAAWOEY OVK OAIYQ!) is an enlargement of 248. 36W (837c: SpyUpLdY 1€ 300V
OVSEIC COPLOTDY EVNOPNOEY, ¢ XOU TPINPAPXNOoU). But, as he himself admits, this addition still has

57



Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch follow the same order in narrating events, which again
points to a common source: 1) yévog (date of birth and father); 2) teachers; 3) reason
for entering politics; 4) school; 5) death.!®® But despite the obvious similarity, there
are significant departures from Dionysius. The additions made by Ps.-Plutarch to the
life of Isocrates are of two kinds: factual details and anecdotes. In the case of the
latter, Hermippus seems to be the ultimate source and he may also be the source of a

number of the more factual details.

L Genos

Both lives open with the yévo¢ of the orator. Both note that Isocrates was
born in the 86th Olympiad, in the archonship of Lysimachus (436/5); that he was 22
years younger than Lysias; that he was the son of Theodorus, a man of middle-class

standing and the owner of slaves who made flutes; and that he was as well educated

some connection with the section on the orations. In fact in the text the court challenges over the
trierarchies is directly related to the 20 talents, which he received for his Eulogy of Evagoras, and was
itself an example of the wealth acquired by Isocrates through his profession: sﬁnépnoc & iKOLVa)q oV
LOVOV GPYVPLOV EICTIPXTIWY TOUC YVWPIPHOUC, GAAX kol moapd NikokAgoue 100 Kunpiwv
BaotAéwe, O¢ NV vide Edorydpov, €1koot THANVIO AGBOY KTA. If we accept the notice on the
trierarchies as originally part of a section on the orations, some mention is needed to explain who was
the son that petitioned Isocrates’ case. In which case 70-73W is appropriate where it stands, since it
provides the necessary information. In any case we are told that Aphareus was adopted by Isocrates in
his old age, and this last detail is in keeping with the whole tenor of the opening lines of the section on
the orations: Isocrates died at 98 or 100; a year before his death, he composed the Panathenaicus; the
Antidosis was written at age 82, the speeches against Philip shortly before his death. In his old age he
adopted Aphareus. The section on the orations concludes with the mention of the Eulogy for Maussolus,
Helen and the Areopagus, notices which naturally follow on mention of the Eulogy of Evagoras. There
is a discernible train of thought which suggests that the whole section was composed by a single author.
189. See Seeliger, (above, n. 14) 30, who concludes on this basis that Dionysius is the source of
Ps.—Plutarch, but Prasse (26), though recognizing the similarity of order, rightly concludes that the same

order could have been preserved, if each author drew from the same source.
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as any Athenian.!®® The similarities between the two texts are unmistakable, even
extending to verbal parallels. These few details must have constituted the common

history, since they regularly appear in the later lives of Isocrates.!”? All of these lives

e

190. DH. Isoc. 1 (54. 1) “Tookp&ng “ABNVOLLo¢ £YEVVNON PEV £ THC OYSonKoaTne kol €Ktne
TOAVPIIAS0C HOXOVIOC ~ABNYNGL AVOGXOU MERRTR npou:pov £1eL 10U [TeEAONOVINOLOKOD
MOAEPOV, SVOL Kod £1KOOLY ETECL VEMIEPOC AVOIOY, Nopdg 8¢ nv BOe08MPOV, UVOC DV UETPIWY
MOALTAY, BEpAIOVTOIC UAOTIOLOVC KEKINUEVOU Ko TOV PIOV GUTd TordTNG EXOVIOC T EPYOOLoK.
SYOYNC 8 TUXWY EVOXMUOVOC Kol ROUSEVBEC QUSEVOC " ABNVOU®Y XELEOY KTA.

Ps.-PL. 836ef: Tookpding Ocodipov HEY NV NOTC 100  EpXIEnC 1OV PEIPIOY TOMIDY.
BEPAITOVINIC (UAONOIOVC KEKTIUEVOU KO £VNOPHCOVIOC OO TOVTWY, ¢ Ko XOpNyNoow Ko
noudeBoo TOVC VioVC ooy YOP odTd ko GAAoL, TEASGUNOC kod AtdUvnotoc AV 8¢ xod
euYiTpLOV oeev elc toug ow?\oug Kclcooucoéntoa o ApLOtocpocvoug KOLL TpXTusoC. xgvg' UEVOC 8€

& ’ 3

O nyv o V)| ou NAVCLUO MIVOPOLVO OPXOVIOC, V "DOC \3

Avgiovyt 8uoi xod £iko0Ly E1E0L, MPECBUTEPOC 68 I’I)\ozm)vog €M, NMOTC HEV BV gﬂg@yg_g
QUSEVOC ATTOV " ABNYOUWY KTA.

+ The manuscripts of Ps—Plutarch are corrupt at this point in the text. The words &pXOVT,OQ
VEDTEPOC PEV AVGIOV are supplied from Photius, while THV OYSONKOOTAY EKINY OAUMIISHX
Avcidxou Muppivousiov §00 kod €1kcooty £tect mpeoPitepoc 8¢ TIAGTWVOC appear only in the
margin of cod. A. This leaves a rather incomplete Yevéus\voq 8 xotor EnTeL. Seeliger, (above, n. 14)
40-1, concludes from this that the passage had been obscured in the archetype and was supplied by later

writers; consequently no certain judgment about the passage can be made, especially that the words
originated from a source earlier than Dionysius. However, the corruption must have occurred late, since
Photius at cod. 260 486b reproduces the passage faithfully: [Eyove 8¢ koo TV 1” xod ¢ OAUTUAESL,
VEDTEPOC HEV AVTioV €Ml Sualy £teat kod k', TIAGtwvoc 8¢ Mpeapitepog ¢ Se6VIWY TPV,  Either
he used Ps.—Plutarch directly or his source. As the text of DL. IIl 3 (see below, n. 194), the connection
between Plato and Isocrates was certainly known before Photius’ time.

191, POxy 3543: [éni ¢ n¢'l/ dAvpumddSoc &pxoviog ~ABAVNGL Avoudxov, néul/ntwlt]
npdltelplov €tet 100 MeAonovvnatokol noAEl/pov, Suloly £eot [x(od) x* vedTepog Avciou Hkouoe
8¢ Tlpol/sixlov) te 100 Keiov k(o) Topyiov Agoviiov]l/ x(od) Tidokov 100 Supoklovoiov k(o)
Onpopévouc 100 PAl/Topolcl. Fu 86 véoc IV £80keL Stoloety 1@V nepl Avloiory, k(o) 10010
poptulpel TIAKTOV €V 10 Puidpw Swlkpdtn Aéyovia nodfoog oltw "véo¢ ¥u, @
Potpe,] “Tooxpdanc 6 pEVITOL pavIEDOpOU Xorr ordToD, AEIYELY [EI0EAW: Sokel YIGp pot Syueivev 1
kot Tovg] mepl [AJuoiory €1 vou Adyloue.”

Zos. 256. 83 AEyovot 8¢ uvec Su 100 ITeAONOVVNOLOKOD MOAEROV MPECPBUTEPOC EYEVETO
MEVTE, AUGCLOU 8¢ VEDTEPOC [Mathieu Budél> kB’ ETe0ty. fkouoe 8€ xatdr twvorg xod Tpodikov 100
Ketov koid T'opyiov 100 AOVIIVOU. VEOC 8 OV ES8OKEL SLOICELY TV MEPL AVTLOY TOV PATOPLL PO
OOTOU YEVOUEVWY, Kol TOUTO poptupel TIAGTwY £V 160 Poidpm TwKpATny AEYOVIO! NTOLACOC OUTGY
"véoc pev £, @ dotdpe, TTookp&Ing O HEVTOL MEPL ONOTOD POIVIEVONOKL, EINELY E0EAW> SOKET YOP
pot SuEiVOY fi Koot TOUC Mepl Auaiory £1vou AGYoUC.”

P. Cairo Masp. (67175) 11 11-16: Yéylove & &ni Avomdxov. fkovl/oe 8 Ipolsikov te [kok
<I'>opyi{Jov Ttoiov 1€l/ ko Onpowlévouc. VvEoc [8° v ko 8080y EEPETO) ®C Sloicwy Avlaiov
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are familiar with the synchronism with Lysias, even P. Cairo Masp., whose only
chronological fix is the archonship of Lysimachus, since they either quote or refer to
Plato’s Phaedrus 278e, as evidence that even in his youth Isocrates showed signs of
surpassing Lysias. This text must have been the origin of the synchronism, which in
its final form made Isocrates exactly 22 years the junior of Lysias and became an
enduring feature of the common history. Both Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch include it.'”?

Of factual details Ps.-Plutarch, however, adds more precise information. He
includes the demotics both of Isocrates’ father and of the archon Lysimachus, in
whose year the orator was born. He also makes mention of two brothers and an
anonymous sister,'”® adds that Theodorus was ridiculed by the comic poets for his
flute-making, but notes that the wealth from this occupation helped Theodorus finance
a chorus and provide an education for his children. Finally he includes the
synchronism with Plato, which Dionysius did not.

Hermippus is the source for at least three of these notices in Ps.-Plutarch: 1)
for the synchronism with Plato; 2) for the note on Theodorus’ flute-making; and 3) for
the comic ridicule.

As to the first point on chronology, the text of Ps-Plutarch must be compared

with a passage in Diogenes Laertius, where we find the same synchronism between

100 PATOPOS, (¢ Hopltipet &V T Poidpw TTAKTGY.

192. Ps.—Plutarch is also aware of the text of the Phaedrus, but only refers to it in the "auctaria’
of Lysias 836c: LVNUOVEVEL § orOTOV Kotk TMTAKTWY €V 10 Poidpw B¢ SELVOTHTOV EMELY Kod
*IoOKPATOVC MPECBUTEPOV.

193, There appears to have been a third brother named Theodorus, who Ps—Plutarch, perhaps on

the authority of Heliodorus, later notes was buried in the family grave (838c).



Isocrates and Plato.!®* According to Diogenes, Apollodorus set the date of Plato’s birth
in the 88th Olympiad; that the chronographer had accepted Ol 108. 1, the archonship
of Theophilus, as the year of the philosopher’s death is assured from his chronology of
Aristotle preserved in Diogenes V 9. The span of Plato’s life would have been 81
years, if Apollodorus had reckoned inclusively, which seems to be his method, from
the year of death to Ol 88. 1.1*¢ At first glance the excerpt from Hermippus seems to
be confined to the words €v yduoi¢ Seunvwv, which describes the manner of Plato’s
death.’®” If, however, Hermippus had reckoned exclusively 81 years from OL 108. 1,
Plato’s birth would fall in OL 87. 4, the year of Pericles’ death, precisely the date given
at the end of the excerpt in Diogenes. In this same passage Diogenes also includes the
figure 84 years as given by Neanthes and notes the synchronism between Isocrates
and Plato, the former born in the archonship of Lysimachus (436/5), the latter in the

archonship of Ameinias, the year of Pericles’ death (429/8). This same synchronism

194. DL. Il 2 ko yivetow TIAGTI@Y, (¢ @noty ~AnoAAd8wpoc €v Xpovikote, 0ydon kod
oySonkootn  OAUMLASL, QopYNALDVOC £BSOUN, Ka® NV ANAOL TOV ~ANOAAGVOL YEVEDBOU (QOLOL.
EAEUIQ 8E, (¢ @nowy “"Eppinnog, £V YOOl SETV@DY 16 NpMdTw €18t TNC OYSONC Kou EXOTOoTNC
*OAvpuddoc, Brove £1oc €V mpd¢ 10l OySonkovioe. Ne&vene 8€ enoty adTOV TETIRPWY Kou
JYSONKOVTOL TEAEVTNOOU £IDY. £OTUY OVV IooKp&TOUC VEDTEPOC FlETLY €% O pPEv Yo &nl
Avaéeov, TIAGT@Y 8 &l *Aperviov YEyovey, £’ oU TIepIKATIC ETEAEDTNOEY.

195. Cf. DL. X 14; DH. Ad Amm. 15

196. On his method of inclusive reckoning see Jacoby 58-9 and 284. The best preserved example
of his method comes in fr. 46 (D.L. II 44), where Apollodorus set the birth of Socrates in Ol 77. 4
(469/8) and his death in Ol 95. 1 (400/399), and gave the duration of his life at 70 years, that is he
included both dates.

197. This is the position of both Busse (above, n. 133) 72-3 and Jacoby 304-5. The former believes
that Apollodorus drew his dates from Philochorus (cf. Vita Marciana p. 428 11 Rose); the latter suggests
Hermodorus (D.L. I 6 & II 106), who had made Plato 28 at his departure to Megara, presumably at the
time of the death of Socrates. This, however, would yield a date of birth of OL 88. 2 calculated 28 years
from Ol 95. 1 (400/399). Schaefer, "Zu den Fragmenten des Hermippos," Philologus 6 (1851) 430, on the
other hand, includes both the year of death (Ol 108. 1) and the duration of 81 years as part of the

Hermippan fragment quoted by Diogenes.
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appears in Ps.-Plutarch, who notes that Plato was 7 years the junior of Isocrates.
Obviously the passage in Diogenes is corrupt. That the archon Epameinon is meant
by the name "Apetviov is assured from the synchronism with Pericles’ death.!®®
Accordingly Plato was born in 429/8 (Ol. 87. 4), and was 7 not 6 years younger than
Isocrates, which is what Diogenes gives.!”

Jacoby?® extends the corruption of the passage even to the figure of Neanthes,
which, he argues, should be restored to 82 years (500 xai dySonkovta) based on the
frequent confusion between &  and 80o. According to Jacoby it was on the basis of
this figure that Plato’s birth was calculated to OL 87. 4, the archonship of Epameinon,
counting backwards inclusively 82 years from OL 108. 1, the year of his death. But
Jacoby’s argument that 82 is the only other figure transmitted in the tradition and
thus necessarily must be the right one is weak, since the number 84, as it stands in
Diogenes, constitutes another, unless the corruption postulated by Jacoby is admitted.
In any case, even if the correction to 82 is accepted, Hermippus is still likely the
source of that figure here, since Neanthes’ nepi év80twv avdpev was an important
biographical source for him2”" Even without the correction a birth-date of Ol 87. 4

can be reached by reckoning exclusively 81 years from the date of death2®

198. Jacoby 316; cf. Athen. V 217e: [TEptKANC 8 QnoBVAOKEL KT 1O TPITOV £10¢ TOD
TTEAOTIOVVNOLOKKOD NOAEUOL GpXOVTOG ~Enoqeivovoc (429/8).

199. A corruption from { to ¢  is to be assumed.

200. Jacoby 306

20l. For Neanthes as an important precursor to the biographical writings of Satyrus, Sotion and
Hermippus see Arrighetti, "Satiro,” (above, n. 97) 20 and Leo 113.

202. See Athen. V 217ab where Athenaeus similarly counts backwards exclusively 82 years from OL
108. 1 to arrive at Ol 87. 3 and the archonship of Apollodorus (430/29) as the year of Plato’s birth:
MAGTWY 8¢ YEVVATOU €1l ~ AROAAOSOPOV TOU peT EDBUSNUOV diptorvioe 800 8 kod OYSONKOVIOL
BLdoog 1 PETAAAGEEY €l BeopiAov 100 petor KoAAorxov, 8¢ oty dy8onkoatde ko Se0TEpOC.
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This manner of reckoning seems to conform to the method of Hermippus,
who likewise calculated Demosthenes’ age at 62, by counting back exclusively from
the year of his death to Ol 98 4, particularly in the attempt to synchronize his birth
and death with that of Aristotle2®® Nor is it a surprise that here the birth of Plato is
linked to the death of Pericles. Thus the year of death (108. 1), the duration of 81
years, as well as the manner of death all go back to Hermippus, who had placed
Plato’s birth in the archonship of Epameinon (429/8) and so made him 7 years
younger than Isocrates. The same source may be assumed for Ps.-Plutarch, who
likewise provides this age difference between Plato and Isocrates2’®  But since
Dionysius is unaware of any such synchronism and presumably found none in the
common history, it was probably derived directly from Hermippus. The common
history perhaps only included Isocrates’ date of birth and the synchronism with Lysias,
details to be found in both Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch

The second notice (836¢) that can be traced back to Hermippus refers to
Theodorus’ flute-making, which, so we are told, helped to finance a chorus and

provide an education for his children2® The ultimate source for the last part of this

203. See Chapter 4 pp. 286-9 for a discussion of the Hermippan date of Demosthenes’ death.

204. Busse, (above, n. 133) 81-3, draws the conclusion that this parallel between Plato and Isocrates
found in Ps.-Plutarch goes back to Hermippus, based on the assumption that any detail not found in
Dionysius but in Photius and Ps.~Plutarch was supplied by Ceacilius, who had supplemented the notices
of Dionysius with details drawn from Hermipppus. Since the same age difference appears in Diogenes,
the same source may be claimed for him, as for Photius and Ps—Plutarch.

205. Ps—-Pl 836e: (BE08MPOV) BEPCUTOVIOG QLDAOTIOLOVE KEKTNUEVOL KOU EVITOPNCOVIOS GUTO
T0UTWY, G KoL Xopnynoou Kod nmoudevoot TovE VIOVC.
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statement is Isocrates himself?°® But as Keil has shown,2”’ the similarities between the
statement at 836e, and that of 837¢?°% and 8382a,2% where much the same idea is
expressed about Isocrates’ wealth, suggest that all three passages are drawn from the
same source. That source was Hermippus. At 838a it is not only a question of the
wealth which Isocrates earned from his students but also of the 20 talents he received
from Nicocles for his Eulogy of Evagoras. This story is known to have been told by
Hermippus in his biography of Isocrates?!® In the text of Ps-Plutarch the Nicocles
story forms such an integral part of the account about the wealth which Isocrates
made because of his teaching and the trierarchies which he was forced to perform
because of that wealth, that we must assume that these details also came from
Hermippus. The same connection is made earlier at 837c between Isocrates’ wealth as
a teacher and his service as trierarch, so that the same source must be assumed for
both passages. But the passage at 837c corresponds so closely with what is found in

Dionysius, who makes a similar statement in connection with Isocrates teaching?!!

206. Antidosis (XV) 161: GNAVIQOV T@V ONOPXOVIQY GUTY, &@” @V & noanp S 0 1€ noAeL
XPNOLUOV OCOTOV MOPEL XEV, THOC 6 0VTWC EMPEAD ENOUSEVOEY GOT EMUPOVESTEPOY £L VO HE TOTE
KOl YVOPLUDOTEPOY €V TOLC NAIKIOTOUC KO CUPNOUSEVOPUEVOLC | VOV €V ToT¢
OUUNOALTEVOMEVOLS.  This passage is likely the ultimate source for the statement by Dionysius and
Ps—Plutarch that Isocrates was as well-educated as any Athenian.

207. Analecta Isocratea (Pragae & Lipsiae 1885) 89.

208. GPYVPLOV TE BOOV OUSEIC COPLOTMY EVROPNOEY, (X KOU TPLNPOPXTOOL.

209. £VROPNOE & IKOVAC, OV POVOV BPYUPLOV EIOTIPATIDY TOUC YVWPILOUC, GAAN KOd MO
NixoxkAfouc 100 Kunpiwv BooiAénx, ¢ nv vide EVorydpov, £1k00t THAVTO AXBGY VIEP TOD NIPAC
OOTOV YPUPEVTOC AOYOU £¢° 01¢ PBOVNBELC TPIC MPOEBANBN TOLNPOUPXELY KTA.

210. fr. 64 :Hypothesis Isocrates II ad Nicoclem: “EpuLntoc 8¢ @NoLy €V 1® nepl 100
*IoOKPATOUE, NMOPAUBEREVOC EVOrVEpdY TVor KOTO! TV COPLaTY EipnkoOTe, ¢ U AoBmV £1K0at
TAXVTO Topd 100 NikokAEoue aitd¢ 6 “lookpding, EREPPey oDTI® OV AOYOV TOUVTOV,
TEAEVTAOOVIOC 10D Edorydpov, Gomnep kol 1001w BOVASHEVOC XPACILOC YEVESBOU PETX. THY TOV
NOTIPOC TEAEVTNYV.

211 Isoc. 1 (56 4): TAOVTIOV GO0V OVSEIC TV OO PLACCOPIO XPTIUOTLOOUEVWY.
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that the notice at 837c is Hermippan only as it has been preserved in the xoivn
iotopia, Dionysius’ expressed source. That same source perhaps provided Ps.-Plutarch
with the information that Theodorus’ flute-making allowed Isocrates to become as
well educated as any Athenian, a connection also implicitly made in Dionysius’ text.
Here we have our first hint of the importance which Hermippus played in the
development of the common history.

That Hermippus had made reference in some manner to Theodorus’ occupation
is suggested from a third notice traceable to him, in which Ps.-Plutarch notes how
Isocrates’ father was ridiculed by the comic poets Aristophanes and Strattis for his
flutes2!? But the entry is somewhat confused in Ps.-Plutarch. According to
Hermippus, Strattis had attacked Isocrates not for his father’s occupation as a
flute-maker, but for his own illicit affair with Lagiscé, which occurred in his old age
and from which was born a daughter?'®> This may be the anonymous daughter
referred to in the text of Ps.-Plutarch but wrongly assigned to Theodorus. Hermippus
may also be behind Ps.-Plutarch’s confusion in making Theodorus the subject of the
comic ridicule and not Isocrates. In the comic fragment cited by Hermippus Strattis
had called Isocrates an avAotpinn which could easily have been understood as a

reference to his father’s occupation as flute-maker. Hermippus himself may have

212. 836e: NV 8¢ kod BUYTIPLOV BBEV €i¢ TOVC HVAOVE KEKWUMSNTOL VI~ APLOTOPAVOUC KOl
ZpoTuSoc.

213. Fr. 65 (Athen. XIII 592d). “Eppinnoc & €v 1@ nepl Iookp&roue npofoivovid onot m
NAkioe 1OV Tookpdan GvoABETY Aayiokoay TV £Todpory €ic TV oixioy, €8 Tic kod yevEoBou
OUTR BLYATPIOY. PVNUOVEVEL 8 orDTNE SIPXTUC £V TOVTOLC

Kod TV Aotyiokoay TV Tookpotoue NOAANKTY
I8€TV pe oukdovooy svvodory £
OV T QCOAOTPUINY OLOTOV...
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been the first to draw the inference and noted that Theodorus was ridiculed by the
comic poets, but the context in which he actually quoted from Strattis was a
discussion of Isocrates’ affair with Lagiscé2!* Nonetheless, the origins of the notice at
Ps.-Plutarch 836ef are clear. It is obviously an abridgement of Hermippus’ much
longer account as it came down in the common history. Outside the evidence of
Strattis and references in the various biographies of Isocrates, there is no other
evidence of Theodorus’ occupation as an avAonoitdg. This leads one to suspect that
the notice had no other life outside of the biographical tradition and that in fact
Hermippus himself introduced it, as he was the first to compose a life of Isocrates and
is known to have cited Strattis. But by the time Dionysius and the author of
Ps.-Plutarch came to compose their biographies, a reference to Theodorus’ occupation

had become a standard element of the genos of Isocrates’ life in the xouvr totopic.

II. Education
After the yévog both Dionysius (54. 9-15) and Ps.-Plutarch (836f-837a) pass to

the education of Isocrates!’®* Again a community of source is readily apparent. Both

214. For further discussion see Chapter 4 pp. 316-9.

215. D.H. 54. 9-15: kot TOUSEVBEIC OVSEVOC ~ABMVOUWY XELPOY, EMELST TXIGTOL BV EYEVETO,
PLAOCOPIOC EMEBVUNOE. YEVOUEVOC 8 Skovatne IIposdixou 1€ 100 Kelov xou Topyiov 10D
A£oVTivov ko Tiotov 100 ZUPOKOVSIOV, TV TOTE PEYIOTOV Svoud &V 101¢ “EAANGLY £XOVIRY &ni
oo, B¢ S TVEC (0TOPOVOL, Ko ONPOPEVOVC TOD PATOPOC, OV OF TPLAKOVIO GUTEKTELVOLY
STILOTKOV €1 VOl SOKOVVI KTA.

Ps.—Pl. 836f-837a: MALTC PEV OV EMOUSEVETO OVSEVOC NTTOV ~ABNVXI®Y, GKPOMUEVOC
Iposikov 1€ 10V Keiov kol Topyiov 100 Agoviivou xoi Tioiov 10D Supokovsiov Ko
ONPOEEVOVC TOD PATOPOS OV KO CUAACHIBOVOUEVOD UNO TRV TOIXKOVI Kod QUYOVIOC £ TV
BovAciory ‘EOTiy, CUTAVIWY KOTOMENANYMEV®Y, HOVOC GVECTN PONBACKY KO MOADY XPOVOV
£olynoe kot QpX B¢, ENeLtor VI orDTOD MOPNTNGEN, EIMGVTOC OSVVNPOTEPOV KUY CUUBNOETBOU, €1
UC TRV PIA®Y GNOANVOEL TNC CVLPOPAC KO EXEIVOU TUVRC 0VOOC TEXVOC VTP POOL
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give the same list of teachers, Prodicus, Gorgias, Teisias and Theramenes. In fact the
same four names appear in almost every biography of Isocrates, suggesting that
Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch were following the common history at this point2’®* The
greatest difference lies in their treatment of Theramenes. Dionysius’ notice, which
was derived from the common history (w¢ 8¢ tveg iotopovow), included just the detail
that Theramenes was executed by the Thirty for his democratic sympathies.
Ps.-Plutarch, on the other hand, includes anecdotal and pinacographical material:
Theramenes’ flight from the Thirty to the temple of Hestia, Isocrates’ defence of the
fugitive, and Isocrates’ use of the rhetorical works of Theramenes, which passed under
the name of Boton?!” The source of this last dctail is anonymous (paot), but, as we
shall see in Chapter 4, in fact goes back to Hermippus. For now it need only be
noted that Theramenes bears the designation phtwp, suggesting a source that was
interested in him primarily as a rhetorician. The special interest in him as the teacher
of Isocrates points to Hermippus, who wrote a biography on the orator2!® In this

case the author of Ps.-Plutarch has drawn on the biographer for the anecdotal material

CUMTPOLYROLTEDOXOBL VKO €V TOTC SIKXOTNPIOC ECVKOPOVIELTO, Of €I0LY EMIYEYPOUPEVOL
BOtwvoc.

216. The same four names are preserved in POxy 3543, where it is given immediately after the
notice of Isocrates’ birth, and again in P. Cairo Masp. 67175, which preserves the beginning of another
Yévog of Isocrates of an early Byzantine date. Zosimus, who also follows Dionysius in connecting
Isocrates’ birth with the Peloponnesian war, likewise proceeds, after the notice of birth, to list
Isocrates’ teachers, but he names only Prodicus and Gorgias. For text see above, n. 191

217. Both Zosimus (256. 85) and POxy 3543 (7-12), instead of enlarging on Theramenes, proceed to
compare Isocrates with Lysias, quoting Plato’s Phaedrus 278e, as does P. Cairo Masp. (14-16) which,
however, does not give the quotation.

218. On the Hermippan origin of the Theramenes episode see Pesely, "The Origin and Value of the
Theramenes Papyrus" AHB 3 (1989) 29-35), "Socrates’ Attempt to Save Theramenes," AHB 2 (1988) 31-3
and Chapter 4 pp. 305-09.
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not found in Dionysius. All the same, the latter was familiar with the tradition of
Theramenes the rhetor, as the teacher of Isocrates, who was executed by the Thirty.
But his expressed source was the kotvn totopio. This means that Hermippus is behind
the common history, and in that history, as we find it preserved in many of the later
biographies, Theramenes is regularly connected with Teisias, Prodicus and Gorgias, as

the teacher of Isocrates.

III. Career

After dealing with Isocrates’ education, both Dionysius (54.16-55.16) and
Ps.-Plutarch (837a-c) proceed to his career. They begin this new section by accounting
for Isocrates’ refusal to enter politics. Again, they both share common ground: both
state that it was Isocrates’ weak voice and timid disposition that prevented him from

entering politics?'® The source for these two reasons is Isocrates himself??° Both

219. DH. Isoc. 1 (54. 16): GOVSHV MEV EMOLELTO MPATIELY T€ KO AEYELY TO MOALUKEL, MC & N
QUOLC AVOVTLOVTO, T MPDTO KO KUPLOTHTIOL TOV PNTOPOC CUPEAOUEVN, TOAUCLY TE KOU QPWVNC
HEYEBOC, MY XWPIC OVX OLOV TE NV £V SXAW ASYELY, TOCOTNC PEV SUTEDTN THC MPOOUPECEMX.

Ps~Pl 837a £nel & AVSPOON, 1@V PEV MOALUKDV NPOLYHOT®Y CUTEGXETO {0XVOPOVOC T OV
Ko EVANPTC TOV TPONOV Kod T MOTPRO AOPEBANKAC €V W NPOC AXKESOUUOVIOUC TTOAEUG
QANOTC 88 pepEAETNRCH POUEVETOU, EVOr 8E POVOY EINOY AGYOY, 1OV NEPL ¢ * AVUSOoEnX.

+ MEMEAETNKAC is Wolf’s emendation for the codd. PLEPOPTUPTKGC After XAAOTC Zucker,
followed by Mau in the Teubner, writes <OUTE GUVNYWVIOUEVOC OVTED UEUOPTUPNKGX POUVETOU, thus
bringing the text more into line with the previous statement that Isocrates kept away from politics; but
this need only apply to public appearances and not to work as logographer. If we accept Wolf’s
emendation, then we should follow Seeliger (above, n 14) 33, in seeing in the words TO{ MOTPEN
QUMOBEPANKGX the reason for Isocrates writing orations for others.

220. Panathenaicus XII 10: oVT® YOP EVSENC GUPOTEPWY EYEVOUTV TOV HEYIOINY SUVOLY
éxévrmv nop’ ﬁu?v, cpoovﬁq iKO(Vﬁg Ko IO?\uﬁg. Isocrates, words correspond closely to those of
Dionysius, which at first would seem to confirm the suspicion of Seeliger (30-1) that Dionysius had the
orator’s speeches before him when composing the life. In fact twice in this section Dionysius refers
directly to Isocrates: TXUT YOP £V 16 IMorvoBnvorik® AdYW Repl orUToV Yp&pel (55.9) and ¢
@noty oOtde (55. 17).  But see Prasse’s objections (26-7). The former statement, however, is simply
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writers also note that Isocrates turned to philosophy and the writing of political
speeches??! Again Isocrates is the ultimate source??? Finally, both lives note
Isocrates’ innovation in separating eristic from political speeches??®* From this

comparison a common source is apparent. It can only be maintained, however, that

Dionysius’ own confirmation of what he found in the biography of Isocrates.

221, DH. 55. 1 €lBvu®dy 8¢ S0ENC ko TOV MPWIEVoOU nopdt 10t¢ “EAANCLY £ni comigr,
KOBSEp CLOTOC E1PNKEY, ENL 1O YPAPELY O SICVONBEN KUTEQUYEY, OV MEPL JUKPDY THY NPOOUPESLY
TOLOVPEVOC OVSE MEPL TRV 151V TUUBOANIWY OVSE VNEP @Y HAAOL UVEC TRV TOTE COPLOTMY, NEPL
8¢ 1@V ‘EAANVIK®Y kot BOOIAKK®Y <Kot TOALUKDVY MPOYHSImy, 8 OV UMEACUBOVE T TE TIOAELC
SpeLvOV olkNoeoBo kol TOVC ISIOTOC EMISOOLY £LELY MPOC BPETNY. THVTX YOP EV T
Movodnvedi k@ Adyw Mepl UToV YPOUPEL.

Ps.~Pl. 837b: SLtTpIBNY 8 VOTNOAUEVOC, £l 10 QIACCOQELY KO YONPELY SLovonBeic
ETPANETO, ol TOV T€ TTvnYVPLKOY AOYOV KOU VO AAOUC TV CUPBOVAEVTKRDY, OVC MEV OCUTOC
YPAPWY GVEYIVWOKEY 0UC 8 ETEPOLC MOPECKEVALEY, TYOUPEVOC OUTWE £l 1O T SEOVTIOL PPOVELY
toU¢ “EAANVOC TIPOTPEYECOOLL.

222. XII 11: 00 PRV €Nl T0VT0I¢ AOUPACOC MEPLELSOV EPOUTOV &80LOV 0VS’ GOV
TIOLVICOOL YEVOREVOY, AN’ €NELST) TOV MOATEVECBOU SIAOPTOV, £ 10 DIACCOPELY KO TOVELY
KO YDXPELY O SLOVONBEINY KNIEQUYOY, OV NEPL KP@Y THY NPOOUPECLY TIOLOVPEVOC OVSE MEPL TV
8wV cvuBoAainY 0VSE nepl OV JAAOL TVEC ANpovooy, XAAX Mepl 1OV ‘EAANVIKOY kol
BOGIAK®Y KO TIOALTIKOY TIPOLYHOTOY.

The verbal similarities between all three passage are striking. Both Dionysius and Ps-Plutarch
repeat Isocrates’ expression €Ml 10 (MIAOCOPELY... KOl YPXPELY O SLLVONBEINY nearly verbatim.
Dionysius, however, goes much further, adding Isocrates stated desire for 562,0( and repeating verbatim
Isocrates’ description of his speeches, which consisted not of trivial matters (I‘[Epi WKPG\’) and private
contracts (MEPL T@V (8iwV CVPUPOAXI®WY), but of Hellenic, royal and political affairs (MEPL TOV
‘EAANVIK®Y Ko POGIAKDY KO MOALUKDY NPOYUSTWY). Dionysius took these last words directly
from Isocrates as he himself indicates: TODTOL YOP €V 16 IMorvoBnVeik® A0Yw MEPL orVTOV YPAPEL.
But the rest, common to both Ps-Plutarch and Dionysius, was derived from Isocrates only through the
the common history, which may perhaps explain why Ps—Plutarch in one case more closely corresponds
to Isocrates; he restores the expression 10 éni Q)LAOOO(DE’[V which Dionysius had rendered as éni OOszQL.
That such close borrowing of an author’s text could be found in the biographies of the KOLVﬁ iOTOpiOL
and do not necesarily imply a direct consultation is clear from Zosimus and POxy 3543, who repeat
verbatim from the text of Phaedrus 278e.

223, Ps.—PL 837b: QUiAEL 8¢ T0TC BOVAOMEVOLC, XWOITNC MOMTOC TOUC EPIOTKOUC AGYOUC TV
TOALUK®Y, NEPL OUC EONOVSOTE.

D.H. 55. 10: TEQUPUEVNY TE NOPXANBDY MY KOKNOLY TV AOY®Y VRO v nepi Topyioy
ko TIpwIoyOpOyY COPLOTAOY NPRTOC £XWENCEY MO IOV EPIOTUKDY TE KO QUOIKOY EN ToUC
MOALUKOUC ko NEQL DTNV OMOVSKLWY THY EMCTAUNY SLETEAETEY, €8 NC, ¢ PNoty adTdC, 10
BOVAEVECBOU KO AEYELY KOU MPXTIELY TO CUUQPEPOVIOL TIOPOLYIVEIOL TOLC POBOVOLY. Again the
words (::t ﬁg to TOLC uéLGOﬁOLV are Dionysius’ own addition to what he found in the common history.
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the author of Ps.-Plutarch drew directly on Dionysius, if the latter had actually
constructed the entire section solely from statements that he himself derived from
Isocrates. But in fact only those details which go beyond the notices common to the
two authors are based on Dionysius’ direct consultation of the text of Isocrates. They
occur at the very point where Ps.-Plutarch himself departs from Dionysius to make
additions of his own. Thus, when Dionysius adds that the subject of Isocrates’
speeches consisted not of trivial matters, but royal and political affairs, details that he
derived directly from Isocrates, Ps.-Plutarch notes that his speeches were of two types,
panegyric and deliberative, and then proceeds to mention his school in Chios. When
the former notes that Isocrates’ purpose in writing political speeches rather than eristic
treatises was to bestow upon his students the ability to counsel, speak and act wisely,
the latter mentions the public offices instituted at Chios by Isocrates. What this all
means is that the two authors used and then supplemented independently a common
source. In each case, where it can be established that Dionysius consulted Isocrates
directly, it was for details which he added to a notice found in the common history.
This, then, was the source on which Ps.-Plutarch drew for the notices in common.

The departures in Ps.-Plutarch point to a biographer who combined erudition
and anecdote, precisely the character of Hermippus® writing. Ps.-Plutarch gives as an

additional reason for Isocrates’ refusal to enter politics, the loss of his family estate, a
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detail derived from Isocrates himself??* This was added at the same time as the other
additions in the section, and all are derived from a source that combined both the
scholarly use of a text, as in this notice, and anecdote.

The further additions that mark the greatest departure from Dionysius are
anecdotes relating to Isocrates’ school in Chios??®> These add some chronological
confusion to Ps.-Plutarch’s account. Isocrates opens his school, after failing through his
political writing to turn the Greeks ¢ni 10 8éovia @poverv. Certainly that is how the
words Stopaptivey 8¢ g Npooupéotwg, ToUTWY WPEV aneotn must be interpreted. But
Isocrates composed speeches all his life, even after he became a teacher; and, as
Ps.-Plutarch has it, his innovation in making political speeches a separate art form
from eristic ones came during his tenure at Chios. As Seeliger notes,??® the words
from Stopaptévey to antotn make good sense when they are connected with dAAowg
8¢ pepeAetnka @aivetow; that is, Isocrates set up a school and turned to philosophy
after failing as a logographer, which is precisely what Ps.-Plutarch says initally: Aot
8¢ MEMEAETNKGOC Qoivetan ... StatpPny & cuotnoduevoc &l 10 ELACCOQPELY KOl YPAPELY

StovonBeic £tpdmero.  The confusion has arisen from inserting details from a second

224. Antidosis XV 161: 816 Yoip EMogrOVELY APXOUNY TOTC 18101, CITOACUEVWY €V T NOASUW 1§
NPOC AKESOULUOVIOUC HMAVIWY TV VNUPXOVIOY MUIY, &g’ OV 6 nmoanp Spo 1 1€ NOAS
XPIOUOY OrVTOV TIOUPET XEV.

225. 837bc: SLOCIPIPNY SE CUOTNOXUEVOC €M 1O PIAOCOPELY KOUL YPXPELY SLOLVONBELC ETPOUTETO,
ko 1OV 1€ Morvnyuptkdy AOYOV Kol Tvoe XAAOVC TV CUPBOVAEUTUK®Y, OUC HEV QUTOC YPPWY
GLVEYIVWOKEY 0VUC &' E£1€p0IC NOPEOKEDOLEY, NYOUPEVOC oVTWC Eni 10 & SEOVIOL PPOVELY TOUC
“EAMVOIC TIPOTPEYECBOL.  SIOpOPTOVGDY 8 TNC NPooUpEoEnC TOVTWY PEV GIECTN OXOANC & RYELTO,
B¢ Uvéc paot, MPRTOV £ Xiov, polBnto Exwy Evvea: Ot kod 15OV TOV IOBOY GPIBODUEVOY
£IME SOKPVOO OC "ENEYVROY SUOUTOV VOV TOUTOLC MENMPOEVOV."  GUIAEL 88 TOLC BOVACHEVOLC,
XOPLOOC IPBTOC TOVC EPLOTUKOVE AOYOUC TV MOALTIKDY, NEPL OVC EONOVSOOE. KOU GPXOC € KOl
nepl Y XIOV KQTECTNOE KO TV GOV T OIS MOALTELOLY.

226. Seeliger (above, n. 14) 34
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account among notices taken from the xoiwvn iotopic. That account began with a
note on Isocrates’ loss of patrimony. This forced him into an unsuccessful attempt at
logography that then prompted him to turn to philosophy and the writing of
panegyrics and deliberative speeches, and to open a school at Chios. It would seem
that a single source provided Ps.-Plutarch with all these additional details, including the
anecdote of how Isocrates wept at the sight of seeing his fees collected, and the detail
that he instituted at Chios democratic offices modeled on Athenian ones. The source
is only cited anonymously (&¢ wvé¢ goot), but the anecdotal character would suggest
some biographer and the emphasis on Isocrates’ role as the head of a school points to
Hermippus. In fact the whole section concludes with a notice that we know had its
origin with Hermippus: &py0Optov 1€ 600v 0o08el¢ COPLOTOV £LNOPNOEY, WG Kol

pinpapxnoot (837c).27

IV. School

In the next section Ps.-Plutarch provides a list of Isocrates’ students???

227. See pp. 63-4.

228, 837cd: Qkpootorl 8’ orDTOV EYEVOVIO Ei¢ ExartOv, &AAOL TE MOAAOL kol Tindeeo¢ 6
KOvwvoe, ouv @ Kol TOAAGC MOAELC EMNABE, CUVIBELC T MPOC ~ABnvaioue o Tipobov
NEUNOMEVOC ETILOTOAKC BBEV £8WPNCNTO ODIR THANVIOV 1DV OO TAUPOU MEPLYEVOPEV®Y.
gHOBNTEVOE & oOTI® xod Oedmopnoc 6 Xio¢ xoid “Epopoc & KupoTog kod ~AakAuASHKE O 10t
1POYSOVMEVDL GUYYPSYoC ko Beodéktng & PoonAitne 6 16 Tporywdicg Votepoy ypduo, o
€01t 10 PVNpoL &l TNV KVo Ty MOPEVOREVOLC KOTOL TRV (€pOy 68OV TV €M "EAEUGT VoY, TOL VOV
KOTEPNPEIMPEVOY VOO KO TOVC EVE0LOVC TV NOINTDY KVECTNOE CUV aT®, BV “Ounpog 6
noiNtNg ORLETOU HOVOC AEDSOUOC T ABNVOTOC Xod Adikpitoct 6 VopoBEtne ~ABnvodolg, ¢ 8
UVEC oL, Kod Ynepeidne xod “lootoc.

+ Westermann (248) notes in the apparatus criticus that after the name A&KPLTOC, O
DOTNALNG KO AVKOVPYOC has fallen out of the text, something which must have happened relatively
early, since Photius does not include Lycurgus’ name. In favour of this restoration is the fact that

elsewhere Ps—Plutarch (841b) knows of Lycurgus as a student of Isocrates.
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Dionysius (55. 17- 56. 5) does not give a corresponding list, but elsewhere shows that
he was aware of one, when in Isaeus 19 and again in Ad Ammaeum 1 2 he identifies
several Isocrateans who also appear in Ps.-Plutarch, namely Theodectes, Theopompus
and Ephorus in the first case and Theodectes, Isaecus, Hypereides and Lycurgus? in the
second?®® In Isocrates, however, Dionysius only speaks generally of Isocrates as the
teacher of the most eminent men of Athens and Greece?*® In the De Oratore Cicero
describes Isocrates in the same sweeping terms as the master of all rhetors and
proceeds to list his various students. His catalogue shares several names with
Ps.-Plutarch (Theopompus, Ephorus, Hypereides, Lycurgus?) and Dionysius
(Theopompus, Ephorus, Philiscus, Naucrates, Hypereides, Lycurgus, Aeschines)??! A
similar catalogue is also given in the biography of Zosimus?3?2 who includes certain

names found in Ps.-Plutarch (Theopompus, Ephorus, Hypereides, Isaecus, Lycurgus?,

229, Is. 19 (122. 12): ..JEPL IOV CUPPLOCAHVIOY IoOKP&TEL KO TOV XOPOKTNPOL THC EPUMVELNC
EKEIVOU EKUPNOOUEVEDY OVBEVDC, Oe0dEKTOV AfYw Kod Ocondunou kod Nowukpdoue “E@dpou €
xod PAIoKOV Kod KngtooSompou kod GAAWY GUX V@Y.

Ad Amm. 1 2 (259. 4): ...0D1€ O TOVTOLC CUPBLOOKVIEC TOTC QVEPAOL MOPOLYYEARTWY
TEXVIKDY CUYYPOPELC KOU QYWVIOTOU AOYWY PNIOPLKAY, Of Nepl OeodEKTNY xod PIAIOKOV Kol
"looctov xod Knptoddwpov “Ynepeidnv 1€ kod Aukovpyov kod Aioxivny.

230. 55. 17: EUPOVESTOLTIOC € YEVOREVOC TV KO TOV ODTIOV HKUOGAVIWY XPOVOY Ko TOUC
KPOTIOTOUC TRV ~ABAVNGL 1€ kod &V 11 XAAN EAAGS VEwv moudedoo, @V of PEV €V T01¢
SIKOIVLKOTC £YEVOVTO &pLotoL AGYOL, Of § €V 16 MOATEVECOOU KOU TOL KOV MPATIELY SLAVEYKOLY,
Kol AAOL 8 T KOLVOC TV EAAAV®Y T€ xod PopPApmy MPSEELC SrvEYpoory.

231. De Or. 11 94: Ecce tibi exortus est Isocrates, magister rhetorum omnium, cuius e ludo, tanquam
ex equo Troiano, meri principes exierunt; sed eorum partim in pompa, partim in acie illustres esse
voluerunt. Atque et illi, Theopompi, Ephori, Philisti, Naucratae, multique alii naturis different, voluntate
autem similes sunt et inter sese et magistri, et ei, qui se ad causas contulerunt, ut Demosthenes,
Hypereides, Lycurgus, Aeschines, Dinarchus, aliique complures.

232, Zos. 256. 91: €aXe 8¢ POBNIOC MOAAOUC HEV, TOUC 8E EVSOKIUNKOTOC KOU ETUPOVELC
10010V¢ Ocdnounoy, “EQopov, v xod iotopiot pEpoviow Ynepeidny, IooTov, AUKoDpYOY,
ofuvEC €l0L TOV L~ PNTOPWY TAV KPLBEVIOY TE X0 GIVOLYLVROOKOPEV®Y £11or DrAlokoy, Tooxpdany
SUMOVVROV aDTOD OE0SEXTNY, ~AVEPOTIOVX TOV TV AT YPAYavIe, KB’ 0oV Ko &
AnpocteEvne Eypoape, kod TTOBwvor 1OV Butdvuoy, 1oV pitopor DIAIov.
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Theodectes), as well as names found in Dionysius (Theopompus, Ephorus, Philiscus,
Theodectes, Isaeus, Hypereides, Lycurgus), and in Cicero (Theopompus, Ephorus,
Hypereides, Lycurgus, Philiscus)?**> But he seems to follow more closely yet another
list preserved in POxy 3543, which, like Ps.-Plutarch, numbers the students of Isocrates
at 1002** This list also shares much in common with Ps.-Plutarch, repeating many of
the same names (Theopompus, Ephorus, Theodectes, Leodamas?, Lacritus, Hypereides,
Isaeus, Lycurgus?). A comparison of all these lists clearly reveals a community of
source, for a number of the same names reappear throughout?* Behind all of them

must stand a core generic list which was based on the a single source, the mept t@v

There is also confusion in the Suda on Philiscus and
Philistus: 360 PiAiokoc, MiAfGLoc, pATwp, Tookpdtouc dxovoTne 100 PATopoC. 361 PAloKoC f
diAoTo¢, TupakoaLog, (0TopkdC. 365 DiAoTog, Norukpotitne | Tupakovoioc, ~ApX@VISov VIOC.
HolNTc 86 NV EVAVOL 10D SAEYELONOLOD,

234, 13-18: [EYEVOVTO 8 QrOTOV pod/Bnrod mpoe p’, e V.. [/ ABnvoctov klod) tn. [ /100¢
k(o) qonpove [1L.I  @ebdnopl/no¢ “Egopoc ‘Ynepleilsing “Iooto¢ Avkovpyoc DLAicl/koc
“Tookpdane Oleolléktne  Ad/kpioc kod TV L.

The editors suppose that AQIKPLIOC was preceded by AEMSOYO, whose names are absent in
Zosimus but appear side by side in Ps—Plutarch. After ®[EOISEKTNC] they suggest either the name

233. In fact Cicero gives the name Philistus.

Androtion or Pytho, both of whom are given by Zosimus. At line 13, after the reference to the number
100 (npbg p'), the papyrus seems to quote an authority (é)g V), perhaps Hermippus, since @, as the
editors note, should be read instead of ¥ for QIEIPOIVOLY or POIL.

235,
Ps—Pl. Dionysius Zosimus POxy 3543 Cicero
Is. 19 Ad Amm.

Ocdnounog OcodéxTrg OcodEKTIG Oonopnog  OsOnouno¢  Theopompus

"EQopoc Oeonounog PIALOKOC "EQopoc “Epopoc Ephorus

AokAnmiodne Norokpdane  lootog “Yrepeidne “Ynepeidng Philistus

Oeo8EKTNC “Epopog Knpioddwpoc  Tootoc "loottog Naucrates

AEDSOYOC DIAIOKOC “Ynepeisne AUKOUPYOC  AUKOUPYOC  multi alii

AGKPLTOC Knpuoddwpoc  AvkoDpyoc  DLAiokocg PIALOKOC Demosthenes

AUKpOBYOC XAAOL CUXVOL  AIOXIVIKC lookpdane  lookp&ane  Hyperides

"Yrepeidng Oc08EKTIC OcodéxTrg Lycurgus

"lootog "AVSpOTiwY  AVSpOTiwY/  Aeschines
MoBwv [TY6wv Dinarchus

AXKPLTOC alli complures
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"Tookpdtoug padntv of Hermippus.

Those whom Hermippus had labeled in some sense as Isocratean?*¢ would have
formed the core of names from which the lists preserved in our sources were derived
and expanded. Cicero makes it quite clear that "multi alii" achieved fame "in pompa",
besides Theopompus, Ephorus, Philistus and Naucrates. After mentioning
Demosthenes, Hypereides, Lycurgus, Aeschines and Dinarchus, he adds that "aliique
complures” were renowned "in acie”. After all Isocrates was the "magister rhetorum
omnium". Those named by Zosimus are said to be only tou¢ gvSokiunKoOTOg KOl
eTu@aveL¢ toutoug, which implies that many more could be mentioned. The fact that
in the biographical tradition, as it was preserved in Ps.-Plutarch and POxy 3543, the
students of Isocrates numbered upwards to 100, only invited the inclusion of other
great names such as Demosthenes. Thus we find him mentioned by Cicero. In his
case Hermippus still is ultimately responsible, for he had made Isaeus a student of
Isocrates and the teacher of Demosthenes??” He even reported how Demosthenes
had secretly acquired and mastered the texvar of Isocrates?*® Thus Hermippus had
made him a second-generation Isocratean, who imitated the style of Isocrates without
being his student. It was only a small step to take to make him the actual pupil of
Isocrates. But, as Ps.-Plutarch informs us elsewhere, this was the view of only a few;
the majority followed the Hermippan tradition, later adopted by the compilers of the

catalogues in Ps.-Plutarch, Zosimus and the papyrus, where Demosthenes’ name is not

236. They would include those who were regarded either as actual pupils of Isocrates, or as second
generation pupils, or simply as imitators of Isocrates’ style of writing,

237. fr. 69: DH. Is. 1; fr. 70: Harpocr. sv. I00(LOC.

238, fr. 71 Plut. Dem. 5. 1.
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included?® As if to justify the exclusion of the foremost orator of the fourth century
from his list of Isocrateans, Ps.-Plutarch repeats the story told by some of how
Isocrates refused Demosthenes partial instruction for partial payment24® The
anonymous source (po.ot) of this anecdote is probably the same anonymous source
cited in the previous line for including Isaeus and Hypereides among the Isocrateans.
Hermippus is known to have included them in his biographies on the school of
Isocrates.?*!

In Ps.-Plutarch the names of Isaeus and Hypereides are marked off from the
other Isocrateans (®¢ 8¢ uvéc @oot). From the manner in which their names are
added as an aside Seeliger concluded that Ps-Plutarch’s authority for the rest of the
list was not Hermippus.?4? But that does not necessarily follow. There is good reason
to believe that by making Isaeus and Hypereides students of Isocrates Hermippus was
in fact going against established tradition*®> Perhaps, as Wehrli suggests, Ps.-Plutarch
was restoring a tradition that went back to Hermippus yet never completely

prevailed?* Further, the anonymous nature of his citation indicates that their names

239. Ps—PL Dem. 844b: OX0A&LwY lookpdaer &¢ e Epaary, o¢ 8 ol mAsiotor “loodw 16
XoAktSeT, O¢ Ny "Tookpdroug podntic, Stdeyovi &v *ABAvVoLC.

240. 837de: .. ®¢ 8¢ TvéEC oot kod Ynepeidne ko “IonToc. kol Anpoo6évn & fu
PNTOPEVOVTL POOL UETL CIIOVSTC MPOCEABELY VT, ko XIAIo PeEv Gi¢ [ovoie] eloenpdteto ok
EXELY PAVOU MOUPUOXETY, SIOKKOCIO 8E POV SOTELY, £Q° @ TE TO MEWTTIOV PEPOC EKUOBELY TOV
8 AoxpivolsBow ¢ "o TEHOXILOMEY, ® AMUOOBEVEC, THY MPXYNOTELLY GOMEP 8€ TOUC KOAOUC
(x89¢ 8Aoug nwAoVory, oVtw k&Y® oot, € BOVACLO POONTEVELY, GAOKANPOY ATOSOOOUOL THYV
XNV,

241. For Hypereides fr. 68all (Athen. VIII 342c); Isaeus fr. 69 (DH. Is. 1), fr. 70 (Harpoc. s.v.
“Toot 09).

242, Seeliger (above, n. 14) 38.

243, Chamaeleon had made Hypereides a student of Plato (D.L. Il 47) and Isaeus seems to have
been considered a student of Lysias (Ps—PL 83%). See Chapter 4 pp. 224-6, 285 for a discussion of these

earlier traditions.
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were already regarded as part of the standard list of Isocrateans to be found in the
common history. This is confirmed by Zosimus and POxy 3543 where Isaeus and
Hypereides appear side-by-side without any note of exception. Likewise, when
Dionysius reproduces a list of Isocrateans for Ammaeus (Ad Amm. 1 2), presumably
derived from the same xotvn totopic on which he drew for the biographies of
Demosthenes and Aristotle, he includes the names of Isacus and Hypereides.?*’
Moreover, every other name given by Ps.-Plutarch, with the exception of Asclepiades,
appears in the other lists, or is known to have been treated by Hermippus in his
biographies. Theopompus and Ephorus and Theodectes appear in the papyrus, in
Zosimus and in Dionysius, whereas Lacritus and Leodamas, whose name is restored,
are only in the papyrus. Hermippus had made Lacritus the teacher of Archias, the
agent of Antipater who had hunted down Hypereides and Demosthenes. Both these
orators were treated by Hermippus in his work on the Isocrateans and it is safe to
assume the same for Lacritus?*® Theodectes is specifically said to have been included

by Hermippus in his work nepi 1@v "lookpdtovg po®niwv.?4’ There is no other

244. Suppl. I 86.

245. Hypereides also appears in Cicero’s list and is singled out by Philostratus as the most
illustrious of Isocrates’ pupils: AKPOXTIOL TOU GVSPOC TOVTOV MOAAOL HEY, EAAOYILMDTOTOC 8¢
“Yrepeidne 6 phtwp, Ocdnopnov yap 10V £k ¢ Xiov xod 10V Kupotov “E@opoy ovtr &v
StoBAoyLL VT &V Borupdiooupt (Vitae Soph. 117 506). It has been suggested that the similarities
between Philostratus and Ps.-Plutarch, particularly in the lives of Antiphon, Isocrates and Aeschines,
indicate that the former had made use of the latter or a common source. See Cuvigny (above, n. 3) 27.
Philostratus obviously has in mind a list, from which he too singles out Hypereides.

246. Fr. 76: Plut. Dem. 28. 3; his Isocratean affiliation is attested in Ps.—Demosthenes XXXV
(Against Lacritus) 15.

247. Fr. 77- Athen. X 45le. Cf. Suda 138 @c086kIng, ~ApPLOTEVEPOU, DUONAITNG €K AUKIOL,
PATWP, TPUMELC 8¢ €ni Tpaywdio, podning MAXTwvVoC xod “IookpATOUC Kod  APLOTOTEAOUC.
Ps.—Plutarch also notes that he wrote tragedy, and in fr. 77 Hermippus seems to have quoted from his

Oedipus.
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known biographer who wrote on Isocrates and his pupils, who arranged his work in
the manner of a school succession or diadoché, and from whom a list of pupils could
easily be assembled. All the preserved lists of Isocrateans are derivative of a single
source, something clearly shown by the community of names, many of whom were
treated by Hermippus.2#®

The list in Ps-Plutarch is preceded and followed by anecdotes, which seem to
have their origin with Hermippus. As noted earlier, Ps.-Plutarch concludes the section
on the students of Isocrates (837de) with the anecdote explaining Demosthenes’
absence from the list. As the story goes, Demosthenes could afford only one-fifth of
the instruction, but Isocrates refused, remarking that he was only willing to sell his
teaching whole, just as fine fish are only sold whole and not cut into bits. The
anecdote is of the same character as the Chian one, in which Isocrates was said to
have wept at the sight of his fees being counted and remarked that now he had sold
himself. Both stories illustrate a common theme, Isocrates’ wealth, a point also in the

notice that begins the section on the Isocrateans (837c). There Ps.-Plutarch refers to

Timotheus, who is said to have been accompanied by his master on his campaigns.?4®

248. Both Zosimus and Cicero and perhaps even POxy 3543 and Ps-—Plutarch include Lycurgus in
their lists; cf. Ps.—Pl 841b. Hermippus may have introduced Lycurgus and Hypereides together as
Isocrateans against the view of Chamaeleon who had considered both of them students of Plato (D.L. I
47). In the biographical tradition the two are closely linked together in their studies (Ps.—Pl. 848d; Suda:
eY)‘[€p€i6n§), and perhaps both names should be included in the Hermippan catalogue that stands behind
all our lists. Likewise, in most sources Theopompus and Ephorus appear linked together as students of
Isocrates, often presented with contrasting temperaments and writing styles. This would suggest that they
too were introduced into the tradition together; cf. Cic. De Or. II 57; Il 36; Brut. 204; Philostr. Vir.
Soph. 1 17. 506, Zos. 257. 98; Suda s.v.  EQOPOC and s.v. @£OMOpNoc.

249, 837c: "AKpoaTod 8 OOTOD EYEVOVIO El¢ £kOTOV, XAAOL T€ MOAAOL ko TidBeo¢ &
KOvwvog, oUV @ ko MOAAGC MOAELC EMNABE, ouVBElC TOC MPOC ~ABnvaioue Ond Tuyotov
TEWTOUEVOLG ETUOTOANC BBEV E8WPNONTO LVTE THANVIOV TV &O TAHUOV NMEPLYEVOUEVGY.
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The notice is based on the Antidosis (101-39), where Isocrates discusses at length their
friendship and Timotheus’ campaigns, particularly the siege of Samos. The account in
Ps.-Plutarch, however, likely goes back to Hermippus, for the additional notice that
Isocrates composed Timotheus’ letters, for which he was awarded a gift of a talent

from his pupil, follows a familiar Hermippan line.?*

V. Death

The final section of the primary life contains a notice on the death of the
orator (837ef), a discussion of his speeches (837f-838b), and a detailed description of the
family grave (838b-d). It has already been shown that the whole passage follows a
logical train of thought which suggests a single hand, with no later additions to the
primary life2’! The whole section concludes with the standard formula noting the
number of genuine speeches attributed to Isocrates?’? Both Dionysius and Caecilius
are cited, which means that the author of Ps.-Plutarch either had before him both
authors, when he was compiling his life of Isocrates, or more likely found Dionysius
cited by Caecilius, who had made used of the work of his contemporary and the same

common history.?*3

250. Hermippus told how Isocrates received twenty talents for his Eulogy of Evagoras (fr. 64). See
Chapter 4 pp. 313-15, where it is noted that the two donatives, the one by Timotheus and the other by
Nicocles were linked in the rhetorical tradition as examples of the wealth which one could make from
rhetoric and how that same tradition was picked up by Hermippus.

251. See above, n. 188

252. 838d: dEpoviow & oUTOV AOYOL EENKOVI, WV EIGL YVNOLOL KOTX PEV ALOVUOLOV
EIKOOIMEVTE KoTdr 8¢ KouxiAov elkootoktd, of 8 GAAOL XOTEYEVOOEVOL. Cf. Phot. 486b 5.

253. Caecilius is cited in this manner elsewhere at 833c (Antiphon) and 836a (Lysias), and again for
other details at 832e (Antiphon), 833d (Antiphon) and 840b (Aeschines). Dionysius is cited only in one
other place (836a), again together with Caecilius: PEPOVIOU § VIOV AOYOL TEIPOKOCIOL EIKOCLNEVIE:
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Ps.-Plutarch’ s account of Isocrates’ death provides a mixture of material of
both an erudite and an anecdotal nature. All anecdote is absent in Dionysius, who
notes only the factual details that Isocrates ended his life at the age of 98 in the
archonship of Chaerondas (338/7) a few days after the battle of Chaeronea, when the
outcome of Philip’s victory was still undetermined?®* There are a number of points
of contact with Ps.-Plutarch, who likewise includes the synchronism with Chaeronea,
the archon’s name, and death at age 982%5 All these details common to the two
authors were to be found in the kown iotopic and perhaps go back to Apollodorus.
But Ps.-Plutarch goes further by adding a second tradition according to which
Isocrates had died at age 100, and by specifying that Isocrates’ death occurred after 4

days of starvation. He may even have included a second version of 9 days.?*¢

1001V YVNoiove Pooly of mepl Aloviotov kol KouxiAdlov €Lvou SLekooioug Tpidkovior <kod
1PELC>, €V ofg 8ic povov fTnoBow AEYetow. The manner of citation here confirms that the two men
converged on a number of points, not the least of which would have been biographical notices, if the
comparison between Ps—Plutarch and Dionysius is valid. Nowhere does Dionysius in his essay give the
number of genuine speeches attributed to Isocrates; this fact must have been derived from Caecilius.

254. 56. 5 €1EAEVIOC TOV Biov £ni Xoupwvisou Spxovio¢ dAlyouc nuépouc VOTEPOV TE £V
XOUPWVELQ POXNC SVETY SEOVIOL BEBLOKWC EKATOV ETN, YVOUN XPNOOWEVOC Spoe T10T¢ QyaBol¢ ¢
NOAEWS CUYKXTAVOOU TOV EXVTOV PlOY, GdNAOL €U GVIOC, NMAC XPNOETOE T TOXN PIAUTNOC
NOPNAPBOY THY XPXNY 1OV EAAAV®Y. T PHEV 0DV (OTOPODHEVOL TEPL XVTOV KEPOUAOUMSRC TOOT
goTiv.

255. 837e: ETEAEVTOL & €Ml Xoup@vou PXOVIOC, QROYYEABEVIWY TV MEPL XOUPDVEIY £V
m Tnokp&roue MUAGLOTPN MUBOUEVOC, ELOYOrY@Y OXOTOV TOU BIOV TETIOPOLY TPEPOUC StaL 10U
OLUWY GMOCXECOOU, MPOELNAQY TPELC APXAC Spodawy  Edputisou

AOVOOC O TEVINKOVIOL BUYKIEP®Y MO
[IEAoY O TorvidiAeiog eic TITOOY HOAGY
S18GVOV ot dotv K&dpog EkAmev

OKI® Kol EvEVAkovIor £tn Blove f G¢ Tvee EKTOV, OVX OVNOPEIVOIC TETPRKLC ISELY TV
‘EAAGSO! KOTOSOVAOVUEVNY.

256. This alternative is given later at 838b: £8€ABETV 8¢ TOU BIOV OL PEV EVUITIXLOV POOL OLTWY
QMOCXOUEVOY, OL 8E TETOPTOLOV SO TG THPOIC TRV £V XOUPWVEIQ IEGOVIWY. Perhaps it is
better to regard this as a subsequent addition, as Photius (487a 400) is not aware of the 9 day tradition
and presumably found none in Ps.—Plutarch: £TEAEVINCE € AMALYYEABEVTOC OLth(p 100 nepl
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There are added facts of a more anecdotal nature that point to a biographical
source: the news of Chaeronea reaching Isocrates in the palaestra of Hippocrates, his
death by starvation and the recitation by Isocrates of the opening lines of Euripides’
plays to justify his suicide?>” Two things point to Hermippus as the source of this
additional material. After noting the second tradition, according to which Isocrates
died at age 100, Ps.-Plutarch then provides a short catalogue of those speeches which
the orator wrote either in his old age or shortly before his death. Among them was a
speech against Philip (Or. V) which, we are told, was composed shortly before he died,
precisely what Hermippus himself had recorded?*® Next, Ps.-Plutarch refers to the
adoption of Aphareus, which also occurred in Isocrates’ old age, and then goes on to
note the considerable wealth which he earned not only from teaching but also from
such donatives as the twenty talents which he received from Nicocles. Again,
Hermippus is known to have mentioned this last detail?®® What we suspect is that at
the same time as the author of Ps.-Plutarch derived from Hermippus these notices on
Isocrates’ speeches and his wealth, he also extracted the anecdotal material on his death.

What can be concluded from this comparison of the two lives? First, when

XOUPOVELNY TIHO0VC, ELOYOY®OV EXVTIOV 10V Blov TETP&OLY NUEPOUC QOLTAoNG, &TE 81 pN
VNOUEIVOIC I8ETY TETPOKIC SovAoLUEVTY THY EAAGSOL  Both traditions, however, are given by Zosimus
(258. 45) who attributes the 9 day tradition to Demetrius (Phalerum?). The 4 day tradition was preferred
by the source of Ps.—Plutarch because of the neat synchronism that it provided with the funeral of those
who had fallen at Chaeronea.

257. Zosimus (258. 41-50) provides exactly the same details, indicating that he has excerpted the
same source as Ps—Plutarch. For a comparison of their texts see Chapter 4 pp. 320-3.

258. 837f: TOVC 8 MPOC PIAOV dAiYw NPATEPOV TOV BorVAToU. Cf. fr. 66 (Hypothesis Isocrates
V Philippus): £Yporye 8& O “lookpdne 1OV AOYOY YEPWY &V, Pkpdy NPd The £0ruToD kod PIAIIOV
1EAEVTNG, (¢ enoty O “Eppunoc.

259. Fr. 64: Hypothesis Isocrates I ad Nicoclem.
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composing his biography of Isocrates, the author of Ps-Plutarch gathered his material
from two places, from the common history and from the biographer Hermippus.
Secondly, many of the additions to Dionysius’ account so far examined are anecdotal
and point to the latter. But these additions were not always taken directly from
Hermippus. At times they appear to have been derived from the common history.
The extreme epitomization of Hermippus’ citation of the comic poet Strattis (836ef),
and the anonymous reference to him as the source for including Isaeus and
Hypereides among the Isocrateans (837d), points to a process of abridgement by which
notices of the biographer entered the yévn of the common history. This point is
confirmed by Dionysius’ opening words in Isaeus. The only details to be found in
the xotvn totopia about Isacus were that he was the teacher of Demosthenes, and
either Athenian or Chalcidian by birth. This information Dionysius found not in
Hermippus, since he is cited separately at the end of the chapter for confirmation that
Isaeus was a student of Isocrates and the teacher of Demosthenes?¢® Hermippus
certainly was the first to make Isaeus an Isocratean; he had also made him Athenian,!
but by the time Dionysius came to write the biographical introduction to his essay on
Isaeus these details had already become part of the standard tradition. Thus it seems
that the compilers, who put together the common histories of the orators, drew on the
biographer for certain notices.

Further confirmation can be found in POxy 3543, which preserves portions of

a yevog of Isocrates. The text must be compared with a portion of Zosimus’ own

260. For text see above, n. 120-21.
261. See the text of Harpocration above, n. 122.
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biography of Isocrates. At line 83 Zosimus switches sources (Aéyovor & wve¢) and
begins his biography afresh.?? Subsequently, and up to at least line 98, the text shows
a striking similarity with that of the papyrus, for the sections on the birth, education
and school of Isocrates, and these two biographies closely resemble Ps-Plutarch. Both
include the Apollodoran date of birth, but fail to note the synchronism with Plato
found in Ps.-Plutarch, a date that goes back to Hermippus. In the section on Isocrates’
teachers, Zosimus mentions only Prodicus and Gorgias; the papyrus mentions all four
names found in Ps.-Plutarch. But instead of expanding on Theramenes in the manner
of Ps.-Plutarch, who draws directly on Hermippus at this point, Zosimus and the
papyrus quote from the Phaedrus 27825 Each of the three biographies includes a
similar list of students, all of which were derived ultimately from Hermippus. For
these initial notices the three biographies seem to rely on sources that were based on
the common history. In that same history must have appeared some of the
information on Isocrates’ death found in Ps.-Plutarch. It is probable that a similar
notice originally stood in the papyrus. But it is uncertain how far it went beyond
what we find in Dionysius, who used the kotvn totopia. but only noted that Isocrates
died at the age of 98, after committing suicide at the time of the battle of

Chaeronea?®* It may be best to regard the additional material on Isocrates’ death in

262. Up to this point (1-82) he has been using a source dependent on Hermippus. See Chapter 4.
p. 30L

263. This difference confirms the conclusion of the editors of POxy 3543 (p. 88) that despite the
community of source, all the biographies of Isocrates show "a variety of independent expansions,
abridgements and conflations”.

264. Traces can be seen at line 32 where the verb £BIWOOLY appears with reference to his age (cf.
Zos. 258. 41: €Biwoe & ol PEv Afyouoty @¢ 8 p’ £, of On°), and at line 33 where the verb
GUTEABN seems to be preserved, possibly with reference to his suicide (cf. Ps—Pl 838b: ££€ABETY 8¢ 100
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Ps.-Plutarch as derived directly from Hermippus.

But there is one clear point of contact between the papyrus and Ps.-Plutarch
that confirms that in certain cases notices from the biographies of Hermippus found
their way into the common history. This concerns Isocrates’ trierarchic service. After
mentioning Isocrates’ death, Ps.-Plutarch proceeds to a discussion of several of
Isocrates’ speeches written in his old age (837f-838b). The catalogue was, as noted,
based in part on Hermippus, who provided at least the detail that the Philippos (Or.
V) was written shortly before the orator’s death. That same catalogue also contains
notices on the adoption of Aphareus, and on the 20 talents which Isocrates received
from Nicocles for the Eulogy of Evagoras (838a). We have already established that
the Nicocles-story was taken from Hermippus, and that a similarly-phrased notice at
837c goes back to the same biographer, but only through the common history.2®® In
that passage Ps.-Plutarch states that Isocrates made more money than any other sophist
so that he even had to serve as trierarch.2® This is precisely the point illustrated by
the Nicocles-story: conopnoe & ikav@¢ oL POVOV &PYUPLOY EloTPATIWY TOUC YVWPIHOUC,
dAAa kol mapd NikokAtouc ... 8@’ ol¢ @BovnBeic tpic MpoePANON tpLnpapxely. But
obviously the brief notice at 837c represents only an abridgement of Hermippus’ much
fuller account, in which the biographer described in some detail Isocrates’ wealth from
teaching and writing and his various challenges in court to serve as trierarch.

Nearly the same thing seems to have occurred in the POxy 3543. After giving

BiOV OL PEV EVOITOLLOV POOL GIT®WY GUTOTXOUEVON...).
265. See pp. 64-5.
266. 837c: GPYUPLOY T BTOV OVSEIC COPLOTOV EVNOPNOEY, (X KO TOLNPAPXTICOL.

84



his own list of Isocrateans, the author of the papyrus goes on to mention the 1000
drachmae which Isocrates earned from each student, the challenges brought against
him in court, the defence by his adopted son Aphareus and then his subsequent
service as trierarch.?®’” POxy 3543 represents a type of abbreviated biography which
characterized the vévn of the kowvn totopia. As a product of that tradition it has
preserved certain notices found in the biographies of Hermippus.

As a product of that same tradition Ps.-Plutarch at times has also preserved
notices from Hermippus, but only as they came down through the common history.
These would include such things as the detail that Isocrates’ father was an avAonolog
the notice that the orator had studied under Prodicus, Gorgias, Teisias and Theramenes
the rhetor; a list of Isocrateans; and the note that Isocrates made so much money from

his teaching that he even performed trierarchies. At other times the author of

267. 21-21:

o o 8€ OV . [
1eC OLUTOL Stopop [
NPRTOV €ic 1p. [

8 .. [1 npoeBANAIn

.1 1OV viov of

...] 10 &(€) Scvtepov. [
1. Onépervey . [

The editors suggest o rather than A, which would refer to the Thirty (Theramenes), as the better
reading at line 2I; in which case there is a reference to the 1000 drachmae which Isocrates collected
from his students. This is the better reading in view of what appears in the following lines. At line 23
there seems to be a reference to the trierarchy which Isocrates was challenged to provide (Hpa)IOV qu
pUNPOPXioY).  Ps—Plutarch (838a) notes that Isocrates went to trial three times, two of which times he
was successfully defended by Aphareus. This explains the NPWIOV at line 23 and 5813!8{)0\3 at line 26,
which must refer to the first two trials, (It is also conceivable that the papyrus only mentioned two trials;
cf Ps—PL 839c) The verb MPOEPANBIN is the same verb used by Ps—Plutarch of the challenges raised
against Isocrates. At line 25 there is a clear reference to Aphareus, who defended Isocrates in court 1oV
VIOV ’A[Cp(xpéOL). At line 27 the verb UNMEPELVEV must be equivalent to Ps.-Plutarch’s VNOOTOL,

referring to Isocrates’ submission to the verdict in the third trial and subsequent service as trierarch.
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Ps.-Plutarch has taken material directly from the biographer. In both cases Hermippus
emerges as an important source of the biographical tradition of the orators, at least as
it was represented in Ps-Plutarch. His importance stems from two things: first that he
did much to shape the common history and secondly that he incorporated into his
work on the Isocrateans all other previous treatments of the orators. He used
Demetrius of Phalerum, who had examined the orators mainly as rhetoricians, and
Idomeneus of Lampsacus, who had treated them solely as demagogues. How the
notices of these two earlier writers enter the biographical tradition, as it is preserved
in Ps-Plutarch, is best explained by the extensive borrowing from Hermippus. The
most likely author of these biographies was Caecilius, or a compiler who had used
Caecilius extensively. A clear point of contact between all four authors is preserved
in the scholium on Aeschines, where against the opinion of Demetrius of Phalerum,
Caecilius, Idomeneus and Hermippus are cited?®® Even if the statement on style
which follows in the rest of the notice is Caecilius’ own, the biographical element of
that notice on the teacher-pupil relation of Aeschines to Socrates and Plato is not. It
belongs to Hermippus. Caecilius would have found Demetrius and Idomeneus cited
by the biographer. It will become clear in the next two chapters that much of the
anecdotal material that can be traced back to these two authors found its way into the
tradition through Hermippus. Chapter 2 will focus on the contribution of Demetrius

of Phalerum and the Peripatetics, Chapter 3 on that of Idomeneus.

268. Schol. Aesch. ii : 1 podONIC £YEveto (Aloxivno, o¢ MEV Amuntploc & PoAnpenc onot,
TOKPATOVE TOV QLAOCOPOV, £16° Votepoy MAKI®vOC, O¢ 8¢ KouxiAtoc xod ISOPEVEDC Ko
“EPULNNOC {0TOPOVALY, OVK HKOVCE TOUT®MY TV GVSP@Y HOBNoEWC XAPLY. QOOL YOp O¢ St
OUSEY TOV XopokTPog 100 TTAoTwvikoD o@et KTA. For a full text see below, n. 280.
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CHAPTER 2

DEMETRIUS OF PHALERUM

We saw in the last chapter that, while the biographies of Ps.-Plutarch are
composites, they contain a discernible core based on an anonymous collection of
biographies commonly known as the kotvn iotopic. These biographies grew out of
the research of Alexandrian scholars. In the biography of Isocrates, the influence of
Hermippus was identifiable, either in extraneous additions taken directly from his
work by Caecilius himself, or in notices from the common history, where early
compilers of the history had already gathered the material from his biography,
reduced it and made it part of the established tradition. Hermippus was thus a crucial
figure in the development of the biographical tradition of certain orators. Whatever
contributions were made by earlier writers such as Demetrius of Phalerum and
Idomeneus of Lampsacus probably entered the tradition through him. This chapter
will examine the contribution of Demetrius of Phalerum and the Peripatetic school.

Demetrius was responsible for the tradition, found preserved in some form in
all the extant biographies, that Demosthenes performed certain exercises to correct a
speech impediment. Underlying this tradition was the Peripatetic view that
Demosthenes was not a naturally gifted orator but had to rely on study and practice.
Demetrius developed this idea further by ascribing to Demosthenes various exercises
intended to correct the problem. But an examination of his statements will reveal
that his description of these exercises was originally intended to illustrate the

Peripatetic theory of delivery and had little basis in fact. Thus the whole tradition

87



grew out of a discussion of the problems of delivery, which could be completely
neglected by orators like Isocrates (fr. 169) or overdone by others like Demosthenes
(fr. 161-6). In fact, as we shall learn, Demetrius was highly critical of Demosthenes’
style of delivery, which he regarded as too theatrical. The evidence that he furnished
was all based on comic travesty. The impression to emerge from our discussion is

that the entire tradition was based on comic invention and Peripatetic thought.

Demetrius of Phalerum

Demetrius of Phalerum was a student of Theophrastus. He became
Nomothetes of Athens for ten years (317-07) under Cassander,’® but after the capture
of Athens by Poliorcetes, he fled to Boeotia and later (297) made his way to Egypt.
He seems to have been involved in organizing the Museum and library at Alexandria,
after the model of the Lyceum, and perhaps even influenced the direction of
Alexandrian scholarship?” He was a prolific writer and certain works of his seem to
have been the precursors of later scholarship?’* As an important figure in the early
period of the Museum, his works should have been known to later Alexandrian
scholars and writers, and it is safe to assume that they were catalogued in the Pinakes
of Callimachus. Hermippus is known to have written a biography of the Peripatetic,

probably in his collection of lives on the School of Aristotle,?”? and the list of works

269. For details on his dates and career see Bayer, Demetrios Phalereus Der Athener (1969) 1-108,
Green, Alexander to Actium (Berkeley 1990) 36-51 and Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (London 1911). For
his official title see Harding, Translated Documents of Greece and Rome 1L no. 129 and bibliography.

270. Pfeiffer 96-101; Green, Alexander, 84-5; Fraser 1 314-4, 320-1.

271. Notably his ’Apxé\nwv &VOI.YpOL(Dﬁ was a forerunner of Apollodorus’ Chronika and was used
by the Alexandrian. See Pfeiffer 256 and Wehrli IV 77-8 and fr. 150 (DL. Il 7) & 153 (D.L. II 44).
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preserved in Diogenes (V 80-81) may have been the biographer’s own,>”® no doubt
garnered from the ITivake¢ of his teacher. This in itself would suggest that
Hermippus was familiar with the works of Demetrius of Phalerum. Thus it comes as
no surprise that the image of the orator Demosthenes presented by the Peripatetic in
his rhetorical works was picked up by this biographer.

Most of the fragments on Demosthenes deal with some aspect of his oratory,
usually his delivery, and so have been assigned by Wehrli and Jacoby to Demetrius’
nepl pnroptkneg.2’ Of the fragments (156-73 W) assigned to this work many,
particularly those dealing with Demosthenes, show a decidedly anecdotal character.
These anecdotes were often intended to illustrate a point of rhetoric under discussion.
Hence in fr. 156, on the theory of natural ability, Philodemus quotes Demetrius for the
example of Philon, the architect, who without rhetorical training spoke competently to
the Athenian assembly about the arsenal, his area of expertise.?’”> This story, which

was introduced as an illustration by later rhetoricians, may have originated with

272. Fr. 58

273. Bayer (above, n. 269) 112 & 148,

274. Fr 161-70 W. Jacoby, FGrH 228 11 D 649, and Wehrli, IV 79, reject the view of Martini,
"Demetrios," RE IV (1901) 2831, that Demetrius wrote a BiOC, of the orator, despite a notice to this effect
in Dionysius of Halicarnassus Dem. 53 which concludes with the words ¢ AnuATPLOC 1€ & daAnpeic
ONOL kKo OL GAAOL MGVIEC Of TOV PIOV CrUTOD GUYYPAYOVIEC. But contrast Bayer, (above, n. 269)
148-9, who suggests that both Dionysius and Plutarch had known two works by the Peripatetic. Diogenes
Laertius (V 80) implies that Demetrius of Phalerum wrote several books on rhetoric (o énIOpLK(S(). The
nspi ﬁnIOpLKﬁg consisted of two books and is expressly cited by Philodemus (fr. 156, 158, 172), Other
titles recorded in Diogenes which may have covered rhetorical topics were IIEpI‘. TIZOIS(.OQ, T[Spi Xé(pL‘[Og
and MEPL KOUPOD. See Grube, "A Greek Critic: Demetrius on Style,” Phoenix Supplementary Volume 4
(1961) 52.

275, fr. 156 (Rhet. 1 346 Sudh) €lvou DiAwvoc 6 [AnuAlploc 6 PAANPEDC €V 10 Mept e
PNTOPIKNC ETotey Towe 1oL MPyport GAAWC], koT' odToV 8 1ot mepl Botélpou] PiAWVOC.  See
Wehrli IV 79,
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Demetrius, who, unlike Cicero, perhaps attributed Philon’s eloquence to his knowledge
as an architect and not to his rhetorical skill?”® Elsewhere (fr. 157) Philodemus notes
that, as well as the sophistic kind of speech, Demetrius added to deliberative and
forensic oratory 0 &vtevukog (Adyog), that is, speech which can be adapted for every
occasion, for addressing assemblies and powerful princes?’”” Perhaps fragments 158-9
belong to this context. They describe the Athenian embassy that was sent to
Antipater after the Lamian war?”® Xenocrates was one of the delegates. The failure
of that embassy was attributed by Demetrius to Xenocrates’ training in the Academy,
where he was taught to declaim according to 6¢oetg. He lacked a command of
rhetoric, especially of the évieukukog Adyo¢ which would have better prepared him for
addressing kings.2”

From these examples a clear picture emerges of Demetrius’ method of
presentation in which a point of rhetoric was illustrated by an anecdote. The same is

no less true of his treatment of Demosthenes.

276. De Or. 1 14, 62: Neque enim, si Philonem illum architectum, qui Atheniensibus armamentarium
fecit, constat, perdiserte populo rationem operis sui reddidisse, existimandum est, architecti potius artificio
disertum, quam oratoris, fuisse. cf. Val. Max. VIII 12 ext. 2 and Phld. IV 192 Sudh.

277. Rhet. 1 222 Sudh: xod pniv 6 AINPITPLOC PETX TOD COPLOITLkOV] YEVOUC TV AdY®Y
[MpooTBELlc 16 SNUNYOPIK® Kol SIKVIKG TOV EVIEVUKOV SMOOLY, €f HEV AUBVEL TOV TOTC
NMANBEGLY EVIEuKTkOY Kl TOV KT MPECPEIOLY TOTC SUVAOTOUS, EXET® WEV ML TOV
napévrog... As Grube (above, n. 274) 53 notes, Philodemus seems to mean that Demetrius included this
kind of speech under the sophistic class which in Philodemus is identical to epideictic oratory. Hence
Demetrius followed Aristotle (Rhet. 1358 b7) in dividing rhetoric into three classes, 0ULJ.BOU7\8‘DILIC6\7
(SMUMYOPLKOY), SIkOVIKOY and ETUSEIKTKOV YEVOC; cf. Wehrli IV 79,

278. Plut. Phoc. 27 and DL. IV 9.

279. Wehrli IV 80.



Not surprisingly, then, many of the fragments dealing with Demosthenes are
anecdotes, and proved an important source for biographers such as Hermippus. In his
Rhetoric Demetrius dealt with at least three orators who later appeared in the
biographies of Hermippus: Isocrates, Aeschines and Demosthenes. But only in the case
of Demosthenes is it possible to trace the genesis of a tradition which begins with
Demetrius and passes unchanged into the late biographies. There are clear points of
contact in our sources to suggest that Hermippus had used Demetrius, and clear hints
that he may have been responsible for transmitting that tradition to later biographers.
At the conclusion of Chapter 1 it was noted that the scholiast on Aeschines recorded
how Hermippus, Idomeneus and Caecilius had disputed the claim of Demetrius that
Aeschines was the pupil of Socrates (Isocrates?) and Plato.?® That this discipleship had
been suggested to Demetrius from a comparison of styles between Aeschines and

Plato is suggested by the statement shared by Caecilius, Idomeneus and Hermippus

280. fr. 171 (126a. Ofenloch; Schol. Aesch. I 6 Schultz; Dindorf 6; Anon Vita 7 Martin—-de Budé): ou
HOONTNC £YEVETO, OC PEV AMUATPIOC & PUANPEX PNOL, OKPXIOUC 100 PLAOCOPOV, €16 VOTEPOV
[IAGTwvoc ¢ 8¢ Kouxidtoc kod Isopevete ko “EPMIMNoOC ITOPOUOLY, OVK TKOVOE TOUTWY TMV
AVEPRY PoBNoEWC X&pLy. Dol (Pnot i [cod. Paris s, XM Yop &¢ STt "OVSEV TOV XUPOKTNPOC
100 IMAXT@VIKOD o®lel, oVie 10 &KkpPec kol kaBapOV <oVIE 10X AMEPLTToV <oVIE 1O
HEYOLAOTIPENEC kot EVPUBHOY, GAAG KEXTIVUTG MAX £0TLY OXOTOD 860 10V AdYOV, Kod QLTEXVOC
HEV KO, MPOTMETNC KO EVXEPDC ML TO AOISOPELY CUOXPMC KO GUIPENMC PATOPL ELOLYOUEVN,
Exovoo 8¢ 1t EVPUVEC KO EVAYWYOY, XOd 0LV OV YEVOLTO TVt £k PUOEWC KOd PEAETIC GUPOvODC™;
cf. Apollonius Vita Aesch. 266. 33 W: QOOL HEVIOL TIVEC OXDTOV XKOUOTIY YEVECBOU TTAGTWVOC TE Kod
TWKPATOUE, YEVLSOUEVOL.

T Reiske reads KOBOPOV <OUTE 10>, which is the reading accepted by Muller and Wehrli;
Blass, on the other, hand assumes a lacuna after dmépmov which he fills with <oUTE 10 IJEYOMOIIQSHG‘ZQ
xou>. If QNoi is accepted this may be an argument for regarding Caecilius (Kindstrand 40 n. 90; cf.
Blass II1 2 [1880] 132 n. 1) or perhaps even Hermippus (Muller fr. 15 FHG II 493 & Jacoby fr. 13 FGrH

338) as the source of the stylistic evaluation.
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that Aeschines preserved nothing of the character of Plato.®! Such a discussion finds
an obvious place in the context of Demetrius’ work on rhetoric, that Hermippus
consulted. The text of the scholia should be compared with a notice in Ps.-Plutarch,
where we are told that certain writers made Aeschines a pupil of Isocrates and Plato,
while Caecilius made him the student of Leodamus?®? The anonymous source is
obviously Demetrius, particularly if we follow most scholars in taking the Zwkpdtoug
of the scholium to be a corruption of ‘Iookpdtouc?®®  Though Caecilius made
Aeschines the pupil of Leodamus, he followed Hermippus in rejecting the view of
Demetrius that he was a student of Plato. It is likely that he found Demetrius and
Idomeneus cited in the text of Hermippus.?®4

Another point of contact between Demetrius of Phalerum and Hermippus

appears in Plutarch’s Demosthenes 11 where the two authors are cited side by side for

281. Wehrli IV 82. But Kindstrand, "The Stylistic Evaluation of Aeschines in Antiquity," Acta
Universitatis U psaliensis 18 (1982) 71, notes that the superfluous LO(BNCEWC XXPLY indicates that
Caecilius’ main point was not the same as that of Demetrius, who merely mentioned the
pupil-relationship as a biographical fact.

282  Aesch. 840b: GKPOOLTNC 8 YEVOUEVOC ¢ MEV TVEC Aéyouoty Tookpdaoue kod FIAGtwvoc,
¢ 8¢ KouxiAto¢ Aewdopdvioc. Cf. Philostr. VS T 18: dixpoortiic 8¢ TAGtwvoe 1€ kod Tookpdroug
YEVOWEVOC, Phot. Bibl. cod 264 490b: Nkpo&ooto 8, of peEv eooty Tookpdrove kod MMAKT®VOC,
KOUKIALOC 88 Ae@SOQOVTOC AEYeL. But at cod. 61 20a however, he gives the name Antalcidas which is
perhaps a corruption of Alcidamus: StxkoVooit 8¢ oOTOV IMAKTIWVOC Ko ~AVIXAKISH QOOL
HOOMIEVOOY; cf. Suda sv. AIOXIVNG 347: HOONTIC 8€ KO THY PNTOPIKIY ~ AAKISUONVTOC.

283. Schaefer I 255 n. 1, Blass III 2 (1880) 132 n. 1 (who attributes the fragment to Demetrius
Magnes), Drerup 101 n. 1, Jacoby fr. 13 FGrH 338 (IIl B 89), Kindstrand (above, n. 281) 69-71, Wehrli
Suppl. I 90. With the exception of Apollonius (296. 33) in most cases Isocrates and Plato appear together
as the teachers of Aeschines (Philostr. I 18, Ps~Pl. 840b, Phot. cod. 264 490b). The same combination is
found repeated for the orators Lycurgus (Ps—Pl. 841b), Demosthenes (844bc) and Hypereides (848d).

284. Jacoby, "Idomeneus,” RE 9 (1916) 911; FGrH III B 85; Wehrli Suppl. I 90; Kindstrand (above, n.
281) 40.
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their similar views on Demosthenes’ style of delivery.*®> To the masses Demosthenes’
delivery appeared "wondrously pleasing”, but to men of refinement like Demetrius,
base, ignoble and weak. That this judgment originally appeared in his Rhetoric is
confirmed by the fact that it is quoted by Philodemus in his Rhetorica?®® No doubt
Demetrius expressed this criticism in a section of the work in which he discussed the
problem of delivery. In the same section appeared the notice at the beginning of
chapter 11, where Demetrius is cited by Plutarch for a description of the exercises
employed by Demosthenes to improve his voice, and possibly the story at 11. 2, which
told of an injured man who once came to Demosthenes requesting his service as an
advocate. The anecdote is given as an illustration of the importance that
Demosthenes placed on tone and delivery as a means of persuasion?®’” The inclusion
of such an anecdote would be consistent with Demetrius’ method of presentation and
in Plutarch’s text at least it is directly connected with his assessment of the orator’s
delivery as ignoble and weak. But Plutarch derived the story from Hermippus, who

was probably responsible also for the notice on the exercises and certainly for

285. Dem. 11. 3 (fr. 161 W): TOLC HEV OUV TOAAOTC VIOKPLVOUEVOC TPEOKE BOUHXOTRC, Of 8¢
XOUPIEVTEC TOUTELVOY HYODVTIO KO GLYEVVEC OrDTOD TO MAKOHO KO POAGKOY, OV xod Anpftplog 6
PoANpeEDC Eouy.  Alcimvor 8 enoty “Epuumnoc EnepmnBivIe. NP 1OV NAACL PNTOP®Y Kol TV
KOO oOTOV EIMELY, K¢ GKOVMY PEV &V TiC EB0CUUOOEY EKEIVOUC EVKOOUMC KOU PEYOAOTIPENGX 1
SNUW SIAEYOHEVOVC, ALVOLYLVWOKOUEVOL 8 Ol ANUOCBEVOUC AOYOL TOAV TN KOTOLOKEVT KO
SUVOYIEL SLOIPEPOVOLY.

286. Phid. I 197 Sudh. (fr. 162 W) nopd 8€ 1] PAANPEL AEYETOU TO TOLKIAOY HEV QLUTOV
(sc. ANPOOBEVNY) UMOKPILITNY YEYOVEVOU KOd MEPILTITOY, OVX GITAOUY € OVSE KT TOV YEVVOL(LOV
PONOY, BAN £¢ 10 HOAXKGITEPOIV KOU TOUTELVOTEPOY GUTOKAEIVOVITCL.

287. oUTWC GETO PEYN NMPOC TMEOTUY €LVOU TOV KOd TNV UNOKPIOLY TV AEYOVIWY. TOTC HEV
0DV IOAAOTC VMOKPLVOUEVOC NDEOKE BOCVIOLOTAX, O 8 XOPIEVIEC ... BV Kod AMUATPLOC O DUANPEDC
€0TLV.
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Demetrius’ judgment of the orator?®® According to Plutarch, Hermippus had reported
a conversation in which Aesion, a contemporary of Demosthenes, was asked to
compare Demosthenes’ style of delivery with that of the ancient orators. As the story
goes, he replied that the former use to declaim to the demos in a decorous and grand
manner, but Demosthenes’ speeches only showed their superior arrangement when
read. This statement must be understood in light of Demetrius’ view of Demosthenes’
delivery. To imply that Demosthenes did not declaim in the decorous and grand
manner of the older orators was to say that he was low and ignoble.

But the Peripatetic content of the Aesion anecdote can be seen in another way.
The obvious point being made here by Aesion is that Demosthenes’ delivery was
deficient; his skill was only evident in the written word, not in his delivery. The
contrast is brought out in the text in the words dxoUwv and GVAYLVWOKOUEVOL,
between hearing a speech actually delivered and simply reading one. The same
contrast is found in the Demosthenes scholia of Zosimus, where Demosthenes himself
is made to express the same opinion assigned here to Aesion. When asked who was
the better orator, himself or Callistratus, Demosthenes replied "€y®w pev ypo@oOpevog,
KaAAiotpatog 8¢ dxovduevog”?®® This was essentially what the Peripatetics had to say

about Isocrates. Hieronymus is recorded as saying that Isocrates’ speeches could be

288. Drerup (31 n. 3) notes that the KOl in the citation @V KO ANUATPLOo¢ 6 PAANPEDC
€01V indicates that Plutarch drew from a source that had cited Demetrius.

289. Schol. ad Tim. (XXIV) 135 (271 vol. I p. 361 Dilts): KaAAiotpartoc] oUtdC oty 6 Pritwp, oV
(NAGTNAC £YEVETO O AMHOCBEVNC, MEPl OV £0n £oWINBEIC & AnMOoBEVNK, "tic SEivOY PATWP, OV A
KoAAOTpotoc;" "6YD UEV YPo@Opevoc, KOAAOTPOTOC 8€ GKOVOPEVOC." NV YOO EMSEIKTIKOC
o@ddpor 0 KaAMOTportoc, 80ev ko GKOVOOIC CLUTOV EUSEIRVUPEVOL O ATHOGBEVNC €iC EMBUMIoY
NABE AGYWY, G elpfkoqiey £V 16 Biey adTOV.
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read effectively but to declaim them with proper intonation and other aspects of
delivery was impossible?*® Presumably this was what Demetrius of Phalerum was
getting at when he stated that Isocrates’ long periods were bad for delivery. We
know of this from Philodemus, who quotes him in the same context in which he cites
Hieronymus for his criticial evaluation of Isocrates’ speeches. It seems, then, that
Demetrius also held that speeches whose artistic skill was only evident when they
were read could not be declaimed with proper delivery. In Hermippus' account
Aesion is made to express this very criticism of Demosthenes.

Philodemus notes, in the very passage in which the criticism of Isocrates’ long
periods is registered, that Demetrius also considered Demosthenes’ delivery as
over-done, not simple and noble but inclined to what is weak and ignoble. Plutarch
repeats this criticism in chapter 11 in connection with the importance which
Demosthenes assigned to intonation and delivery; in the very same context the
opinion of Aesion is also quoted from Hermippus. It is clear then that Hermippus
had expressed through Demosthenes’ contemporary an opinion of decidedly Peripatetic

origin. The close correspondence in thought between Demetrius’ criticism of

290. DH. Isoc. 13: ‘Tep@vupoc 8¢ 6 QIAGCOPAC PNOLY Cvoryv@voU PEV GV TLVOL Suvnenvou
10U¢ AGYOUC OXUTOD KOLADC, SMUNYOPNooL 8¢ TAY T€ PV Kod TOV TOVOV ENKPOVIO KO £V TorDT
M KOTOIOKEVN PETOL TNC GPHOTIONOTK VOKPIOEWC EMELY OV TIOIVIEAGX.

Phld. 1 197. 24: mopd 8¢ 1k PUANPET AEYETOU TO TOIKIAOV PEV OXDTOV VROKPILIENY
yeyovévorw xod Meplttltoy, ovx GUTAOUY 8€ OVSE KOTRL TOV YEVVOLOV TpOnov, &AA’ €i¢ 10
HOAGKOTEPOIV Kod TOMELVOTEPOY CUMOKAElIVOVIIOL. 0 & 0V NMoAAOL U@V] copUoTdV] Eoikoaly,
1t a[v Yleypdglolowy, dbAiwe UnokexpiolBa] rovnplolv yop elic] Onodxlpdory of plddkport
nepiodot, kolddmep xod o [Anendpiket [klettou nepl 1V Tloolkpddtove. ‘Tepodvvpol 8¢ enoty
VLY VRVOL IEY orDTOV Tovg AdYoulc kaAdx] Suvioeotod tviod, Snipinyophoou 8€ Ty 1€ GlwIviy
Kol TOV TOVOV €nodpovior xod v toeom T koadodokevn) [Metdd Unk Gppottofvlone Onokpioewg
EIMETV OV MOVIEAGK.
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Demosthenes’ delivery and Aesion’s alleged view on the subject suggests that
Hermippus’ was Plutarch’s source for the citation from Demetrius of Phalerum and
perhaps for the entire content of chapter 11, including the description of Demosthenes’
speech impediment at the beginning of the chapter.

Demetrius inaugurates the tradition that Demosthenes suffered from certain
speech impediments that the orator corrected through various exercises. Underlying
this tradition is a view, also originating in the Peripatos, that as an orator
Demosthenes was not naturally gifted but had to rely on study and practice.
According to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Demetrius and subsequently all other writers
of his bios related that Demosthenes worked hard (o0 pixpd¢ névog) on the intonation
of his voice and his gestures, despite being naturally (p¥oi¢) ill-suited to such
exertion?’’  This was obviously what Hermippus was getting at when he
characterized the orator as £rmpeAn¢ péAAov 1 ebeung, and his words can only be
understood in light of what Demetrius of Phalerum had said about Demosthenes’

natural defects and his attempts to overcome his problems through practice.?*

Th iti h ¥ imen

This tradition is found preserved in almost the same form and language in

291. Dem. 53: SLLIY 8¢ THY QLOLY OOTNC (sc.UMOKPICEWC) OVDOXY OpDY, NMEPL SpPm T PéPN
oPOSpo EOTIOVSOE. KO YOIP TO IAON TOL TS PWVIC KO 10! TXMUOTO! TOD COUNTOC, ¢ KPOUOTOL
£eery EUEAAEY, OV MIKP® MOV KOTELPYXONTO, KOUTOL QUOEL MPOC THVTOL OV NAVY EDTUXEL
XPNOKPEVOC, B¢ ANUNTPLOC T€ O PUANPEDC PNOL Kol 0f GAAOL MAVIEC Ol 1OV Biov aDTOV
OUYYPOYOLVIEC.

292. fr. 75 (Suda sv. ANUOCOEVNC 454): ~ABNVOLLOC, VIOC AMuooBEvouc kod KAeoBoUANC, PATwp,
TRV SV TTouovieve EMEATC MOAAOY 1) EVQUIC, ¢ “EpMnnog (GTopeL KTA.



nearly every extant biography of Demosthenes. It is repeatedly stated that the orator
suffered naturally (¢k @Uotw¢) from a stutter (tpavAdTng), a shortness of breath (to
nvedpa dtovoc) and an awkward movement in his shoulder (10 @pov &penc KLveLv),
all of which he corrected (510p86w) through practice (peAétr). These key words appear
in nearly every account of Demosthenes’ exercises2?®> The similarities suggest a
common account which ultimately leads back to Demetrius, but perhaps only through

Hermippus, who used similar words to characterize the orator. Obviously such a

293. Plut. Dem. 11. 1: TOT¢ 8¢ COUNTKOLC EANTIONOOL TOLXDINY ENNYEV &oKnoLy, ¢ 6
DoANPEVC ANUATPLOC [OTOPET, AEYWY OrDTOV ANocBEVOUC GkOVOOU TPECBOTOV YEYOVOTOC TV PEV
YO OGLQELOY KO TPOLAOTNI THE YADTING ExPLditeobou kod SIpBpobY €ic 1O CTOUNL YHPOUC
AUBAVOVTOL Kol PROELC Spior AEYOVTOL THY 88 PWVNY YURVELELY €V ToT¢ SpdpoLe kod ToLLe TPOC
0 O’ AVOPXOETL SIAEYOHEVOV KO AOYOUC TVOG 1) OTEXOUC Sor TG MVEDHOTL JTUKVOUHEVG)
NPOPEPOPEVOY £1VOU & OrOTE PEYOL KOTOMTPOY OTKOL, KO MPOC TOVTO 1O PEAETON (OTYIEVOY €8
EVOLVTIOG TIEPOLLVELY.

Ps.~Pl. 844d—e: AEYOULOL 8 OXUTOV ETL VEOV OVIOL E£IC OMAACLOY CUUEVOU KOKEL PLAOAOYELY
10 ROV ¢ KEQOANC E2UPNPEVOY, VoL [ MPOEPXOLTO KO €M GTEVNC KALVIKC Kouaotou, Tvor SLot
TXEWY AvioTnTow 10 1€ P@ PN SUVCUEVOVY AEYELY EKTIOVIOOU, KO TOV QUOV £V TG HEAETALY
KLVOUVIO GUIPENDC KOTOUNODO0U, NTOPOPTHCHVTIOT OBEAIOKOY 1} (¢ TIVEC Epidlov €k The dpopnc,
Tvor POBODUEVOC APEROLN. TIPOBOUVOVTO 8 KT THY TV AGYWY IOXVY ECONIPOY ICOPEYEBEC OCUTR
KOLTOLOKEVALOOU KO TIPOC TOUTO LPOPDVIO! PEAETOLY, (V' EnovopBdonton T SAAEMOVIOL  Kod
KOLULOVIOL ML 10 PANPIKOV MPOC THC TOV KURATWY SUBOANC TOC OKEYELC MOLEToBo, TV, €L MOTE
BopuBoin O MO, KN EkOOTOUN 1OV 8€ MVEDPNTOC DTY £v8E0VIOc NEOMTOAEU® 1@ VMOKPLIN
pupiog Sovvou, TV’ GAcg MEpLOSOUE SUTVEDGTWC AEYT)

Lib. 295. 62: €Tl KOKEIVOY PVNIOVEVTEOY, STL TPOCVADG PEV T THY YADTIOY €K PUOEWC, TO
8¢ MVEVPO LTOVAOTEPOC... GAAG Kol TOOTO PEAET KOTOPBWOE kol S0 AR DT MPOC
SnUoLYwYiory UMY EAXTIOMOTO...(296. 86) €V 1B AEYELY QUMPENWC TOV QUOV EIOOEL KIVETV
VNEPEKPEPALOEY 0DV TOD GHOV 10 Eipoc &V Xp®, kod oUTw 16 SEeL THE ANYNC ASUVABN KOTOLOXELY
£OCUTOV &Ml TOD NMPEMOVIOC OXMUOTOC.

Zos. 299. 60: TOAKX & €k QUOEWC EXWV EANTIMHOTN TE KOU VOONUOTOL ETUPEAEI THY
@OOLY £viknoe kod YOP 10 OTOHOL TPOVASC AV Kod THY AkoNY XOBEVAC, OC PN SUVNOBL QEPELY
KPOLUYOG TVOC A KTOMOUC, Ko TO MVEDHOL TOVOC, QX [N’ £V Enoc €MLYy QUveuoTt SUvoasou,
KO TRV KIVNOLY TOU OOUOTOC CUTPENNC KO POAXKDTEPOC, OMOTE SE0L AEYELY KIV®DY YOO GEL TOUC
OPOUC MEPLEPPINTE TOV TPIBWVN KATO TNC Y. ENMVOPOMONTO 88 TOOT NAVINL S TOVTWY TRV
TPONWY KIA.

Suda 311. 51: POVAGC & GV Kod TOV BUOV CUIPENGX EXiveL, KO TV KON XOBEVTC Ko TO
NIVEDUOL 0V Slopkic Sep QoKAoEL SLepBRcaTo.
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characterization had become part of the common history of the orator and no doubt
Hermippus’ own account formed the basis of that common history, as it was
preserved in these later biographies.

As far as we can determine, Demetrius mentioned only a stutter. The other
two problems were inferred by later biographers. The term used to describe
Demosthenes’ articulatory disorder is tpavAdtng. According to Plutarch, who cites
Demetrius as his source, Demosthenes suffered from an indistinctness and lisping of
the tongue (dodpeia kol pavAdTng g yAwttng). Specifically, Demetrius is known to
have reported that the orator could not pronounce the letter rho?** That Plutarch
meant by the word tpovAotng such an inarticulation is understood from the treatment
which Demosthenes is said to have used to correct the problem. The practice of
reciting with pebbles in his mouth is regularly connected in the biographical tradition
with his inability to pronounce rho. Hence Zosimus notes that Demosthenes corrected
his tpavAiopdg by putting pebbles in his mouth and reciting continuously a passage of
Homer. As a witness to his success in overcoming the problem, he records
Demosthenes’ own words, "I come to you with the rho which has been mastered by

eloquence."

294. Fr. 168 (Cic. De Div. 11 46. 96): multi etiam naturae vitium meditatione atque exercitatione
sustulerunt, ut Demosthenem scribit Phalereus, cum rho dicere nequiret, exercitatione fecisse ut
plenissume diceret.

295 Zos. 299. 68: TOV WEV TPOVALOUOY EUBNAAWY TV YAPOUC €V 1@ CTOMOTL KOd TRV
‘OUNPoOV GUVEXDC ENOC Tt AEYWY, 010V TO "POXBEL YoP péYor DU MOt EEpOV ANEipoto™ ol 8¢
10010 EMNVWPBHoNTo, GOT El0EABOVIK €IMELY TOLC  ABRVOiolC EKELVO 1O MEPIPEPOUEVOY "Hikw
PEPWY TO P KOTOPEPTITOPEVUEVOY." IOt TOVTO & £LME 10 P, ENEISN O &ML 1O MAELOTOV Of TPOLVAOL
el mepl 10 YPOUPOL TOVT0 OP&AAOVIOL, TO A &VI TOV p npo@époviec. Cf. Cic. De Or. 1 260-61;
Anon. Vita 305. 68.

Zosimus also notes that Demosthenes’ speech disorder was a form of pararhotacism in which he
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That Demetrius himself had used some form of the term tpavAdtrg to describe
Demosthenes’ articulatory disorder is suggested from the text of PSI 144, where the
problem is described in much the same language?*® The papyrus was first published
by Vitelli?®” Dated to the end of the second century A.D.?® the text corresponds
closely to a series of Demetrian notices found in the parallel texts of Plutarch
Demosthenes 9, Ps.-Plutarch 845a and Photius 493a 412%° There is some question
whether the fragment comes from a biography>* or a work of literary criticism?"
But in either case it owes its origin to Alexandrian scholarship of the Callimachean
tradition; it seems to have been an epitome of a work of Eratosthenes, perhaps his
nepl g apxaiog kwpwdiac3®? At line 8 he is cited as the authority for certain
eccentricities in Demosthenes’ style of delivery. These include the metrical oath, the

frenzied behaviour, the mispronunciation of Asclepius’ name, the last followed by an

substituted sound of 1 for r. This is the same disorder attributed to Alcibiades by Aristophanes Wasps
44 (cf. Plutarch Alc. 1. 4). As we shall see, a comparison of the two Athenians was made by the
Peripatetics who noted that both men could not extemporize.

296, PSI 144: ONOTPOrUIAOC OV xod TOV @DI/HOV HOAIKDC KIVAY, Yuvol/Lopevog [8¢ torbtor 6
An/pooBEvnc kordpbmoe. kodl/ &V tot¢ Silkaotnpioic 8N/ ...18: kod “Epotooleévng 8 gnl/ot 10V
Anipoadévny Spkov dl/uwpokévon EUPETPOY, MopdBokIxoy 8 &v nloAAAOTC YeYOVEVOULY KOU TOV
> AokAnudy inetvl/ énl 100 PAlotog “ACKANOV,)/ TNV Npocwitdiory koke petod/otpépoviia
Kol MOPOSELRVOI/PEVOY G Glpor &0t Aéyovl/toc dpBac: eilvou Yop V) Béov Hov F xod end
Tovttl/ minery odlkitouevoy.)/ Kpdantor KA.

297. "Da una vita di Demostene," Papiri Greci e Latini 2 (1913) n. 144 69-71.

298. Gallo, Frammenti biografici da papiri I. La biografia politica (Roma 1975) 140,

299. For a complete comparison of these texts see below, pp. 132-5.

300. Gallo (above, n. 297) suggests an epitome of a scholarly biography of the period immediately
following the time of Didymus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus.

30l. Wilamowitz, "Neue Veroffentlichungen der Italienischen Gesellschaft fur Papyrusforschung,’
Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 34 (1919) 1863; West, Review of Gallo, Gnomon 51 (1979) 427.

302. At line 20 of the papyrus Craterus is cited. Gallo, (above, n. 297) 147, plausibly suggests that
the comic citation finds an appropriate context in Eratosthenes’ treatise on comedy. In fact many of the
notices (11. 8-19), which are attributed to the Alexandrian scholar in the papyrus but, which in fact go

back to Demetrius of Phalerum, are of comic origin.



anecdote in which Demosthenes justifies his pronunciation. The same notices appear
in one or the other texts, where there are clear indications that they are derived from
Demetrius3®® The explanation must be that Eratosthenes has simply excerpted a work
of Demetrius.

Presumably the notices on the orator’s disabilities also were derived from the
Peripatetic. In the first six lines of the papyrus it is noted that Demosthenes suffered
from certain physical problems, a stutter (Onétpaviog) and a nervous twitch in his
shoulder, which he is said to have corrected through practice (yupuvaouevog). At
the very least the text indicates that the tradition that Demosthenes was tpovAdg was
established by the time Eratosthenes wrote sometime after 246 B.C3%

Demosthenes’ inability to articulate the letter rho is also noted by Ps.-Plutarch
in a passage (844d-e) which repeats many of the same notices about Demosthenes’
exercises attributed directly to the testimony of Demetrius by Plutarch, with a few
variations and additions. Ps.-Plutarch’s source is anonymous (A€yovou), indicating that
Demetrius’ account of Demosthenes’ disability had already become part of the
common tradition, established during the Hellenistic period. It is likely that when

Plutarch and other later biographers speak of Demosthenes as tpavAdg, they mean at

303. See below, pp. 132-7.

304. O YEYULNOLO]JS’NOQ is used of the practiced as opposed to the natural orator © Eﬁcpuﬁq) by
Aristotle (Rhet. III 10. 1410b 8). This is precisely the characterization of Demosthenes given by
Hermippus and Demetrius.

305. For his dates see Pfeiffer 153-4 and Fraser II 489 n. 205. The question is whether the word
{métpauxog means something different from tpow}\ég. If it suggests anything, it suggests that
Demosthenes’ stutter was only slight (cf. Hippocrates Epid. 7 3), that is he simply mispronounced the
letter rho. But later biographers took the problem as much more severe and described a number of

ailments that often accompany stuttering.
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the very least that he could not pronounce the letter rho, and this tradition began with
Demetrius of Phalerum.

According to Plutarch’s account,** Demetrius supposedly heard first hand from
Demosthenes as an old man the specific exercises that he used to correct this
articulatory problem and to improve his delivery. These included reciting his speeches
with a mouth full of pebbles, exercising his voice as he ran or climbed a hill, reciting
speeches or verses in a single breath, and finally practicing before a large mirror.3%’
These are the only details which can be attributed directly to the testimony of
Demetrius. But from these exercises described by him were inferred the two other
problems that we find mentioned in all the late biographies: poor breathing, corrected
by reciting speeches in a single breath, while running and climbing; and an awkward
shoulder movement, corrected by declaiming before a mirror.

The use of the pebble is repeated more than once with reference to
Demosthenes’ stutter (tpovAdtng). Demetrius was certainly the first to mention it, but
he only noted that the orator could not properly enunciate the letter rho. Yet often
mentioned in close connexion with this problem in what appears to be a common
tradition in the later biographies is that Demosthenes also suffered from a shortness of

breath (16 nvevpa drovog)?*® This seems to be the whole point behind Zosimus

306. Dem. 11. 1. For text see above, n. 293.

307. Dem. 11. 2: €Ivou & oO1® péyor K&TONIPOY 07KOL, Ko MPOC TOVTO TOC PEAETO
[OTOPEVOY €8 EVOIVTIOC MEPOUVELY.  As Jacoby notes (F 17a FGH 228; 11 B 649), the exact demarcation
of the text of the fragment in Plutarch is difficult to determine and perhaps this part of the notice is
no longer from Demetrius. If this is true, Demetrius would have only mentioned a problem with
Demosthenes’ voice and nothing more.

308. Lib. 295, 63 €1t KOKEIV®DY PVNUOVEVLTEOY, 5Tt TPOVADC PEV AV THY YABTIOY £k QUOEWC, 1O
8¢ MVEDUO KTOVTEPOC...; Zos. 299. 63: KO YOO TO OTOPX TPOVAOC NV Kol THY &KoY OBEVIAC, X
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noting that the orator recited passages of Homer ouvvexw¢. Earlier he had mentioned
that a shortness of breath had prevented him from being able to speak a single
passage anvevoti.?*® Besides his inability to articulate the letter rho, Ps.-Plutarch
(844f) also notes that Demosthenes suffered from the same breathing problem, which
he corrected by hiring the actor Neoptolemus to train him to declaim whole periods
anvebotwe. This seems to be no more than an anecdotal development of Demetrius’
simple notice that the orator would exercise his voice by discoursing as he ran or
climbed hills, and by reciting entire passages or verses in a single breath. Demetrius
need never have implied that Demosthenes suffered from any breathing problem.
Reciting extended passages was simply good practice to improve one’s breathing
capacity, recommended both by actors and rhetoricians.*!® Nor is it clear from
Plutarch’s text that Demetrius actually mentioned such a problem, although in chapter
6 in language very similar to that which he uses to describe Demosthenes’ articulatory
problem in chapter 11 (xfv pev dodgetay xai pavAdtnia e yAwtirg) Plutarch notes
by way of introduction to the Eunomus-story that Demosthenes suffered from koui
QWVN¢ QoBEveLa Kol YA®TING dooaeia kol mvebpotoc koAoPotne which disturbed the
sense of his words by disjoining his periods. But such a problem could easily have
been inferred by subsequent biographers, who saw in the various exercises described

by Demetrius Demosthenes’ way of correcting other physical defects, besides the one

U1 SUVKOB0U QPEPELY KPOLLYGC VO T KTUMOUC, Kod 1O TIVEDUOL GTOVOS, ¢ UNS’ €V Enog einely
SUTVELOTL SOVOEBOKL... 300. 77: KO TO MIVEDUOL SLOPKEC KATEOKEDOXTEY OVTWC, Ko TPOC DYMAGL TEvex
XWPLoL TPEXWY Kol PACELC AEYWY TG Suda 311 51: TPOVAOC 8 BV Kod, TOV GUOV CUTPENGK EXIVEL
Ko TV QKON GOBEVTIC Kod 1O TIVEDUOL OO SIOPKTG; of. Cic. De Or. 1 260-61.

309. Zos. 299. 63; KOU TO MVEDHOL QLTOVOC, M PNS’ £V ENOC EMELY GUTVELOTL SUVNOBOU KTA.

310. Quint. XI 3. 53.
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articulatory disorder noted by the Peripatetic!! The text of PSI 144 suggests that
Eratosthenes, who used Demetrius as a source, referred only to the stutter and the
nervous twitch in the shoulder, but not to a breathing problem. But by the time
Plutarch and the author of Ps.-Plutarch composed their biographies this last problem
had already become part of the common tradition, that must have been established
between the time of Eratosthenes and that of Cicero, who also mentions it together
with the stutter.3'?

The story is often told how Demosthenes practiced these very exercises to
improve his breathing by the shores of Phalerum. In several sources along with his
stutter and shortness of breath is also mentioned his inability to project his voice,3!3
particularly over the din of the assembly?* So in the same passage just before he
mentions Demosthenes’ training under the actor Neoptolemus to improve his
breathing, Ps.-Plutarch notes that the orator used to go down to the bay of Phalerum
and deliver his remarks to the crash of the waves so as to learn not to be perturbed
by the uproar of the demos3® This anecdote appears in the same form in a number
of the biographies. In each case the object of the exercise is expressly the same, to

prepare Demosthenes for the uproar (BopiBot) of the assembly, when he spoke3!¢ In

311, Cf. Zos. 300. 77: KO TO TVEDUO! SLOPKEC KOTEOKEVOIOEY OVTWC, Ko MPO¢ DYNAK TLver
XOPLOL TPEXWY KOl PNOEIC AEYRDY TVOLC.

312. De Or. 1 260-1.

313, TV OKONY GOEVTK (Zos. 299. 63; Suda 311 52);, POV XOBEVELXL (Plut. Dem. 6. 3).

314. Cf. Zos. 299. 61: KOt YOP TO OTOUOL TPOCVAGC TV KO THY GKKONY XOBEVTKC, (¢ Uy SUVaoBou
PEPELY KPOLUYOC TLVOKC T KTOMOUC.

315, 844f: KOU KOUOVIX €M 10 PAUANPIKOV NMPOC TOC IOV KUUKT®Y EUBOACC T OKEYEL
noterodou, (v, € note BopuBoin O SNUOC, My ExoToUn.

316. Lib. 295. 70: kol YOp SELAOC AV TO MPPTOV NMPOC ToU¢ 100 SNuov BopvRoVC Kol
EVKOTONANKTIOC, (OOT £VOUC £4{0TOOB0U. SO 8¢ TOUTO POOLY OrDTOY GIVEHOY POLYSOLTOY TNOOVVIOL
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both Libanius and the Anonymous Vita, whose accounts are particularly close,
Demosthenes adopted the practice of declaiming by the sea shore after a disastrous
experience in the assembly. Libanius, who drew on a source dependent on
Hermippus, specifies that the incident occurred when he addressed the people for the
very first time. This point is important, since it indicates the origin of the tradition
that Demosthenes practiced his declamation by the shores of Phalerum.

The same point is made by Plutarch in connection with the Eunomus-story.*!’
According to the biographer, during his first public address, Demosthenes was
interrupted "by the uproar” (BopUBoic) of the demos and laughed out of the assembly,?'®

because of an inexperience, manifested in the confused periods and tortured

arguments. Plutarch attributes Demosthenes’ failure to his "weakness of voice" (@wvng

KO KIVOUHEVNY GPOSPAC TNV BHANTIONY NP TOUC oiytocAoVe Podiovior AEYELY, Kol 16 ¢
BOAKTING HiXw CUVEBILEOBOU PEPELY TOC TOD SAUOV KOTOBOBLC.

Zos. 299. 61: Ko YOP 1O OTOPO TPOLADC NV Ko TAY GOy XoBEVAC, G¢ 1N SOVKOBoL QEPELY
KPOUYAC TVOC ) KTOMOVC...299. 75: ko TOUC B0opUBOUC 8€ (épeLy EUEAETNOEY ML THY BAATIONY
KOV Kod TPOC TOV NXOV 1OV KUHKT®Y ACYOROIOVHEVOC.

Anon. Vita 305. 69: xod 80puBolUEVOC EEETUNTE TNC OKEVEWS MOAAGKIC...305. 77: TAY T€ KOTOXTY
1OV oKePPEVEDVY oV Enoinoe POVILOY, GOTE UNd’ VMO 1BV PEYIOTWY EKNANTIEOO0H BOpUBMY
O8EVWY YO MOPX TOUC OUYLAOVE KO TRV NPOCTIULIIOVI®Y THLLC MO0t KUUSTI®Y OV NXOV
SEXOUEVOC QVIETOLOOE TOVC EOXUTOD AOYIOPHOVC. T0DTO & AV &OKNOLC €Ml TNV 1OV OXAWY
KOUTOUPPOVNOLY. Cf. Cic. De Fin. V 2. 5.

317. Dem. 6. 3 xitoL 10 YE NMPDTOV EVIVYXAVWY 1@ SNPW B0PVROLC MEPLETUNTE KO
KOLTIEYEANTO 81” XNBELory, 10D AOYOU OUYKEXVCOOU TOLC MEPLOSOLC KOl PEBOLONVIGBOUL TOLC
EVBVUAPOIOL TUKPRC BYOY KO KOTOKOP®C SOKOUVIOE. MV 86 TC G FOIKE KOU PV KOBEVEL
KoU YAQTING ONPELO. KOU TTVEVPOTOC KOAOBOTK, EMLTOPATIONCO TOV VOOV TV ASYOREVWY T
SILONAoBoU TOC MEPLOSOVC.  TEAOC & MOTTANVIN TOV SMuov ko Peppopevoy €v Tlepouel 8
&Bupiory EVvopog 6 Optdotog Hi6n névy yEpwy BEXOHUEVOC ENETPUNOEY, STt TOV AOYOV EXWY
Spotdtatoy 1 IepikAéouc, MPosidmoLy U XTOAPINC Kod POACKIOG EXVTOV, OVTE TOVC SXAOVG
VPLOTAPEVOC £VBNPTGK, OVTE TO OO MPOC TOUC GYDVO ELOPTUOUEVOC, AALL TPUPT] REPLOPIDY
POPOUVOIEVOY.

318. This point is suggested by both Libanius (30T €00UC €¢ioT0t0B0U) and the Anon. Vita
(ELETUNTE TNC OKEYEWC MOAAGKLC) and again in Ps—Plutarch’s abridged version of the Eunomus-story
(845a: EXNECWY € MOT’ €Ml TNC EKKANCIOC KOU BEVURDV EPXSLLEY OLKOL).
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&oBévea), indistinct speech and shortness of breath, all of which disturbed the sense of
his words. Finally, he describes the encounter with Eunomus. After being jeered out
of the assembly, the orator wandered dejectedly through the Piraeus, where he was
met by the elderly Eunomus of Thria. He reproached the orator for squandering his
Periclean style of speaking "by a lack of courage and weakness", and for "not facing
the crowd boldly and preparing his body for the forensic contest”. In these last words
there is a clear reference to the exercises which Demosthenes was to adopt to
improve his voice and which Demetrius was to describe in detail. The charge that
Demosthenes was "not standing up to the crowds boldly" must refer to the uproar
(8opUBot) which forced him from the assembly and occasioned his meeting with the
old man. This inability to cope with the "uproar" of the assembly, reported in the
later biographies, prompted him to take up the practice of declaiming by the seashore.
The same story is told in an abridged form in Ps-Plutarch and Photius, with
many of the same details right down to fact that Eunomus was already an old man’??
This detail has no point in Ps-Plutarch’s account but is relevant in Plutarch, since it
allows Eunomus to be both a contemporary of Pericles and of Demosthenes to whom
the former is compared. No such comparison is given by Ps.-Plutarch but must have
been been present in his source. The Demetrian origin of this story is suggested from

a number of factors. First, the story is found prefaced to a series of notices in

319. Ps~Pl 845a: €KNECQV 8¢ MOT €N ¢ EKKANOIOG Kod KBUIDY EPXSILEY 0LKOL TUVTUX®Y &
o0ty EVvopoc 6 @ptdotoc mpeaBotne hdn OV MPoeTpéYato T0V Anpocesivn, u&Aata 8 O
VNOKPLING A VSPOVIKOC KTA.

Phot. Bibl. 493a 41: €Nl 8¢ MOTE SrUNYOP®V E¢ENECE 100 BedTPOV Ko GOVUDY OTKodE CUTieL,
Ebvopog pév ot 6 Opidatog Hén rpeoBOINe @V Koo TV 680V CUVEKDPNOE, kKod PABWmY Th¢
ABLVLOE TO IOV BOPPELY TE MPOVTPEYNTO KOU KVEKTACXLTO.
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Ps.-Plutarch and Photius which go back to the Peripatetic3?® Secondly, in the notice
on the metrical oath, which in more than one text is attributed specifically to the
testimony of Demetrius,*! it is noted that the swearing of the oath caused an uproar
(86puPog) in the assembly’?> Moreover, the comparison with Pericles, which forms
part of the original story, was first made in Peripatetic circles?® Even if the story
itself is not Demetrius’ own, but the creation of a later biographer, it contains a
number of elements which owe themselves to him.*4 At the very least, he seems to
have noted that early in his career Demosthenes became easily flustered at the uproar
created in the assembly over his style of speaking. This is the point of the
Eunomus-story and forms a regular feature of the references, that appear in the late
biographies, to Demosthenes’ habit of practicing his declamation by the shores of
Phalerum.

Finally Demetrius is said to have reported that Demosthenes use to practice his

oratory before a large mirror.3*® The point of this exercise was clearly to improve his

320. These notices come from an extract of Erastosthenes’ NMEPL KWU@SIOC. For the Demetrian
origin of them see below, pp. 131-4.

321, Plut. Dem. 9. 4; Phot. 49 a 41

322. Ps—PL 845b: POEAB®Y 8 MAALY EI¢ TO/C EKKANCLOK, VEWTEPIKAC TLVOL AEYWY SLEGUPETO, (¢
K@U@SNBNvor ordIOV U~ Avugpdvou kod TypokAéoug

"HOL YTV MO KPAVOIC O TTOTOQIOUC POL VOOLTOL™

OUOCOKC 8E TOVTOV TOV TPONOY £V 16 SMw BOPUBOY EKIVNCEY.
Photius: (YL 8 G 6 PaAnpeDc enot:
"HOL YTV MO KPAVOIC KX TOTOOVC MO VouoTor”.

kol 8N kod note Opdooc ToU¢ dproug TovToVC W Shw BOpUBOV £veENoinoey Gonep kod Enl
1@ duvovor 1OV “ATKATIUOY KTA.

323. See below, pp. 117-8.

324, Hermippus is likely Plutarch’s and Ps—Plutarch’s source for the extract from Eratosthenes’ NEDL
KOUWSIOG See pp. 119-20. He is most likely the source of Eunomus story, which in Ps—Plutarch’s
account at least introduces that extract.

325. Plut. Dem. 11. 2. For text see above, n. 307.
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gestures, which along with voice training formed an important part of delivery.
Certainly this is how the notice is understood by later rhetoricians3?® No physical
problem need be implied, but later biographers inferred that there was one. In the
biographical tradition it came to be connected with a shoulder spasm (16v @uov
Anpen@¢ kiverv), which Demosthenes corrected by suspending a sword over his
shoulder, while he practiced his declamation. In Ps-Plutarch’s account his use of the
mirror is seen simply as a refinement over this earlier exercise. Demosthenes is said
to have attached to the ceiling a dagger or spit to prevent him from moving his
shoulder, while he was speaking. After progressing in his ability to speak he used a
full sized mirror to correct his other faults3?” Again the anonymous nature of his
citation indicates that by the time the author of Ps-Plutarch composed his biographies
it had already become part of the common tradition. Indeed he informs us that this
story was frequently retold but only with minor variations on the particular weapon
used. Thus it is found repeated in the biographies of the manuscript tradition with

only these minor variations.*”® The correspondence is such that a common origin

326. Quint. XI 3. 68: Decor quoque a gestu atque motu venit; ideoque Demosthenes grande
quoddam intuens speculum componere actionem solebat; adeo, quamvis fulgor ille sinistras imagines
reddat, suis demum oculis credidit, quod efficeret.

327. Ps.—Pl. 844de: KO TOV QUOV £V T& PEALTAY KIVOUVIN RPENDC KT VOO,
NOPOPTNOHVTO. OPEAIGKOY 1) Q¢ TIVEC BIPiSiov €k TNC Opopnc, {Vor QOPOUVREVOC HPEUOIN:
NPOBOLVOVI: SN KATO THY TV AOYWY I0XVUY ECONTPOV I0OUEYEBEC XDTR KOToKEL&ooU Ko RPAC
TOVTO XUPOPDVIOL PEAETOLY, TV ENMOCVOPSDCTITON TOL EAAEIMOVTOL.

328. Lib. 296. 84: MOPEIANPOEY 8¢ KAKET VO, OC Ko ¢ipoc MOt €k TNE dpoPnc SUTAPTNOE Kou
[OTGYEVOC VMO TOVTO AEYEV. E€NOlEL 8¢ TOVTO 8’ odTory TOrOTY. &V T AEYELY QUIPENGC TOV
QUOV E1WBEL KIVETY VNMEPEKPEHOIOEY ODY TOU GOV 10 Hipoc £V Xp®, kod oUW 16 Séet The MAMYTC
ASVVNBN KOTUOXELY EXVTOV £Mi OV NPENOVIOC CXMUOTOL.

Zos. 299. 64: XOul TRV KIVNGOLY 100 OMUOTOC GUIPENTIC KO POACKWTEPOC, ONOTE €01 AEYELY
KIV@Y YO OLEL TOUC GUOVC TEPLEPPUTTE TOV TIBWVOL KOTOL THC YNC... 300. 79: 10 8¢ OXNUO TNC €V 0
AEYELY KIVACEWC KO TOVTO IXOMTO, TO PEV MPDTIN $IQOC ELOPTACOC €K THC CTEYNC TNC OIKIOK
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must be assumed for all versions. Except for the Anonymous Vita, in each case the
ailment is described in identical terms (t1ov @pov kiverv dnpen@¢).3?® Like Ps.-Plutarch,
Zosimus also indicates a progression in Demosthenes’ exercises, from the use of the
dagger to the use of the mirror. There is no direct evidence that Demetrius ever
noted the use of a dagger. It is rather an enlargement by a later biographer. For in
mentioning Demosthenes’ use of the mirror Demetrius may have referred to some
awkward movement, which the orator tried to correct by watching his gestures in the
mirror. The anecdote of the sword was simply an embellishment of that. The text of
PSI 144 indicates that Eratosthenes had noted, perhaps citing Demetrius,** the fact
that Demosthenes stuttered and moved his shoulder in an unseemly manner.?*' If the
restoration can be trusted, these physical problems were described in much the same
manner as they are in the later accounts, with one important difference. The adverb
used is poAok®¢ and not dnpenwc, which is used in all the other accounts?3? This
may indicate that Demetrius had something in mind other than a nervous movement

of the shoulder, which is often a concomitant of stammering or stuttering.3??

£XVTOV KOU VNOKKTW TOUTOU {OTRHEVOC, (VL 1@ POPY THC MPOCSOKIG TOU NECELTBOU KT TV
OUOY DTOV EXETVO GKIVATOVC £XN aLOTOVC, VOTEPOV 88 Kod MPAC KATONTPOY GLVSPOUNKEC TOLLC
HEAETOUC XPOHEVOC.

Anon. vita 305. 72: TOV T QUOV GUVEVTOKKTELY TOL¢ KAAOLC PEPECL TOV GMIOTOC EMELCE TOV
1IPONOV TOVTOV: AOYXNY N0 TNC OTEYNC KOTOPTNONC Ko (GTHPEVOC UM OLUTAY EAEYE Kod
KOTEXOUEVOC URO TOU POPOU TOV GHOY EVOURETNOEY.

329 In the Anonymous Vita (305. 68) it is described as TOV T (TJMOV KOUPDC YLVEOELE.

330. Gallo, (above, n. 298) 156, thinks that in a preceding section of the papyrus Demetrius was
cited by name, as Eratosthenes is later at line 8.

331 UNOTPoUlAOC AV ko TOV @I/PHOV POAIKDC KIVRAY, YUUVOI/Louevoc [6¢ tabto
ANl/ooBEVNC KOTOPOMOE KTA.

332. Only Zosimus (299. 65) speaks of this disorder as Iﬁv Ki\?nOLV 100 OG)UOLTOQ &npenﬁc xoud
HOAGKGTEPOC,

333. See Holst, "Demosthenes’ Speech—impediment," Symb. Osl. 4 (1926) 22-3.
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Elsewhere it is known that Demetrius had characterized the orator’s delivery as
poAokog3® or 1o paAaketepov,?s as weak or effeminate. This may be what is being
hinted at in PST 144.

The evidence indicates that by 200 B.C, that is by the time Eratosthenes and
Hermippus were writing, the tradition that Demosthenes stuttered (tpovaAde) and
suffered from a shoulder spasm (t0v @pov dmpend¢ kivetv) was well on its way to
becoming part of the common history, found in the later biographies. In its basic
form it certainly goes back to Demetrius, who simply noted that Demosthenes
mispronounced his rhos, and moved his shoulder in some effeminate manner
(LaAakag). The other problems which are reported by later biographers, such as a
shortness of breath and an inability to project over the din of the assembly, while
subsequent additions were easily inferred from what Demetrius had said. Thus the
story that he trained under the actor Neoptolemus to correct his breathing was based
on Demetrius’ remark that Demosthenes would practice reciting whole passages in a
single breath. The use of the dagger seems to have been an extension of the
mirror-anecdote, while his practicing by the shores of Phalerum seems to have been
inspired by Demetrius’ charge that the orator became easily flustered by the uproar in
the assembly. One even wonders whether Phalerum was chosen by a later author
simply because Demetrius was the source for the rest of the story. In all cases the
expanded tradition of these later biographies, in some form or another, owes its origin

to the Peripatetic.

334 Fr. 161: Plut. Dem. 11. 3
335. Fr. 161: Phid. T 197.
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The Value of the Tradition

This naturally leads to the question of the trustworthiness of Demetrius’
testimony. According to Plutarch (Dem. 11. 3), he had supposedly learned first hand
from Demosthenes as an old man what were the exercises used to improve his voice
and delivery. Wehrli supposes that in claiming Demosthenes as his source Demetrius
was simply assuming the literary pose of vthc Platonic dialogue which purported to be
an eye-witness account3?® There are certainly grounds for suspecting Demetrius’
claim. The evidence suggests that he had fashioned the orator along Peripatetic lines.
Underlying every biographical account of Demosthenes’ exercises is the notion that
Demosthenes was erupeAng paAdov fi edpung. Consistently it was mentioned that the
orator suffered from natural disabilities (Ex @UOoewg) which he only corrected through
practice (ueAétn). According to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, this characterization of the

orator, which was followed by all writers of his Biog, began with Demetrius.>*’

L. The Peripatetic View of Demosthenes’ Ability

This characterization grew out of discussions by the Peripatetics on
Demosthenes’ ability to extemporize. In their works they contrasted the orator
unfavourably with naturally gifted orators like Demades and Aeschines. Such a
contrast originated with Theophrastus and forms the basis of Plutarch’s account in

chapters 8-10. At the beginning of chapter 10 Plutarch remarks that the general

336. Wehrli IV 80
337. DH. Dem. 53. For the text see above, n. 291.
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consensus was that Demades was invincible by nature and, when he extemporized, he
surpassed the studied preparations of Demosthenes.>® Here is an obvious variation on
the @Uow—eAétn dichotomy which we find applied to Demosthenes in the biographical
tradition, even by Hermippus. Plutarch goes on to cite Ariston of Chios for the
judgment of Theophrastus on the two orators. When asked what sort of orator he
considered Demosthenes, Theophrastus replied "Worthy of the city". What sort was
Demades? One "Too good for the city".

That this evaluation came from a rhetorical work in which Theophrastus
contrasted the two orators seems assured from what Plutarch says next in the chapter.
In the same work Theophrastus had reportedly also recorded the remark of a certain
Polyeuctus the Sphettian, who had once declared that Demosthenes was the greatest
orator but Phocion the most powerful speaker, since the latter expressed the most
sense in the fewest words3*® Plutarch further remarks, that Demosthenes would say,
whenever Phocion mounted the podium, "Here comes the cleaver of my speeches".
The point that needs to be made here is that Phocion emerged in the biographical

tradition as an ideal Peripatetic philosopher in politics, perhaps through the invention

338. Dem. 10. 1 (Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta 1 87 no. 381; Theophrastus of Eresus 11 550 no.
706): TIARY OV YE ANUASNY NAVIEC OUOAOYOUY TN PUOEL XPOHEVOV QVIKNTOV £1vou, Kod
NOPOPEPELY LVTOOXESIGLOVION TOC TOV ANUOCBEVOUC OKEYELC KO NOPOOKEVNC. ~APICTWY 8 O
XTo¢ xoi OcoPpdotov Vo 680y {OTOPNKE MEPL TOV PNTOP®Y.  EPWINBEVIOL YOp ONOTOC TUC
oOTE QOUVETOL PTwp & ANMOCBEVNC, einely " &tLo¢ e NOAEWC” Onotog 8¢ Ampédng, "Onep v
MOALY." & 8 oO10¢ PLAGTOPO¢ TIOAVEVKTOV (OTOPEL TOV TOATUOV, EVOL TV TOTE NOALTEVOUEV®Y
ABAVNOLY, GUTOQOIVEGOOU, PEYIOTOV HEV £LVOU PNTOPX AMIOGOEVNY, SUVNTIMINTOV 8¢ EIMETV
PKIWVOL TAETOTOV YOp €V PporXuTan AELEL VOOV EK@EPELY. KOd PEVIOL KOd TOV AMLOCBEVNY
QUOLY OTOV, OOGKIC BV AVTEPDY ODTE PWKIWY AVOPOEvOL, AEYELY TIPOC TOVC CUVABELC "N TV
EUDY AOYWY Komic SviotoTod.”

339. It is not absolutely clear whether this citation was derived from Ariston or Theophrastus, since

Plutarch simply writes O 8 0(UTOC (PLAOCOPOC.
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of Demetrius of Phalerum>34® He is like a second Socrates; he goes barefoot and can
be found lost in thought, considering just how he can shorten the speech which he is
about to deliver in the assembly3*! He is not only presented as Demosthenes’
opponent in politics, but also contrasted to him in rhetorical style and aptitude. A
similar contrast was made by the Peripatetics between Demosthenes and Demades.

In chapter 8 Plutarch remarks that Demosthenes possessed his reputation not
because he was ebgunc but because his Setvotne kol Suvdyuc came £k novov.3#2  This is
very much the view which Dionysius of Halicarnassus ascribed to Demetrius in the
context of Demosthenes’ exercises. The language also comes very close to Hermippus’
own characterization of the orator and he may be Plutarch’s immediate source34* The
evidence that Pluratch provides here to substantiate his claim was that Demosthenes
was rarely heard to speak £ni xoupov, that is, to extemporize; even though he was
called upon frequently in the assembly, he would never come forward unless he had

given the matter some thought and had prepared his words. For this, Plutarch adds,

340 See Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale (Milan 1985); cf. Harding, Review of
Bearzot, JHS 108 (1987) 233-4. In 14. 1 Plutarch cites Demetrius for a comparison of the two; because of
his courage and honesty Phocion was ranked with Ephialtes, Aristides and Cimon; but Demosthenes, who
was cowardly and corruptible, was only capable of praising the virtues of the older generation, not of
imitating them.

341. Phoc. 5. 2-3

342. Dem. 8. 3: £k 8¢ T00TOV 8OOV EOXEV OC OVK EVPUNE GOV, GAAX €K NOVOU GUYKEWEVT
SELVOTNTL KOl SUVAUEL XPDUEVOC. ESOKEL T TOVTOV ONUETOV £Lvod PEYOL kod TO PN PoSieC
OkOVOOUE VoL ANLOOBEVOUC €M KOUPOD AEYOVIOC, GAAGL KO KOBTHEVOY £V EXKANCIOL MOAAGKIC
100 SNUOV KXAOVVIOC OVOUGT PT) MOPEABELY, €L PN TUXOL TEPPOVIKC KOU TIOYPECKEVOOPEVOC.
£l¢ TOUTO 8’ QAAOL TE€ MOAAOL TV SNUUYWYRDV EXAEDOLOV oDTOV, ko TTUBENC EMOKONTIWY
EAAVX VY EPnoey BLety orDTOD TOL EVOLUAHOTOL  TOVTOY HEV OVV HUELYTO TUKPDC O ANUOOBEVNC
"o0 ToT&" Y&p €LMEY "Buol xod ool O Abxvoc @ TTuBior cOVOLSE.”

343. Suda 309. 2: EMUPEATC POAAOY T} €DQUIK, 6 “EPUINOC (OTOopeT. See Chapter 4 pp. 269-70
for the Hermippan origin of this chapter.
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he was ridiculed by many of the demagogues, especially by Pytheas, who once wittily
remarked that Demosthenes’s arguments smelled of the lamp-wick.

This was an obvious insinuation that Demosthenes had to prepare his speeches.
The saying was probably introduced by a Peripatetic as evidence of his inability to
extemporize. In the biographical tradition this reproach by Pytheas came to be
connected with Demosthenes’ need to practice and exercise. In fact Plutarch
introduces chapter 8 with a long description of the orator’s method of study in the
cave. In the biography of Libanius Demosthenes’ night-long vigils in that cave is
even said to have elicited Pytheas’ remark.34 Here, as elsewhere in their biographies,
Plutarch and Libanius show clear points of contact that suggest that the two authors
drew on sources dependent on the same biographer, who was probably Hermippus.34®
But what is clear is that stories about Demosthenes’ habit of study in these later
accounts are closely connected with the notion that he could not extemporize, a
notion which was first introduced by the Peripatetics and rested on the assumption
that Demosthenes was ErupeAng HOAAOY T) eDQUNC46

What follows next in Plutarch (8. 6) is a whole series of sayings attributed to

Demosthenes as further confirmation of his inability to extemporize: that his speeches

344. Lib. 295. 75 PVNUOVEVOVIOL & ODTOD KO OIKNOELC KOTOYELOL KOU EUPNOELC CUTPENELC,
Tvor 81° cdoOVNY PN NPOLOL TOV TNC OIKIOC SWUOTIOV, KO (¢ OVSE TOIC VOKTOW EKABEVSEY, AN
SIEMOVETTO MPOC PWC NEPL AdYOUC, 6BeV xad TTVBEXC CKAOMIWY EPN TOUC AOYOUC TOU ATHOTBEVOUC
AOXVOY &NOLELY. Pde OV & AnpooBivne dotelwe Spor kod TukpdE "oldo” einey "Gu e Aun®d
AUXVOV Kodwy."

Also in this context Libanius notes the other famous charge of Pytheas that Demosthenes only
drank water.

345. See Chapter 4 pp. 246-49.

346. See below pp. 125-7 on the Peripatetic origin of the story of the cave.
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were neither altogether written or unwritten, that the true democrat was the man who
practiced speaking, and that preparation was a service to the people. The repeated
defence of the same charge makes one suspect that these sayings were mere
invention. The only genuine aphorism may have been the actual rejoinder that
Demosthenes is said to have made to Pytheas, that their lamps were not privy to the
same things.34

Plutarch concludes chapter 8 by offering a final proof of Demosthenes’ lack of
courage npog koupdv. Often when he became confused "by the uproar of the
assembly”, Demades would rise and speak off the cuff in support, but Demosthenes
never rendered the same service in kind3*® This concluding remark anticipates the
opening statement of chapter 10, with which Plutarch introduces Theophrastus’
judgment of the two orators. There Plutarch noted that the general consensus was
that Demades’ natural ability (f @Voig) to speak on the spur of the moment
(aUtooxedidtwv) surpassed the studied preparations of Demosthenes (oxéyelg kol

nopaokevoi). Theophrastus’ evaluation of the two orators, the one "worthy of the

347. The same type of fabrication seems to be behind the sayings of Demosthenes reported by
Plutarch in chapter 11, which aimed at answering the charge that Demosthenes’ speeches lacked humour
but rather were harsh and bitter. Plutarch remarks that the rejoinders which were spoken l'[OLde 0V
KoUPOV by Demosthenes were funny: 1L 5 Of PHEV OUYV YEYPOUUEVOL TRV AOY®Y U 1O ardOTNPOV
TIOAV Kol TUKPOY £€X0V0L, 1L &V AEYOL TG €V 8¢ TOLL¢ MOPX TOV KOUPOV CIIVTACESLY £XPNTO Kou
10 YEAOI®. Plutarch’ words imply that the ability to extemporize was connected with the collection of
apophthegmata preserved under an orator’s name. That an orator like Demades was skilled at
extemporization was inferred from the fact that no speeches of his survived, only a collection of
aphorisms. However, few such aphorisms could be attributed to Demosthenes. Cf. Cic. Brut. 36; Or. 90,
on the sayings of Demades see [Demetrius] On Style 282-6.

348. Dem. 8. 7: TN 8€ MPOC KOUPOV GTOAWIO O(VTOV KO TOUTO NOLOVVIOUL ONPELOY, OuL
ANUASNG HEV EXEIVE [ANPOCBEVEL] BOPUBNBEVTL MOAAXKIC AVNLOTO €K MPOXELPOV GUVELTEY,
EKELVOC 8 OVSENOTE AT
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city", the other "too good for the city", must be seen in light of this statement;
obviously he had contrasted Demosthenes unfavourably to Demades; the latter was
naturally talented at extemporizing; the former was not, and so needed to practice. In
this context it should be noted that Theophrastus had also characterized Alcibiades in
the same way, reportedly against Demosthenes’ own claim in the kotd Mediov that
Alcibiades was detvotatog Aeyewv. In chapter 10 of Alcibiades Plutarch records that
Theophrastus had noted that Alcibiades was not adept at finding the right words and
phrases to say; often he would stumble in mid-sentence and fall silent, as a particular
phrase eluded him3%® Certainly this is how Plutarch characterizes the orator
Demosthenes in chapters 8 and 10, and presumably so did Theophrastus. It may be no
coincidence that both men are said to have suffered from the same articulatory
disorder, both were said to be tpavioi, and that in both cases this inability to
pronounce the letter rho was parodied in comedy,*® and in the case of Demosthenes
originated in a notice of Demetrius of Phalerum.

The content of chapters 8 and 10 of Demosthenes seems to be based ultimately

349 Alc. 10. 4 (Theophrastus of Eresus 11 550 no. 705% xou Ou pev Suvoarde NV €Mely, of 1€
KOWIKOL HOPTUPOVSL KL TRV PNIOP®Y O SUVHIDTNTOC, &V 16 KTo MELSiou, AEY®Y TOV
TAAKIBLGSNY kol SErvOTOLTOY EIMELY YEVECBOU MPAC TO0TC JAAOIC. €l 8¢ BeoPPAOTw MOTEVOUEY,
Av8pL PIANKOW Kod {OTOPIKG MOP’ OVILVOUY 1@V QIAOCOPWY, EVPELY PEV NV T Séoviar Kol
VoNoou MAVIKY KOVOTHIOC 6 “AKMBLESTK, (MY 8€ pn povoy & 8eT AEYeLy, GAAGL kol (¢ SET
101¢ OVOUOOL KO TOTC POOLOLY, OVK EVMOP@DV 8€, MOAAGKIC EOPHAAETO KO HETOED AEYWY
SnEoL@NoL Kod SIEAEINE ASLEWC SLPUYOTOTIC, COTOV CIVOACBAV®Y KO SLOLOKOTIOVPEVOC.

350. Ar. Wasps 42 : (ZQ) €80keL 8€ pot OEWPO¢ KVINC MANGIOV/ Xood xoenobou, v
KEQUATIY KOPOKOC EXWV./ ELT  AAKBIASNG €INE MPOC PE TPOVAICOG/ OAXG OE®AOC THY
KEQUANY KOAOKOC EXEL./ (EA) OpBEC YE TOUT ~AAKIBIGSNC ETPOCOACEY. Cf. Plut. Alc. 1. 4. The play
on the words K(')pOLE, and Ké?\o&, indicates that Alcibiades turned his r’s into I's. For the comic
invention behind the charge by Demetrius that Demosthenes suffered from the same problem see Plut.
Dem. 9.5 and DL. Il 108 and the discussion below on these texts.
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on the rhetorical discussions of the Peripatetics, in which they had noted that
Demosthenes lacked the natural ability of Demades to extemporize or to speak £mi
koupov. This forms the basis of Theophrastus’ evaluation of the two orators3s! In
chapter 10 Plutarch names as a source Ariston of Chios, who may have recorded the
judgment of Theophrastus in his work npog pfiropag. If the title is any indication of
the content of the treatise, it was polemical. That seems to be the original intent of
much of what Plutarch records in chapters 8-10. The title is listed in a catalogue of
Ariston’s works preserved by Diogenes Laertius (VII 163), who, however, cautions that
Panaetius and Sosicrates considered only his letters genuine; all the other works named
in the list were attributed to Ariston of Ceos, the Peripatetic.*> This makes good
sense and better explains why Theophrastus would have been cited by Ariston. He
was found cited in a work not of a Stoic but of a Peripatetic. Either Plutarch was
misinformed or mistaken about the identity of the Ariston in question, or at one
point the text has become corrupted and must be changed from Xtog to Xetog.

The charge that Demosthenes lacked the natural talent of Demades to

extemporize was Peripatetic in origin. It was first made by Theophrastus and picked

351. Repeated use by Plutarch of the phrase €Nl koupoU or some variation of it (8. 3 €Ml KOUPOU;
8. 7: MPOC koupoOv; 9. 2: €V 1 Koup®) in the context of the contrast between Demades’ ability and
Demosthenes’ inability to speak extempore suggests that the account in Plutarch was derived from
rhetorical discussions in which lCOLLpéq was understood in a rhetorical sense. KOLLp()g was a fundamental
element in Isocrates’ teaching. See Against the Sophists XIII 16. In the present context the discussion
may have originated in a work by Theophrastus entitled JTEPI KOUP®Y, which did not deal with political
crises but with the opportune moments of speaking. In fact Diogenes Laertius in his catalogue (V 42-50)
distinguished two such works, a TOATKOV NPOC TOUC KOUPOVC in 4 books (V 45) and a MEPL KOUPDY in
2 books (V 50). Likewise Demetrius of Phalerum was known to have written a treatise nepi lcoapoﬁ,
which may be a rhetorical work rather than a ethical or political work. See Grube (above, n. 274) 52,

352. Cf. DL. 116

116



up by later Peripatetics such as Ariston. The same charge seems to have been leveled
against the orator by Demetrius of Phalerum. In chapter 9 he is cited alongside
Eratosthenes and the comic poets for a series of notices which are also found in the
parallel texts of Ps.-Plutarch, Photius and PSI 144. A full discussion of the Demetrian
origin of these notices and their basis in comic travesty is reserved for later. For
now it must simply be noted that the passage in Plutarch begins with a comparison
with Pericles?*® Such a comparison had also formed part of the Eunomus-story,
which may have first been told by Demetrius himself.

There are a number of points of contact between this passage, the
Eunomus-story and the contrast between Demosthenes and Demades made by other
Peripatetics. According to Plutarch (8. 7) the evidence of Demosthenes’ "lack of
courage for the crisis" (thg npog xoupov dtoMuiog) was the fact that often Demades
would rise and speak off the cuff, whenever Demosthenes became "bewildered by the
clamour of the assembly" (BopuPnBtvi). It was on the occasion of Demosthenes’ first
public address, after he had been driven out "by the din" (BopOBot¢) of the demos that
Eunomus met the orator and compared his style of speaking to that of Pericles.
According to Plutarch’s account (6. 5) he had reproached the orator for his "lack of
courage” (&toAuicg), his weakness, and for "not facing the crowds boldly" (obUte tolg
OxAovg LELOTApEvOE) or "training his body for the contest”. The comparison with
Pericles is elaborated more fully in chapter 9. 2 with a number of the same themes.

According to Plutarch, although Demosthenes rejected many other features of

353. Dem. 9. 2
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Pericles’ style, he did seek to imitate his "formality" (10 nAdoua), his "bearing" (0
oxniatopdc), his "refusal to speak suddenly and on every subject” (t0 un toxéws pnde
nEpL TIAVTOE £K TOV NOPLOTCYEVOL AEYELY), "wanting not a reputation based on the crisis”
(o0 ndvv npooicoBor Ty v 9 kap@ S6kav).** Here is the Peripatetic criticism of
Demosthenes’ inability to extemporize, a criticism which formed the basis of the
contrast with Demades and Theophrastus’ evaluation of the two orators. It is safe to
assume that the comparison with Pericles found in chapter 9 was derived also from a
Peripatetic source; such a comparison seems to have formed part of the
Eunomus-story as it was originally told by either Demetrius of Phalerum or a source
dependent on him. A similar comparison between Demosthenes and the ancient
orators formed the basis of Aesion anecdote, which was also Peripatetic in content.?>
As it stands in Plutarch, the comparison with Pericles is presented as a preface to the
series of notices (9. 3) which are ascribed to Demetrius.>*

What emerges from the above discussion is that much of the content of

chapters 8-10 is Peripatetic in origin. These chapters form a unified whole, a complete

354. Cf. Dem. 8.3

355. See above, pp. 94-6.

356. These notices deal with Demosthenes’ frenzied style of delivery, the metrical oath and such.
In their original context Demetrius introduced them to illustrate the theatrical style of Demosthenes’
delivery. All, however, are taken by Plutarch as evidence that the orator possessed TOAMO! KOU BPOOK,
the very things which Eunomus charged Demosthenes with failing to show and which the Peripatetics
evidently considered missing in his oratory. At 9. 1-2 Plutarch, or his source, takes issue with the
Peripatetic position, by quoting Aeschines and noting other examples which showed Demosthenes’ 10ANQL,
such as the time when he alone arose to speak against Python of Byzantium, or when he defended the
Thebans and Olynthians against Lamachus the Myrrhinean, who accused them of many evils in his

encomium to Philip and Alexander.
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excerpt made by Plutarch from a single source3®” The question is what source:
perhaps from the work of the Peripatetic Ariston of Ceos, whom Plutarch cites in
chapter 10 for the opinion of Theophrastus2*®® Chapter 8, however, seems to have
been derived from Hermippus, but, nonetheless, is still based on Peripatetic material,
which would certainly be the case, if he drew on Ariston as a source3® It may mean
that Hermippus was Plutarch’s direct source for chapters 8 and 10. Chapter 9 is partly
based on an extract of Eratosthenes’ nepi kwpdicg, which was more likely excerpted
by Hermippus than by Ariston. All three men were near contemporaries. Ariston
was head of the Lyceum c. 225 B.C. Eratosthenes, though he studied for a time in
Athens,*®® was called to Alexandria by Ptolemy III, after 246 B.C. It was in
Alexandria after this date that his work on comedy was published3*! Hermippus’
collection of bioi was published sometime after 209. He made extensive use of the
resources of the library and compiled extracts from a wide body of literature.
Consequently he was much more inclined to use and had much greater access to a

work such as Eratosthenes’ mepl kwpwdiog than Ariston. When composing chapters

357. This seems confirmed by Moralia 803e-804a (TTOALUKO! TIOPOYYEAUOTOY), where a number of
same notices and themes, as found in chapters 8-10 of the biography, are collected together.

358. See above, pp. 116-7.

359. Hermippus seems to have excerpted from Ariston’s Collectanea the wills of Aristotle,
Theophrastus, Straton and Lycon. Diogenes V 64 makes it clear that Ariston had compiled the various
wills of his predecessors, whereas Athenaeus XIII 589¢ (fr. 46) shows that Hermippus knew, at least, the
contents of Aristotle’s will. There is a strong possibility that in the transmission of the text of these
wills he was the intermediary between Diogenes and Ariston. See Diiring 61, 269; "Ariston or
Hermippus?" Classica et Mediaevalia 17 (1956) 20, Chroust (above, n. 152) 8; Heibges 849-50.

360. Under Ariston of Chios the Stoic (c. 250) and Arcesilaus the Platonist (c. 250) and perhaps
even Zeno (Strab. I 2. 2), who died in 262/1

36l. For Eratosthenes’ dates and the character of his work see Pfeiffer 153-4, 161-3 and Fraser I
456-8, 11 489 n. 205.

119



8-10 Plutarch probably used him as his main source. I believe that was the case.
Whether this is right or not, the material of these chapters was certainly
Peripatetic in origin. The basis of the tradition that Demosthenes was €muyeAng poAAov
1| evpung was the Peripatetic’ view of him as an inferior orator, who could not
extemporize in the assembly but had to rely on prepared speeches. Demetrius of
Phalerum accepted this characterization, when he ascribed to Demosthenes a number
of exercises to improve his voice. In light of the fact that the whole tradition is
based on a skewed notion of the orator’s ability, it is best to suspect even Demetrius’
own description of Demosthenes’ exercises. In fact they were originally introduced to

illustrate the Peripatetic theory of delivery.

Il The Peripatetic Theory of Delivery

The Peripatetics regularly divided the study of Undkpioig into the areas of
voice and gesture. Aristotle had dealt with the question summarily in book 3 of his
Rhetoric;*¢? but he had defined delivery primarily as a matter of voice, how it should
be used to express each emotion, with what level of volume, in what pitch and with
what rhythm3% Thus when he discussed asyndeton and repetition, histrionic features
suitable for delivery (bnoxpiuxd), he spoke only in terms of variation of expression

and tone?** The question of gesticulation went largely undiscussed, though he hints at

362 III1 & 12

363, 111 1 (1403b 26): fouv 8¢ arddn HEV &V T QWVN, NAC o 861 XpNoBou mpdg ExoToV
N&Bo¢, 010V NOTE PEYGAN KOd MOTE WKPX KO PECT), KO MGX TOT¢ TOVOLS, 01OV BYeior ko Poupeicr
Ko PEOT), Ko PUBUOTC TioL mpo¢ Ekoeoton.  Tpioe Y&p £0uy mepl & oxonovoty ot 8 0T
REYEBOC CLPUOVICL PVBUAC.

364. 1II 12 (1413b 22).
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its importance3%® It was left to his student Theophrastus to develop this point more
fully and to divide the study of delivery permanently into the two aspects of voice
and gesture.

Theophrastus wrote a number of works on rhetoric and is known to have
devoted an entire treatise to the subject of delivery (nepl Unoxpiocwg)3%¢ In his
preliminary remarks to Hermogenes’ work On Issues, Athanasius, writing sometime
in the 4th century A.D, provides a paraphrase of Theophrastus’ views3¢’” He first
mentions the examples of the actor Andronicus and of Demosthenes. The former is
said to have introduced delivery into tragedy; the latter testified to its utmost

importance in rhetoric, when he answered the question "what is rhetoric", with the

365. At II 8 (1386a 33) Aristotle notes that pity can be aroused by gestures (GXNUOOL), voice
(PWYOLTC), dress (E0BNT) and delivery in general (DMOKPLOE). In III 7 (1408b 7) he warns against
excessive correspondence between style and delivery; if the words are harsh, the voice and facial
expression should not be.

366. For a discussion of the content of this treatise see Fortenbaugh, "Theophrastus on Delivery,"
Rutgers University Studies 2 (1985) 272-81, who on the basis of Cicero’s De Oratore 111 213-17 argues that
the primacy assigned to the voice in delivery, the division of bodily movement into gesture and
countenance with special emphasis on the role of the eyes are Theophrastan, as is the notion that every
emotion has by nature its own look, gesture and sound. Cf. Solmsen, "Aristotelian Tradition in Ancient
Rhetoric," AJP 62 (1941) 45-6 and Sonkowsky, "An Aspect of Delivery in Ancient Rhetorical Theory,”
TAPA 90 (1959) 256-74.

367. Rabe Prolegomenon Sylloge 177 (Walz VI 35-6; Theophrastus of Eresus 11 558 no. 712} H 8¢
ONOKPLOIC EOTLY, TVOr Kod 16 OXAOTL, Kod 0 PASUUOT, KOd TH PV, ¢ &V TPory®doc BpLoToc
KOAGE AEYOREVOLC CLOXNUOTICNTOL. AEYOLOL 8 OXNUOTILeoBou, B0V MPOCHKEL PITOPL, Ko MT) St
100 NEPLTIOV NMPOC BAAO 10 OXTMUOL EKNECELY AEYOUOL 88 TOUTOU, TC VNMOKPIOERC P, MP@TOY
" AVSPOVIKOY EICTIYNTNY YEVECSOU TOV DIOKPLINY, TOV ANHOCBEVOUC TEPL THY TV AOYWY ENSELELY
AUOTVYXAVOVTOC, kKo &1 HEYIOTOV 10 VIOKpiveaBow kol PNIOPIKOV OPEAOC, HOPTUC KLVTOC
ANPOGBEVNC. EpWTNBElC YOUV Mote, T &V €N PNropikn, VNOKPLolc £@n, NV 8N kod TEAEDTEPOV
IIOAOC & Unokpting AEyetow arOtOV EkSISGEoU. TUVEC 8 QooLy, Mo dpYNC AnpooBEvny ToBTO
ElNETV, Qnui 81 10, PNTOPIkA €0TLY VNOKPLOLC, SO TO MOTE KOKKADC VMOKPLVGUEVOY U MET o0
suvnBnvow NMANY kod OdPPNOTOC & PIAGCOPOC QUOIC PNOL PEYIOTOV ELVOU PNTOPIKT NPOC 10
NELOOU Y VNOKPLOLY, €I TOC GPXOC CVUPEP®Y Kod TOX TGO T YUXNE Kod THY KOTovOnoLy
10010V, ¢ Kod T SAN EmoThun oUUE@VOY £1vou THY KIVIOLY TOU OOUOTOC Kod TOV TOVOV The
Pwvnc.
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simple response "delivery". Athanasius adds that, like the orator, Theophrastus
regarded delivery as the most important element of persuasion in rhetoric. He
referred to the principles and emotions of the soul and knowledge of these, thereby
bringing into harmony with the entire science the movement of the body and the
intonations of the voice. Apparently Theophrastus had divided the subject of delivery
into bodily movements and intonation, and had discussed these in terms of
psychology, particularly the emotions, just as Aristotle had suggested for the voice36

In Athanasius’ text the testimony of Demosthenes was invoked alongside that
of Theophrastus, to illustrate the importance which should be afforded delivery. In
Peripatetic circles, perhaps beginning with Theophrastus but certainly with his student
Demetrius of Phalerum, the orator was used as an example in their discussions on
unokpiog. Dionysius of Halicarnassus clearly indicates that Demetrius himself had
introduced him into a discussion on the two aspects of delivery. In chapter 53 of
Demosthenes he notes that delivery is a necessary virtue in agonistic speeches, if they
are to be convincing and animated.*® Dionysius cites the example of Demosthenes
who took special care over it. Seeing that delivery was twofold in nature, he studied
both aspects thoroughly, cultivating with great toil (o0 pixp® novew) 1o nddn 1 T
PWVNG Kol TG OXMIOTO TOL OGMOTOE, even though by nature (@Uoet) he was unsuited

to such things, as Demetrius and other writers note?”® Here we have again the

368. Rh. HI 1 (1403b 28); cf. III 12 (1413b 9).

369. 244. 12: ta0INC 8N QML TNC KPETNC MOVU SELY TOLE EVOLYWVIOS AOYOL,, €L HEAAOVOLY
FEELY TTOAD 1O ANBLYOY X0 EPYUXOV.

370. 244. 15: 1TV 8¢ Y PUOLY OITC (se. DNOKPICEWC) OVOOY OPDY, MEPL GPW 0L HEPN
opodpar EoMOVSXOE.  Kod YOP T MABN 1O THC PWVNC KO TO CXNUOTO TOD OOUNTOE, (¢
KPOUULOTOL €EELy EUEAAEY, OV IKP®D NMOVEW KOTEPYXONTO, KOUTOL QUOEL MPOC TOVTO OV MYV
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standard Peripatetic characterization of this orator as émuueAng paAAov i cVQUNC.
Dionysius is equally explicit that Demosthenes followed Peripatetic theory in dividing
his exercises into voice and gesture and this he connects with the testimony of
Demetrius of Phalerum.

In the context of a rhetorical discussion on delivery, the exercises described by
Demetrius in Plutarch (Dem. 11. 1) fall neatly into the two categories of voice and
gesture. Thus there are exercises designed specifically to strengthen the voice and
others intended to improve gesturing. Demosthenes was simply cited by way of
illustration. Certainly that is how these stories are interpreted by later rhetoricians
like Quintilian. At one point he notes that an orator must increase his breathing
capacity in order to tackle unusually long periods. It was for this reason, he says, that
Demosthenes used to recite successive lines, while climbing a hill. To improve his
fluency the orator would roll pebbles under his tongue when he spoke3” Likewise to
create graceful movements and gestures, he would practice his delivery before a
mirror.?’? This is probably how the notices were first introduced by Demetrius,

simply as a matter of illustration and not of biographical fact. The impression is that

EVTUXEL XPNOKPEVOC, ¢ ANuATPLdc 1€ & PaAnpec @not kod of GAAOL MAVIEC Of TOV Biov aDTOV
OUYYp(SL\kO(.\?TSg. Dionysius adds that the style of his political speeches followed the Aristotelian pattern;
they were full of pathos and character which were necessary for delivery: 7| AE%(C pEV OUV, £imom’ &v,
OIKELWC KOTECKEDOOTOU TIPOC TOLUTOK, HECTH MOAADY OV NB®Y KO NOO®DY Kol SIBAOKOVON, 070K
DROKPLOERC OO S€T. Cf. Arist. Rh. 1 12, 1413b 4.

371. Quint. XI 3. 54: Exercendus autem est, ut sit quam longissimus; quod Demosthenes ut efficeret,
scandens in adversum continuabat quam posset plurimos versus. Idem. quo facilius verba ore libero
exprimeret, calculos lingua volvens dicere domi solebat,

372. XI 3. 68: Decor quoque a gestu atque motu venit; ideoque Demosthenes grande quoddam
intuens speculum componere actionem solebat; adeo, quamvis fulgor ille sinistras imagines reddat, suis

demum oculis credidit, quod efficeret.
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his account of Demosthenes’ exercises was made to conform to Peripatetic theory.

This impression is further strengthened, when one examines certain anecdotes
which were first told in Peripatetic circles about the orator on this topic and later
found their way into the biographical tradition. In each case the original context of
the anecdote can still be ascertained. For example, both Plutarch (Dem. 7. 3) and
Ps.-Plutarch (844d) note how the orator used to study in a cave and would shave one
side of his head to prevent himself from coming out3”® At once the story suggests a
parallel with the poet Euripides, who also is said to have had recourse to a
subterranean study. There is evidence to suggest that the orator and poet were
compared in Peripatetic circles in a fragment of Satyrus’ Life of Euripides (POxy
1176). In column 39 VIII at line 10f. one of the interlocutors seems to note that
Demosthenes owed much of his Unokpiow to Euripides. To prove it he cites a
passage from Aristogeiton 1 40, where the quick interchange of question and answer
is said to reveal the influence of the Euripidean stychomythia’* Satyrus was
influenced by the Peripatos, and was even labeled a Peripatetic3’> Even if by this
time the designation did not necessarily mean a philosophical affiliation, but simply

denoted an interest in literary history,3’® the biography shows clear Peripatetic
y Yy grapny p

373. Cf. Lib. 295. 75, Anon. Vita 304. 46; Lucian Encom. 14

374. For a reconstruction of the general thought of this column see Gerstinger, "Satyros’ BIOZ
EYPITIIAOQY," Wien. Stud. 38 (1916) 64-5; cf. Arrighetti, "Satiro,” (above, n. 97) 124.

375. Athen. VI 248d; XII 541c, 556a

376. Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 3; Leo 118; Heibges 845; Pfeiffer 150-1; Brink, "Callimachus and
Aristotle: An Inquiry into Callimachus’ [IPOZ TTPAZEIPANHN," CQ 40 (1946) 11-12; but contrast West,
"Satyrus: Peripatetic or Alexandrian?" GRBS 15 (1974) 279-87.
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influence,*”” both in form and content, from the dialogue form after the manner of
the mepl t@v nowm@v of Aristotle and Praxiphanes’® from the exclusive use of
literary sources after the manner of Chamaeleon?”® to an Aristotelian notion of
poetry.3®® It is quite possible then that Satyrus derived this comparison between
Demosthenes and Euripides from a Peripatetic source. The emphasis on
UnokpLotg may even suggest Demetrius, who was keenly interested in Demosthenes’
style of delivery, particularly the excesses (fr. 161-62), which he attributed to his
theatrical training (fr. 163-4).

In the next column of the papyrus (39 IX) Satyrus passed to a description of
the famous cave of Euripides. It is conceivable, as Gerstinger suggests,’®! that
mention of the cave of Demosthenes formed a transition, now lost, from 39 VIII to
the next column: that the interlocutor not only mentioned the fact that Demosthenes
copied the delivery of Euripides but also his habit of study. If this is true, the
anecdote came from a Peripatetic source.

This is the impression given by Plutarch’s version of the story (Dem. 7. 1-6).

The biographer introduces the anecdote by first relating an encounter with the actor

377. Latte (in Dihle, "Studien zur griechischen Biographie," Abh. Akad. Géttingen 37 [1956] 105 n. 1)
noted a close affinity between Satyrus’ biography and the problemata literature popular with Aristotle
and his students. The biography also recalls the NEPL literature (IEPL TOV SELVOY) of Chamaeleon, who
wrote a number of monographs or OUYYpéq.wLTOL on the poets. See Momigliano 73. On the character of
Chamaeleon’s GUYYPOUOITOL see Leo, "Satyros Blo¢ EOPUNISOV," Ausgewdihite Kleine Schriften 32 (1960)
369 and "Didymos ITepi ANHOOBEVOVC," KI. Schr. 34 (1960) 387-92.

378. Leo, "Satyros," (above, n. 377) 366~7; Arrighetti, "Satiro," (above, n. 97) 21-2, 26

379. Leo, "Satyros,” 368-9; "Didymos,” (above, n. 377) 390; Arrighetti, "Satiro," 22, 26; "Fra erudizione,"
(above, n. 54) 31-49

380. Arrighetti, "Satiro," 118-20

38l. Gerstinger (above, n. 374) 65 n. 1
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Satyrus, who had met Demosthenes after yet another disastrous showing in the
assembly. Demosthenes complained to his friend of his continued failure to win the
favour of the people, despite all his hard work. The actor agreed and bade
Demosthenes recite a passage of Euripides or Sophocles, which he did. Thereupon
Satyrus took up the very same passage and recited it with just the right n6o¢ and
S1abeowg, character and delivery, so that it appeared completely different. Convinced
of the importance of delivery to oratory, Demosthenes decided that practice was of
little or no value, if one neglected npogopd and St&Beoig, pronunciation and delivery.
Consequently (¢x toUtov) he built a subterranean study into which he would descend
daily to fashion his delivery (nAdttetv tnyv Unokpiowv) and work on his voice
(Staovetv thv @wviv). Here is the Peripatetic division into voice and gésture, which
the story seems intent on stressing. The whole object of the cave is simply as a place
to practice delivery. In the papyrus the whole point of the comparison with Euripides
was Unokptotg, and in the context of a discussion on delivery Demosthenes’ recourse
to the cave would find an appropriate place.®?

The same is true of yet one other anecdote, which likely goes back to

Demetrius. The story is told in Demosthenes 11. 2, where it appears between two

382. Plutarch’s source for the story is perhaps Satyrus. See Drerup 79-80. The story seems to be
a variation of the Andronicus—episode, which in all likelihood goes back to Demetrius. In that anecdote
another actor convinces the orator of the importance of delivery, by reciting from memory the speech
which Demosthenes had just delivered in the assembly. It appears in only an abridged form in
Ps.—Plutarch (845b). In its full form it must have noted a failed attempt by Demosthenes at speaking in
the assembly and mentioned that Andronicus added the proper delivery to orator’s speech to make
himself convincing. Certainly this last point is implied when Andronicus charges that Demosthenes’
words may be fine but his delivery is deficient: PGAOTC 8 O UNMOKPLING ~AVSPOVIKOC EIMAMYV M O
HEV AOYOL KOLAMC EXOLEV AETOL 8 ODTR T TG VIOKPIOEWX.
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citations from Demetrius, between his account of Demosthenes’ exercises and his
criticism of the orator’s delivery, which he regarded as weak and ignoble. Certain
key notes in the anecdote show that it originally belonged in the context of a
rhetorical discussion. According to Plutarch, a man reportedly once came to
Demosthenes begging his service as an advocate. After relating at some length how
he was beaten, the orator responded, "to0twv @v Afyeic oLSEv nénovBogc." Then
straining his voice he shouted, "¢y®, AnuoocBevec, o08Ev nénovla;" To which
Demosthenes replied, "viy Ala, VOV dkoUw G@VTIV Adtkouuévou kol nenovedtog.”
According to Plutarch, the story aptly illustrated the importance which
Demosthenes placed on intonation (t6vog) and delivery (Unoxpioic) as the means of
persuasion (npo¢ niouv). That Demetrius should include such a story in his
Rhetoric is consistent with his method of illustrating points of discussion with
anecdote. As the story stands in Plutarch, it is directly connected (oUv) with his
evaluation of Demosthenes’ style of delivery. More than that, it shows a decidedly
Peripatetic character. There is the division of delivery into voice (tévog) and gesture
(Onokpow). In particular the story sets about to illustrate Aristotle’s own definition of
delivery, as a matter of voice how best to use it for each emotion.®* Why else the
repeated stress on the verb naoxw? Why Demosthenes’ remark that now he heard

the voice of a man who was injured and had suffered?*®* What we have then is

383. Rh. III 1 (1403b 26) €01y & o PEV €V ) PV, NAC oD SEL XPNoBou MPOC EKNCTOV
n&eoC.

384. According to Athanasius, Theophrastus had also related his discussion of delivery to the
emotions (T&ON), and considered it most important npéq 10 netoou, which is precisely the point that
comes across in this story. Note Plutarch’s concluding remark: oUTw¢ (I)EIO MEYOL TIPOC TUOTLY £LvoU TOV
TOVOY KO TNV VNOKPLOLY 1OV ACYOVIWV.
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simply an anecdote of Peripatetic origin intended to illustrate a point of rhetoric.
Demetrius’ account of Demosthenes’ exercises should be seen in much the
same manner as these anecdotes: simply anecdotes and nothing more, invented to fit
the context of a rhetorical discussion, in which they illustrated the two aspects of
delivery. This fact naturally casts suspicion on his claim that he heard about these
exercises first hand from Demosthenes as an old man. There is no independent
evidence to verify his testimony. All it shows is that Demosthenes’ training occurred
in his youth, before Demetrius was born. This fact alone should give one cause to
pause. The claim of first hand knowledge from Demosthenes sounds specious,
intended only to give an air of historical veracity. It recalls other testimony
connected with the Peripatetics, that of Aesion cited by Hermippus, of Polyeuctus
cited by Theophrastus for his comparison of Phocion and Demosthenes, of Eunomus
for the comparison of Pericles and Demosthenes, or even of Demosthenes himself on

Phocion, the cleaver of speeches.

IIL. Peripatetic Criticism of Demosthenes’ Delivery

The image that emerges is of an orator who was fashioned in the likeness of
Peripatetic theory: he could not extemporize, lacked natural talent and relied on study
and practice. This same image forms the basis of Demetrius’ description of the
exercises which Demosthenes is said to have performed to improve his voice. Even
his criticism of Demosthenes’ delivery followed Peripatetic lines. According to

Plutarch, his delivery was exceedingly pleasing to the lower classes, but to men of

128



refinement, like Demetrius, it was mean, ignoble and weak.*® The same criticism is
preserved in Philodemus, who reports that Demetrius had regarded the orator’s
delivery as overly intricate and theatrical, not simple and noble, but inclined to what
is weak and base3% At one level this evaluation carries with it an obvious moral
censure derived from Aristotle, who had connected the rise in the importance of
delivery in oratory to the corruption of political institutions (tnv poxénpiov t@v
noAt@v) and of the hearer (tnv 1oL dxpoatov poxOnpiov)*®’  Elsewhere Demosthenes
is charged by the Peripatetic with the sins of a demagogue, cowardice and
corruptibilty in contrast to the brave and honest Phocion, who was also the more able
speaker.®8

At another level Demetrius suggests by his criticism that Demosthenes’
delivery was overly theatrical, aimed only at pleasing the lower classes. This charge
also has its basis in Peripatetic thought. Throughout his discussion on the subject
Aristotle draws a close parallel between acting (1 Unokpiukn) and delivery (Onoxpiotg),
principally that both have corrupting influence on their respective art forms*®® He

notes that delivery had only lately appeared in tragedy and rhapsody, since originally

385. Dem. 11. 3. For text see above, n. 285,

386. Phld. I 197. 24: nopor SE 0k PUANPET AEYETOU TO MOIKIAOV HEV O0COTOV UMokpltltny
yeYovEvow xod Repttltdy, oUxX GMAODY 8& 0VSE KT TOV YEVVXTOV TPOMOV, KAA' €i¢ 10
HOAGKKOITEPOIV KOU TOUMELVOTEPOY CUTOKAEIVOVIToL

387. Rh. III 1 1403 b34 & 1414 a6

388. Dem. 14. 1; cf. 10. 2

389. In chapter 26 of the Poetics Aristotle responds to the charge that tragedy is more vulgar than
epic, since it employs gestures (oxr']uoaoz) and movement (Kivr]OLg) to appeal to the lower classes. He
answers by stating that this is only a criticism of acting (TN¢ {)l'[OleLuKﬁg) not poetry. But he does
imply that acting can be overdone. This lines up with what he says about delivery in Rhetoric 1II 1,
where he insists that its importance is due to the corruption of the audience (810t IﬁV 100 &KpOOLtOf)
poxenpiory 1404 a?).

129



poets acted themselves. The same phenomenon, he adds, is apparent in rhetoric as in
poetry. According to Aristotle, those who master the three aspects of delivery,
volume, pitch and rhythm, invariably win all the prizes at the dramatic contests; the
same is true in politics; just as the actor now has greater influence in drama than the
poet, so it is in political contests because of the corruption of political institutions.>*

Accordingly, delivery, once it comes into fashion, will have the same effect on
oratory as the art of acting has had on drama?®! The connection between the
delivery of the actor and that of the orator was probably made explicit by
Theophrastus in his nepi Unokpioewe,®? where he noted that the two shared many
features and techniques. Certainly the Peripatetics introduced examples from drama

by way of illustration”® This analogy between oratory and drama may explain the

390. III 1 (1403b 20): TPLTOV 8 TOVIWY, O SUVOYULY PEV EXEL HEYIOTNY, OVNW & EMUKEXEIPNTOL,
0L TEPL THY VNOKPLOLY. KO YOP EIC TNV TPOYIKAY Ko PoY@SIory OYE ROPNABEY  UNEKPIVOVIO YOI
D10l O TPOYWSIoG of moIntod 1O MP@TOY.  SNAOY ovV Su ko mepl THY PNTOPLKAY 0T 1O
10L0VTOV QONEP Ko MEPL TV NONUKAY ... Eouy 8 ardtn PEV €V TN QAVN, NMA¢ odth ST Xpnosdou
npd¢ Exaeatov N&BoC, 010V NOTE PEYGAT Kod TOTE WKPQL Kod NOTE HEOT, Kol MG TOTC TOVOIC, 01OV
Obeioe koul Bopeiee ko PEOT), kol PUBOTLC Tiol MPO¢ Ekorotor.  Tpice YG&p oy nepl & OKONOVOLY
0T 8 0Tl PEYEBOC (ppovior PLBPOC. & PEV 0DV AABX OXESOV €K TV YOVRY ovIoL
AUBAVOUOLY, KOU KOBAEP EKET PETLOV SUVOIVIOL VOV TV NOMI®Y 0L VNOKPLIOE, KO KOTX TOUC
MOALTLKOVC XYDVOIC SLO¢ TV POXONPIOY TV MOATAY. Cf. 1404a 7: GAA™ Spw¢ péyor Suvotou,
KoBG&Ep €lpmTod, SIOL TV 10U BKPONTOV HOXBNPLoCy.

391 DI 1 7 (1404a 12) €xeivn (sc. VNOKPLOLC) PEV OVY SToey EAGN TOCDTO MOMNOEL 1T} VROKPLTKT.

392. See Fortenbaugh (above, n. 366) 281-83.

393. Aristotle identifies asyndeton and repetition as histrionic features ({JIIOKOLILK(SL) used by orators
in debate; for the desired effect achieved by these devices he cites the example of Philemon the actor in
the plays of Anaxandrides (Il 12 [1413 b22]. At 193 of the NMePl EPUNVEIOC [Demetrius] states that the
disjointed style () S(XAEAUPEVN A£ELQ) lends itself to debate, and this style is called histrionic
({)IIOKpLILKf]). since 7\130L§ or asyndeton stimulates delivery. He notes by way of example that Menander,
whose syle is disjointed, can be delivered (ONOKPIVOVIOU) but Philemon only read. Then he cites a
verse of Menander. At 195 he adds that other aspects of delivery must be considered. As an example
he refers to the scene of Euripides’ Ion, in which the hero threatens the swan with his bow. The
fetching of the bow, the address to the swan and all other stage business provide the actor with a variety
of movements. Realizing he has digressed, he concludes abruptly: XAA’ 00 Tepl VNOKPICEWC LY T
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tradition which arises with Demetrius that Demosthenes trained under the actor
Andronicus to improve his delivery. It explains his criticism of the orator, for an
overly theatrical style of delivery was obviously aimed at pleasing the lower classes
who alone found it appealing.

We are again compelled to raise the question of the veracity of a series of
notices by Demetrius, this time on the theatrical manner of Demosthenes’ delivery.

The same notices with minor variations appear in the texts of Ps-Plutarch,3**Photius,**

VOV O AOYOC. As Fortenbaugh (282) notes, this last comment suggests that under the phrase "on
delivery” a Peripatetic writer would include dramatic delivery. For the Peripatetic influence on this
work see Grube (above, n. 274) 32-56.

394. Ps-Pl 8452 EKNECQV 8€ NMOT &Nl TNC EKKANCIOKG KOd OUUDY EPASILEY OLKOL CUVTUXWY &
o0t EDvopoc 6 Opidiatoc npeofOtne R8N GOV NPoetpéyoto 10V AnpocBEévn, pdAlot 8 O
VNOKPLTNC “AVEPOVIKOC MY 6 OL PEV AGYOL KOAWC EXOLEV AEinoL 8 oD T TN VNOKPIOEnX,
QMERVNPOVELCE 1€ TV €Nl ¢ EKKANGIioG O’ ordT0D AEASYMEVWY ko 81 MLOTEVOOVTOL TOV
ANPOCBEVN NMOPASOVVOL DXUTOV TR  AVSPOVIKW. BBEV £poUEVou ordTOY <UVOC Ti MPRTOY €V
pntopikn, €LNEY, “VUNOKPLOC™ kol T Se0TEPOV “OMOKPLOLC: Kol T TPITOV “OMOKPLALS. TPOEABDY &€
REALY €l ¢ EKKANGLOG, VEWIEPIKGDC TV AEY@Y SLECVPETO, O KWUWSNONVOL VIOV VI’
"Avupdvoue ko TiokAéouc,

"HO¢ YAV HOL KPAVOC JOL IOTOQOVE PO VogoTor”

OudooC 8E TOVTOY TOV TPONOV &V 16 S B0pLBOY Ekivinoey. UVUE 8 kod TOV "ACKATTUOY,
NPONOPOLUVOY “ACKANUOV KO MOPESEIKVUEY OrUTOV OpBmC AEYOVTOL £1VoU YOO TOV BEOV Hov
xol €l TOUTw MOAA&KLIC £B0pVPNON. GXOAdoOC 8 EDBOVAISH 16 StxAexuk® MIANCI®
ENMNVEPBOONTO NOVTXL.

395 Phot. Bibl. 493a 41 (fr. 164 W): €nel 8€ note Snunyop®dv £¢énece 100 BeXtpou (sc.
ANpocBEVNC) Ko BVPNAY olkode dmnet, EVvopoc PEY ordt® 6 Opidotoc Hdn mpeaBume OV Ko
MY 080V CUVEKVPNOE, KO PAO®Y TNC XOVRIN TO KLITIOV BOPPELY T€ NPOVIPEYONLTO KoLl
GLVEKTAOOLTO. KO TOVTOV AEOY "AVEPOVIKOC & DIOKPLTAC TOUC PEV AOYOUC €1 EXELY KOd Q¢ GPLOTOL
QAUEVOE, EVEETY 8 QLDTOLC T THE VNOKPIOEWC. O 8¢ MopOSISWOL T E0rVTOV 16 ~AVEPOVIKE, Kod
MY ¢ VNOKPIOEWS TEXVNY EKELBEY ELNOKNIOE. SLOMEP EPOPEVOL TOTE UVOC QLUTOV: T NPMTOV £V
PNTOPLKT; GIVELREV: VNOKPLoC: kol 1@ Se0TEPOV; UNOKPIOIC T 8€ Tpitov; UMOKPLOLS, SNARY péYo
HEPOC £1VOU THC £V 16 MU MEBODC Y VMOKPIOLY. GV & (¢ & PoAnpeDE Pot:

HOC YTV O KPAVOIC HOL TTOTOUOUE O VEIOLTOL.

Kol 8 xod MOTE OpooOC ToU¢ pkoue ToVTOuC 10 SMuw BOpUBOV Evenoinoey Gonep kod &l

16 OUVOvoU TOV "ACKATIILOY, XPIEVOC TN (WVT) MPONOPOEUTOVGX.
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Plutarch®¢and PSI 144*7 In one text or another we find references to Demosthenes’
training under the actor Andronicus (Ps.-Pl; Phot.), to the theatrical mannerism of his
speaking (Plut; PSI), to his mispronunciation of Asclepius (Ps.-Pl; Phot; PSI) and to
his use of antithesis (Plut.). In all four texts mention is made of a metrical oath that
Demosthenes is said to have sworn once in the assembly. In his revision of
Ps.-Plutarch Photius attributes this notice to Demetrius, which would indicate that his
name had originally appeared in the text of Ps.-Plutarch or at least his source.
Ps.-Plutarch adds the important detail that the oath appeared in the comedies of
Antiphanes and Timocles, indicating the direction from which Demetrius drew his
information on Demosthenes’ theatrical displays.’®® At the beginning of his text,
Plutarch refers generally to Eratosthenes, Demetrius and the comic poets as his
sources, but specifically attributes the oath to the testimony of Demetrius. Although

Plutarch cites Eratosthenes for the notice that Demosthenes often assumed a frenzied

396. Plut. Dem. 9. 3: €nel 1OAPOY yE Ko O&POOC Of AeXOEVIEC VI’ orDTOD AOYOL TRV
YPOUPEVTY POAAOY €L XEY, €L Tt 86T TOTEVELY EpoioTooBEver xod Anuntpie 16 PoAnpel xod 10T¢
KOUKOTC. @V Epotogfévng Hév Qrioty adtdv £V 101¢ ASYOLC TIOAAGLXOU YEYOVEVOL TOPABOKXOY,
6 8¢ PUATPEDC TOV FUUETPOY EKELVOY SpKOV BUOCOU MOTE MPOC TOV SHHOY HONEP EVBOVOLRVIOL

MO YAV, MO KPAVOLC, PO TOTOQIOUC, HOL VOQOLTOL.

10V 88 KOWIKAY 6 PEV TUC orDIOV QUITOKKAEL PWNONEPTIEPNBPOY, O 8 MOPUOKONTIDY 6¢

XPOUEVOY 1 AVUBETW PNALY oVTWC:
A. SUtEAoBEY Gonep EACBEN.
B. fiYSonoey &y 10 PHuoL T00T0 NOPXABOY ANHOOBEVIK.

EKTOC €L UNy VA Alot IpO¢ TOV VREP "AAOVVACOU AOYOV & AVUPANTC Kod TOUT MENMOUXEY, AV
"ABNVOLOLC ANHOOBEVNC CUVEBOVAEVE LT ACUBSVELY, GAA" GUTOACBALVELY TIoipOt DLAIIITO.

397. PSI 144 11. 8-19: xoui “EpotoolBEvne 8€ @n/ot 10V AnjuooBivny &pkov 6/pepokEVoL
EuneTpOV, MOpaPBork/xov 8 v MOAAOTC yeyovévou/ kol 1OV ACKIANUOY €ineTy/ kod 100
BAUATOC ACKAROY,/ THY NIPOOWILSIOY KOKGX, PETO/TTPEPOVIIO KO TTOPOSEIRV/PEVOY (X SUpo
£oti Aéyov/to¢ dpBRC £L[vou YO TOV/ 8OV Hov [ kod i 100t/ mimteLy odlKILOUEVON.

398. Blass, III (1893) 67 n. 3, notes that after TIHOKAEOUC in the text of Ps—Plutarch there is a

lacuna in which the name Demetrius had fallen out.
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or theatrical appearance (nopdfakyov) when he spoke, this in fact is no more than a
variation of what Demetrius himself had said, when he noted, according to Plutarch,
that the orator once swore the metrical oath @onep évBouvoiwvia. By these words
Demetrius may have suggested to the Alexandrian scholar that Demosthenes often
appeared possessed when he spoke3*® In the text of PSI 144 Eratosthenes alone is
cited for the double reference to the oath and Bacchanal behaviour of the orator, but
it is clear from Plutarch and Photius that Demetrius was the original source for the
notice of the oath, if not for the other detail. Next in Plutarch come two comic
notices; again Antiphanes is named, this time for Demosthenes’ use of antithesis. This
again points to the comic origin of many of these notices.

The conclusion to be drawn from the above discussion is that the notices in all
four parallel texts were ultimately derived from Demetrius, but only second hand. In
each case the point of departure seems to have been an epitome made of Demetrius’
work by Eratosthenes. What variations exist depend on the path of transmission
subsequently taken by each text. In the case of Ps.-Plutarch and Photius, an excerpt
of Eratosthenes’ text came to them by way of the xown iotopicc or Hermippus. The
same basic collection of notices appears in Plutarch (Dem. 9. 3-5) and again in
PSI 144, where in each case Eratosthenes is cited as a source. The text of the papyrus
may in fact be a direct excerpt of Eratosthenes’ nepl tn¢ dpxoiog kwuwdiag. Plutarch

may have got his information from Hermippus. But in all cases the notices go back

to Demetrius, but only as they left the hands of Eratosthenes, who consulted the

399. PSI 144: nopBokxov 8 €V OAAOLC YEYOVEVOL.
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Peripatetic primarily for his comic citations.

Eratosthenes’ work was variously excerpted, and this explains the differences
between each of the texts. So we find reported only in PSI 144, Ps-Plutarch and
Photius the notice that whenever Demosthenes swore by the name of the god
Asclepius, he would put the accent on the antepenult. The orator would defend his
pronunciation by arguing that the god was fuo¢. That Demetrius included such an
anecdote in his work on rhetoric can be safely assumed. Both Photius and
Ps.-Plutarch note that the metrical oath had caused an uproar (86puvBog) in the
assembly. The same thing is said to have happened whenever he mispronounced the
name of Asclepius. He would, according to Ps.-Plutarch, be interrupted by the
clamour of the assembly (EBopuBn®n).4° The same thing is repeated in Photius and
again in the text of PSI 144" Obviously this formed part of the original story and,
as we have seen, was a common motif through a number of the anecdotes reported
by Demetrius.

Only Ps.-Plutarch and Photius include as part of their extract the anecdote on
the actor Andronicus. But the Demetrian origin of this is equally assured. As the
story goes, the actor once remarked to Demosthenes that his words were fine but his
delivery was deficient; he convinced him of the importance of delivery, by declaiming
from memory the speech which the orator had just delivered in the assembly.

Whereupon Demosthenes entrusted himself to him and thence began to practice the

400. Scholia Demosthenes XVIII 52: Dilts I 213.
401 In the latter this is implied by the words KO €Nl TOUT®L/ TUNTELY OUKIEOUEVOY.
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art of delivery.*®? As a result, when he was once asked what was the first, second and
third things in rhetoric, Demosthenes answered delivery, delivery and again delivery.
In both Ps.-Plutarch and Photius this testimonial is a direct consequence
(68ev/8L6mep) of his training under the actor Andronicus and likely formed part of the
original story as it was told by Demetrius.**®> The anecdote at once recalls the
Satyrus-story, in which it was similarly told how that actor had convinced
Demosthenes of the importance of delivery by declaiming with the proper intonation
and delivery a passage of Euripides or Sophocles, which the orator had just recited at
his request. The Peripatetic origin of that story has already been noted.

The Andronicus-story (or the testimony of Demosthenes) is not only found in
Ps.-Plutarch and Photius, but is repeated more than once in a text which shows a
decidedly Peripatetic character. The passage, in which Philodemus records how
Demetrius had criticized Demosthenes for his overly refined delivery, begins with the

famous testimonial of the orator, in which he awarded delivery first, second and third

402. TNV TNC VNOKPICEWS TEXNY €KELOEY £¢NOKNOE. This last point is only mentioned by Photius
but it may have formed part of the story as it once was preserved in Ps—Plutarch or their common
source.

403. Quintilian (XI 3. 6) likewise connects the two; cf. Cic. Orat. XVII 56; Brut. XXXVII 142; De
Or. 111 213; Lib. 295. 66; Val. Max. 8. 10 ext. Both Quintilian and Cicero (De Or) note in conjunction
with the testimony of Demosthenes the story of Aeschines reading to the Rhodians his speech against
Ctesiphon and Demosthenes’ defence. When they expressed admiration, he responded "What would you
have said, if you had heard Demosthenes himself.” Cicero’s concluding remark is noteworthy here: ex
quo satis significavit quantum esset in actione, qui orationem eamdem aliam esse putaret actore mutato.
Like the testimonial of Demosthenes, Aeschines’ response illustrates how much oratory depended on
delivery. As in the Andronicus and Satyrus stories a change of speaker was enough to signify how the
effect of a speech was determined by the speaker’s delivery. The anecdote picks up many of the same
themes found in these other stories, again suggesting a Peripatetic origin. In any case it has found its
way into the biographical tradition, where the anecdote was reported in connection with Aeschines’ school
in Rhodes; cf. Ps—Pl. Aesch. 840e and POxy 1800 nepi AZOXiVOU 1. 76.
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place in rhetoric.®® To this Philodemus compares the testimony of Callippides and
Nicostratus, who regarded delivery as the totality in tragedy, as did Lycon in comedy.
This connection between drama and rhetoric, particularly as it applied to the area of
delivery, was Peripatetic. Demetrius of Phalerum must be laid under heavy obligation
here; he is cited by Philodemus at 197. 25 for his criticism of Demosthenes’ style of
delivery and again at 198. 9 for the view that Isocrates’ long periods were bad for
delivery. The basis of this last comment is the Aristotelian distinction between the
written and agonistic styles, the latter being Unokpiuxkwtdn!® As already noted, it is
to be understood specifically in light of what is said about the orator by Hieronymus,
whom Philodemus cites next in the text.*® According to this Peripatetic, the speeches
of Isocrates could only be read but could not be declaimed with the proper
modulation, pitch and appropriate delivery. This, no doubt, was Demetrius’ view as
well. In his mind both Demosthenes and Isocrates had abandoned the Aristotelian
mean. The one neglected delivery completely; the other overdid it to the point that
his delivery became t0 moikiAov Kol 10 nepLiov.

In the text of Athanasius, where the division of delivery into the study of the
movements of the body and the intonation of the voice had been attributed to
Theophrastus, the testimony of Demosthenes is directly compared to that of the

philosopher, who like the orator is said to have regarded delivery as the greatest thing

404. Phld. I 196. 3 Nfl AU GAAGC ANpoCBEVNC kod MPRTOV EAEYE Ko SEVIEPOV KO TPITOV
£Lvou TV UNOkpLoty v 1N pnolpiknt, KoAAumildng 8k kod Netkdotpotoc - £y® @holw] - 10 oy
£V Tporywdliok, ARGV 8 €V kouedliot KTA.

405. Rh. III 12 (1413 b9)

406. See above, pp. 94-6 and for text n. 290,
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in rhetoric npo¢ 10 netooatr. Athanasius begins his discussion of the subject of
delivery, by noting that it involved having the gestures, the gaze and the voice
conform to the spoken words (kaAw¢ toig Acyouevoi), as the best tragic actor would
do. This is presumably what Demosthenes did not do and the whole point of the
Andronicus anecdote. According to Ps.-Plutarch, the actor had charged that
Demosthenes’ words were fine (ol Adyor kaAw £xotev) but his delivery was deficient.
Next Athanasius comments that gesturing, such as is appropriate to rhetoric, must not
be overdone in one gesture or another (N Sia. TOV MEPLTIOU NPOS T OXTHO). As we
have seen, this is precisely the charged raised against Demosthenes by Demetrius who
regarded his delivery as to neptttov. Then Athanasius proceeds to note that
Andronicus was the first to introduce delivery, while Demosthenes failed in
declamation, which is precisely what happened to precipitate his meeting with the
actor. He adds that Demosthenes himself is a witness to the fact that delivery is of
the greatest help in rhetoric. Then follows in his text the famous testimonial of the
orator, with the additional point that Polus the actor instructed the orator in the area
of delivery. Again the testimony of Demosthenes is found in a text which shows a
strong Peripatetic influence, and is connected in some way with the figure of
Andronicus.

The resulting impression is that the two anecdotes were told together in a
section of a rhetorical work in which a Peripatetic, likely Demetrius of Phalerum,
dealt with delivery. In every case a connection is made between Demosthenes and
actors, whether they share the same view of the importance of delivery or whether he

is their protégé. The connection between rhetorical and dramatic delivery was
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Peripatetic. Aristotle had already drawn the analogy, when he had noted that delivery
would have the same corrupting effect on oratory as acting had on drama. It was
probably from this analogy that it was first suggested to Demetrius that Demosthenes
had himself been trained by an actor, particularly when he noted in his delivery a
number of theatrical features which could only have been aimed at pleasing the
common person. In Ps-Plutarch and Photius, Demosthenes’ high regard for delivery is
directly associated with his training under the actor Andronicus. What follows in
their texts, and again in the parallel passages of Plutarch and PSI 144, is a whole
series of notices by which Demetrius showed how the orator’s delivery was influenced
by the stage: that he often appeared frenzied!’ and inspired, that he once swore a
metrical oath. All this points to the theatrical nature of Demosthenes’ delivery. It
was easy for Demetrius and later biographers to suggest by notices like these that
Demosthenes was trained by an actor, just as the biographer Satyrus followed the

Peripatetics in suggesting that the orator was influenced by Euripides’ stichomythia.

IV. Comic Qrigins

The notices preserved in the parallel passages of Ps-Plutarch, Photius, Plutarch
and PSI 144 may go back to Demetrius, but in every case the information was
derived from comedy. As Wehrli notes,**® the joke lies in the fact that rhetorical
affectation could only be acquired from a real actor and, as the successful student of

Andronicus, Demosthenes’ confession of the importance of Unokpioig suits the context

407. MOPIPOKXOC can have the sense of "theatrical”.
408. 1V 81
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of comic invention.!®® The confession itself may have been a parody of a
philosophical discourse in which the actor asked his student what were the three
divisions of rhetoric. Aristotle had divided his study into the three parts of ta
npdypate, N Atk and i téuc.'® He had further subdivided Agtic into three parts of
which Unodxpiowg was only the third, howbeit with the SUvoyuv peyiotny. In this
context, then, Demosthenes’ praise of delivery was seen as a perversion of Aristotle’s
view; Demetrius included the orator’s confession, as testimony to the importance of
delivery in rhetoric,”!! but cautioned that Demosthenes’ emphasis was unbalanced to
the point of excluding other aspects of rhetoric. Hence his severe criticism of
Demosthenes’ highly intricate and refined manner of delivery, which appealed only to
the lower classes, a criticism which itself was derived from Aristotle, who had
regarded a discussion of delivery as relevant only because of the corruption of the

hearer 412

409. Meerwaldt, "De Comicorum Quibusdam Locis Ad Ludendum Demosthenem Pertinentibus,"
Mnemosyne ns. 55 (1927) 300, attempts a reconstruction of the comic verse.

.. DEP’ €INE pot, T NPWBIOY £0T £V PTopIk; A. VNOKPLOLC.

A. 1 8e01EpOY 85 A. OndKpLote. A. €0 e, T 10 TPITOV;

A. Ondxpoic. A...

410. Rh. III 1; Meerwaldt, (above, n. 409) 299, states that this was the regular triparte division of
rhetoric at the time. Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion (Princeton 1963) 10-12, notes that in its developed
form rhetoric was divided into EUPEOLC, TOEIC, AERIC, VAN and VNOKPLOLC.

411. This point often is made by those quoting Demosthenes’ words; cf. Cic. Brut. 142, Orat. 56;
Quint. XI 3. 5-6; Athanasius: Walz VI 35

412. Rh. III 1 (1404a 7). Meerwaldt, (above, n. 409) 298-300, suggests that the parody gains further
import, if one starts from what Aristotle says in Rhetoric III 12 (1413b 21), when he describes asyndeton
and repetition as ONOKPLUK and adds that the repetition must be varied to pave the way for delivery:
QLVOLYKT] YOP HETOPAAAELY TO otOTO Aéyovioe Smep G OSOMoteET 16 VMOKPIVECBOU. According to
Meerwaldt, the comic poet had wittily parodied Demosthenes’ skill at variation; that while extolling
{Jl'lél(pLOLC,, he was "belle ac varie {JHOKpLVC’)ui\?Og". Meerwaldt sees in Demetrius’ criticism of
Demosthenes’ delivery as NOLKIAOY Kod NEPLTIOV Oﬁx OUTAOUYV 8€ a reference to Demosthenes’ unique

skill a variating his voice, something, however, which Philodemus’ words do not necessarily suggest.
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The comic origin of the other Demetrian notices found in the four parallel
texts is at once apparent. Plutarch attributes them to Eratosthenes, Demetrius of
Phalerum and the comic poets. The text of PSI 144 seems to have been at least in
part an epitome of the mept koywdiag of Eratosthenes, who had turned to Demetrius
for his comic citations. Although Plutarch and Photius attribute the oath specifically
to the testimony of the Peripatetic, Ps.-Plutarch makes it clear that the oath appeared
in the comedies of Antiphanes and Timocles.*'* Wehrli is right when he suggests that
the iambic form of the oath was derived from comic travesty.*’* From this parody it
was concluded by Eratosthenes and perhaps by Demetrius himself that Demosthenes
often made such theatrical displays while speaking4!®

Again, Demosthenes’ use of antithesis was itself parodied in comedy. Plutarch,
at the conclusion of his list of notices, tells how the orator was ridiculed by the comic
poets for it4'® He further suggests that the comic verse is a parody by Antithenes of

Demosthenes’ Unép AZovvioov in which the orator advised the Athenians not "to take

413, Ps.—PL 845b: POEABWY 8E MAALY EIC TOC EKKANGIO, VEWTEPIKDC VO AEYWY SIECVPETO, 6

KOUOSNBNVOU oOTOV U~ Avgdvoug xod TyokAEouC
HOL YTV HOL KPAVOLC MO TTOTOQOVC HOL VOLOLTOL,

414. Wehrli IV 8. On the comic origin of Demosthenes’ improper pronunciation of Asclepius’
name see Drerup 51-2. According to the Scholia Dem. Or. XVIII 52 (104a—c Dilts) a similar story told
how Demosthenes deliberately gave the wrong intonation on the word HLOBWTO¢ (uioewtog) in his
invective against Aeschines, so as to provoke the jurors into correcting him; accepting their correction as
the answer to his rhetorical question, he replied "&KOI'JSLQ & M':YOUOL\’". In one version of the story
(104b—c) Menander and his friends are introduced among the jurors.

415. Dem. 9. 3 ®V “EpOTo06EVIC HEV QNOLY QDTOV €V T0T¢ AOYOLC TTOAAOLXOD YEYOVEVOU
nop&Baxxov. PSI 144. 8 kol "Epotoofévne 8¢ @not 1OV Anpoctévny Spkov dpepokevou
EUUETPOY, MOPABOKXOY & €V TOAAOTC YEYOVEVOL.

416. For the text see above, n. 396.
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but retake" the island from Philip. A similar phrase appears in Or. VII 547 This
must be the passage which Plutarch has in mind; but the authenticity of that speech
was open to question even in antiquity.*’® It is far from certain that Demetrius used
this speech as his evidence. The suggestion that Antiphanes is actually parodying the
speech On Halonneseus is Plutarch’s own. It may be, as Blass suggests,*!® that this
"quibbling over syllables" for which Demosthenes was criticized by the comic poets
and Aeschines alike, was a slogan not only of Demosthenes but of the whole
anti-Macedonian party, to which Hegesippus belonged.

As in the case of the other notices preserved in the four parallel texts,
Demetrius’ only source was comedy. This memorable antithesis had been parodied by
more than one comic poet.*?® It was also ridiculed by Aeschines,*?' who elswhere

warned generally of Demosthenes’ beguiling antitheses.*?? This same criticism was

417. VII 5 GAAGL PNV 008 EKETVO YE AOVOGvEL OrDTOV, 8Tt 81 CYIPOTEPWY TV OVOUKTWY,
Snotép® AV XPNoBE, VUELC FEETE THY VOOV, GV T ASBMIE &V T GUTOAKBNTE.

418. Although Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not doubt its authenticity, regarding it as the eighth
Philippic, he does point out the Lysianic character of the speech (Dem. 13 cf. 9 & Ad Amm. 1 10).
Libanius in his hypothesis (75. 3) rejects its authenticity and adds that ancient critics recognized it as a
work of Hegesippus from its style and subject matter. It was, however, registered by Callimachus by the
title ONEp "AAOVVACOU under the works of Demosthenes (fr 442 Pf: DH. Dem. 13).

419. 1II 2 (1880) 113

420. In Athen. VI 223e-224b is preserved a collection of such parodies by Antiphanes, by Alexis,
by Anaxilas and Timocles. In the last comic passage (224a) from Timocles the particular antithesis
S0V VOoU-GITOS0VVL is not mentioned, but was undertsood from the context by Athenaeus: Kot Ioi)g
0DV NPOELPMUEVOVC TIOINTOC KO VTOL T ENMOREVOL TOTC MPOELPNUEVOLC QUTOSISOVIEC KO OV
8L8OVIEC T BkOAOVB AELOMEY. In this passage is found a comic inversion of the character of
Demosthenes; he is likened to Briareos who eats catapults and spears, hates words, has never uttered an
antithesis but has the stare of Ares. From this a critic could easily have inferred that the orator
delighted in antithesis generally, and was not simply being parodied for one memorable phrase. For a
discussion of this and the other comic verses see Meerwaldt (above, n. 409) 287-93 and Drerup 5-6.

421. 1II 83

422. 11 4 £QOBNBNY PEV YOP, kol €1t kol VOV TEBOPUBNUOL, A TVEC V@Y SYVONowol pE
YUXOYWYNOEVIEC TOLC EMUBEPOVAEVUEVOLC KOU KOKONBEDL TOUTOLC GVUBETOK (ie XVIII [De coronal
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later raised in Peripatetic circles against Demosthenes, whose excessive use of
antithesis, they claimed, gave the impression of false artifice.?®> Demetrius mentioned
the comic parody as sure evidence of Demosthenes’ abuse of this rhetorical device,
just as he had quoted the metrical oath to illustrate the theatrical mannerism of his
style of speaking,

This leads to a final comic notice, which is found only in the text of Plutarch.
After referring to the metrical oath, the biographer notes that one comic poet had
called the orator a pwnonepnepiBpo. In view of the other notices in the collection it
must describe Demosthenes’ style of rhetoric. This seems confirmed by another comic
fragment preserved in Diogenes Laertius, who apparently quotes from the same comic
poet as Plutarch?* The sense of the epithet depends on the words YevdoAaoveg
A0yoi*®> and the implication of the verse is that both the philosopher and the orator
share the same tendency of speaking deceitfully boastful words: "Eubulides, the Eristic,

who inquires into sophisms and overpowers the orators with his deceitfully boastful

265).

423 [Demetrius] Nepi Epunveio 250: ‘H 8¢ &viiBeaic, fiv £ni 100 Gzondpnov Epny (247), ovSE
£V T0T¢ ANpocBEVIKOTC HPROCEY, EVO Qnoty, "STEAEIC, Y0 8 EEAOVUNY E8IS0LOKEC, £Y0 SE
£QOITWY ETPLTLYWVIOTELS, £YW SE EBERUNY ELETUITIEC, £YQ S E0VPLTIOV" KOKOTEXVOUVTL YOP EOIKEV
SO THY AVTOTOSO0LY, HAAOY 8€ OOV, OVK GLYOIVOIKTOUVIL.

424. 11 108: nepl 10010V (EVBOVAISOV) PNOL UC TV KOUKDV

oUPLOTUKOC 8 EVPBOVAISIG KEPXTIVOC EPWTDY
xod YEVSANO0LY AGYOLC TOUC PATOPOC KUAIDY
AMNAD’ €XWYV ANpOGBEVOUC TNV PONONEPTEPHBOOY.

EQKEL YOIp OLOTOV KO ATMOOBEVNC GKNKOEVOL KOU POBIKATEPOC OV Moo,

+ f)cortonspnepﬁepocv is Meineke’s correction on the basis of Plutarch. Diogenes has
PWBOCTWUVANBPOLY, which is given in Suda as POPBOCTWHVANBPOLY.

425. Drerup 54 n. 1; elsewhere (53) he translates f)u)r[OHSDTISpﬁepON as "Windbeutel, der alles
durcheinander schwatzt" and notes (54 n. 1) that the collocation of the words PONOC and nepnspﬁepoc
converges in sense with 6mn00twuu7\ﬁ8pocv in Diogenes and the Suda, which in fact is the restoration
given to the verse by Roeper, "Conjecturen zu Laertius Diogenes," Philologus 9 (1854) 1-5.
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speeches, has gone off with his victory prize, Demosthenes the pwronepnephBpo4?¢

There is no suggestion whatsoever that Demosthenes studied under Eubulides
as Diogenes concludes; only that the philosopher beat the orator at his own game.
Drerup is justified in asking what does a faulty pronunciation of the letter rho have
to do with it? Indeed pwBikatepog is unintelligible according to this interpretation of
the text. Consequently, Drerup (53) follows Roeper in emending pwPik@tepo¢ to
pwrik@iepog. But ancient writers saw such a relationship. More than one author,
besides Diogenes, reported that Demosthenes was the philosopher’s pupil.*?’ In
particular we must compare the parallel text of Ps-Plutarch. After detailing the
peculiarities of Demosthenes’ delivery, as they were noted first by Demetrius,
Ps.-Plutarch describes the orator’s relationship to the philosopher: oxoAdoog 8¢
EVBovAdn 1@ StoAektik® MiAnoilw ennvwpbaoato ndvta.4?® What were all these
things which Demosthenes corrected under the tutelage of Eubulides other than a
faulty pronunciation, whether that included the improper pronunciation of Asclepius’
name mentioned in the previous line or the inability to enunciate correctly the letter
rho?

Since the parallel texts of Ps.-Plutarch and Plutarch are derived from the same
passage of Eratosthenes’ nepi kwpwdicic, we must assume that Ps.-Plutarch’s source
inferred this scholastic relationship between Eubulides and Demosthenes on the basis

of the comic verse mentioned by Plutarch and found in Eratosthenes. In this case the

426. This is essentially Drerup’s interpretation, which is followed by Meerwaldi, (above, n. 409)
301-3, who also imagines the comic setting as a contest between a group of philosophers and orators.

427. Phld. I 206. 9; Lucian Ecom. 12; Apul. Apol. 15; PsPl. 845b; Suda 1.

428. 845b
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text of Diogenes needs no further emendation; pwPikatepog is the correct reading. His
source (and for that matter Plutarch’s as well as Ps.-Plutarch’s), which seems to have
been Hermippus, had concluded from the comic fragment that Demosthenes had
studied for a time with Eubulides and under his direction overcame his defective
pronunciation.*?® It may have occurred to him that pononepnephfpo was an
onomatopoeia, coined by the comic poet to parody the stutter of the orator.*

The comic origin of this tradition is perhaps suggested from one other passage.
Zosimus preserves what appears to be a comic verse in which the orator boasted of
his success at overcoming his faulty pronunciation of the letter rho by rhetoric.**!
The participle katapepntopevpévog is an obvious onomatopoeia, mimicing
Demosthenes’ stutter. The immediate context is his use of pebbles to correct the
problem. This exercise, as we have seen, had regularly been associated in the

biographical tradition, with his inability to enunciate the letter rho. But the verse

429. Hermippus is named at 109 by Diogenes for a notice on another student of Eubulides,
Alexinus of Elis. See above, pp. 119-20, where it is argued that Hermippus is Plutarch’s source for the
extract from Eratosthenes. In the Suda, whose article s.v. ATj. (454) goes back to Hermippus, among the
teachers is included Eubulides’ name: StnKpo&ooto 8 kol EVPOVAISOV 10D SLXAEKTIKOV KO
TIAGIWVOC.  See Schaefer, Philologus 5 (1851) 429 and Blass III (1893) 16-17 and our discussion in Chapter
4 pp. 266-17.

430. Cf. Shaefer I 332 n. 2. Demosthenes had been nicknamed Batalos by his nurse and playmates
(Dem. XVIII 180; Aesch. I 126, 131; Il 99). The verbal cognate of the noun is BOTXALLELY, which could
easily suggest to an ancient the verb BO(IISpiCSLV, particularly when the substitiution of A for r
characterized one who was TPOCVAOC (Zos. 299. 73-5). See Holst (above, n. 333) 13-15. Such an inference
was perhaps made on the analogy of the Battus of Herodotus IV 155, who is also said to have suttered.
See Chroust (above, n. 152) 290 n. 20 with reference to Aristotle’s supposed lisp.

431. Zos. 299 68: TOV UEV TPOVAICUOY EUBRAA®Y TVOC YNPOUC €V TQ) OTOUCTL KOd TV
‘OUNPOL GUVEXWDC ENMOC Tt AEY®Y, 010V TO "POXBEL YO PEYOL KOO MO EEpOV ANeipoto” obtwg 8¢
10010 EMNVEPBOONTO, HOT EIGEABOVIN EMELY TOTC ~ABNVOUOLC £KELVO TO MEPLPEPOUEVOY "FIK®
PEPWY VPLY TO P KOTOPEPTTOPEVPEVOY."  Siox TOUTO & €1ne 10 p, ENedn ¢ €l 10 MAELOTOV Of
TPOCVAOL QEL TEPL 1O YPOUPOL TOVTO CPHAAOVTOL, TO A GVTL TOD P MPOPEPOVIEC.
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appears almost too tendentious to be genuine and there is the possibility, as Drerup
suggests,*¥ that this particular comic verse was the pointed invention of a later
biographer, perhaps of Zosimus himself. But even so the passage does point to the

comic origin of much of the tradition about Demosthenes’ stutter.

V. The Testimony of Aeschines and Demosthenes

If there is any basis of reality in this tradition, which definitely begins with
Demetrius, it must come from the speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines. But even
here caution must be exercised, since their remarks are charged with irony and
invective. Demosthenes frequently refers to Aeschines’ fine voice.**®* He describes his
rival as eDowvo¢®* and Aounpogwvotatoc.*® He is said to be loud sounding, which
allows him to express clearly and emphatically whatever he wants with his voice.!*
Demosthenes, by contrast, was said by biographers to have been unable to project his
voice. Aeschines is compared by Demosthenes to a gust of wind, who can string
together words clearly without even taking a breath (&nvevotei).4¥ Ironically this is

what later biographers said Demosthenes could not do; he could not speak dmvevotit®

432,  Drerup 51

433, Schaefer I 240 n. 2 has collected all the references; for a discussion of Demosthenes’ criticism
of Aeschines see Kindstrand (above, n. 281) 17-23,

434, XVIII 285, XIX 126, 338

435, XVIII 313; XIX 199. These two ideas are picked up in the biographical tradition. Ps—Pl. 840a:
ACUTPOPWVOC & QV; 840e: EYEVEIO 8 EVPWVOC; Anon. vit. Aesch. 268. 8: OVIOL 8& ACUNPOPWVOY; cf.
Schol. Dem XIX 337: €01 YO £UQWVOTOITIOC AITXIVIK, (X OCOTOC POPTUPEL MOAAGKIC & ATOCBEVTK.

436, XIX 206: VO 8E POEYYEOBOU HEYIOTOV CMOVIWY KOU COPECTOT &V €IMELY S POVAOLTO
m Qewvn; cf. XVII 260; XIX 216, 338

437, XVIII 308

438, Zos. 299. 64; Ps—Pl 844f
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Demosthenes charges that Aeschines places great stock in his voice, expecting to
subdue the audience with his histrionic talent.**® On more than one occasion he
connects the fine voice of Aeschines with his training in the theatre.*® He notes that
his rival exercises his voice (pwvaoketv) and practices (ueAétn).*4!  This is precisely the
picture of Demosthenes found in the biographical tradition: he practiced his orations,
trained his voice, put great import on the tovog ¢ @wvng.*? The irony in all this is
that Demosthenes who so sharply criticized Aeschines for his naturally fine voice and
histrionic talent, according to Demetrius suffered from a poor voice and had to turn
to an actor Andronicus for help. Aeschines, who was regarded both by himself and
later writers as naturally talented, was himself an actor;*#* but the orator who became
noted in the biographical tradition for his lack of natural talent took up theatrical
training. It sounds too specious, particularly since Aeschines never criticized
Demosthenes for such training or for his poor voice. It all appears to be the

invention of Demetrius of Phalerum, who was in fact highly critical of the orator.

439. XIX 337: Kodtot kod Mepl ¢ QWVNC 100 €METY QVOYKIT MEVU Yop PEYor kod €
TOCOTI} PPOVELY OXUTOV BKOVW, ¢ KOEBUMOKPLYOVUVEOY VUTC.

440. XVIHI 127: @onep £V 1poy@sioe Podvio:, 287: unde M @wVN SOKPUELY VMOKPLVOUEVOY,
313 &v TOUTOIC ACUITPOPMOVOTHTIOC, PVNHOVIKOTXTOC, VIOKPLING PLOTOC, TPOLYIKOC BEOKPIvIG cf.
XVIII 13; XIX 189, 246-47.

441, XVIII 280, 308, 309; XIX 255, 336

442. Cf. Plut. Dem. 11. 3. At XVIII 280 he tells Aeschines that it is not the speech of the rhetor
or 6 1OvOC ¢ PWVNC that is important but supporting the policies of the people. This comment is the
basis of the story told at Ps.—Plutarch 848b: once when his voice failed and he was interrupted by the
din of the assembly, Demosthenes responded that the actor should be judged by his voice but the orator
by his thoughts.

443, Anon. Vita Aesch. 268. 11: KO IOV KT OOTOV SIEVEYKELY SVIN EVQPUAL. POxy. 1800 nepl
ALOXIVOU 48: DNOKPLYOUEVOC EDPUNC & £V AOYOLC YEVOUEVOC. Demetrius fr. 171 (126a Ofenloch):
AAAX KEXTVUTH MOC E0TLY DTOV (860 100 AdYOVL, kod QTEXVOC HEV KOU TIPOMETC KO EVXEPDC
€l 10 AOLSOPELY CaXPRC KoU GIPENQDC PATOPL ELOLYOUEVT, EXOVON 8 T EVPUEC KO EVSYWYOV,
Kol 010V &V YEVOITO UVt £k QDOEWC Kod MEAETTK GLPOrvOTC.
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In noting that Demosthenes performed various exercises to improve his voice,
Demetrius was simply reiterating a criticism voiced by other Peripatetics, who, as we
have seen, regarded the orator as €mpeAng 7 paAdov ebeuRc. By contrast, Aeschines
was reputed to be naturally talented. Here the orator is his own witness. He
downplays any rhetorical training and stresses his innate ability. PUoug is the word he
uses.**! Here is the source of the tradition, preserved by later biographers and
rhetoricians, that Aeschines was eVQUNC paAAov 7 erupeAnc, that his rhetorical skill was
natural and not born of training**> By contrast Aeschines frequently warns of
Demosthenes’ beguiling téxvar% He is a texvitig A0ywv,**” who teaches the youth the
art of rhetoric.**® Perhaps here is the source of the tradition that Demosthenes had to
rely on study and practice; after all he did admit that he prepared and practiced his
speech against Meidias.*’ Certainly this could apply to his other speeches and to his
oratory in general.

So already in Aeschines is found the suggestion that Demosthenes was £myleAng
HaAAov Tj UK in contrast to himself. Where was this contrast more apparent than
in the power of their voices? So one could reason. The undue criticism of Aeschines’

fine voice could suggest that this was indeed an area of weakness for Demosthenes.

444, 11 241; 111 228

445. Demetrius fr 171; POxy 1800 1. 48; DH. De imit 212 20, Dem. 35; Philostr. § V 1 18 509; Phot.
cod. 61 20b

446, 1 117, 11 1, 156; 111 28, 35, 37, 193

447. 1 170; I 200

448 1 117, 11 156

449, XXI 191: TOXOL TOIVUY (0WC KO T TOLOOT £pEL, MC EOKEPPEVO KOU MOPECKEVHTPEVOL
NOVTOL AEY® VOV, £Y0 8 EoKEQBOU MEY, @ BIVEPEC “ABNVOLLOL, PN KOUK &V GpvnBeny, kod
HEMEAETNKEVOU Y ¢ EVIY HOALOT 10K
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In fact the orator more than once seems to imply this. He warns the Athenians that a
fine voice is an asset only for the duty of herald not for public office® He tells
them that they must not pay heed to Aeschines’ loud sounding voice and his weak
one.** He asks how it is that the most loathsome men with the loudest sounding
voices can be undone by one so timid as himself, who can speak no louder than
anyone else?43?

These statements at best are specious and highly ironical. They are not to be
taken literally. They need not imply that Demosthenes suffered from a weak voice,
let alone a speech impediment of any kind. But this is precisely what could have
been inferred. Thus we have the seeds of a tradition, which in its full form saw
Demosthenes characterized as an orator who overcame his natural defects through
training and various exercises. This tradition which goes back to Demetrius of
Phalerum, whose own claim of first hand knowledge is suspect seems to be based on
little more than chance references in comedy and the speeches of Aeschines and
Demosthenes. It was in fact the creation of the Peripatetics, who had invented this

image of the orator for the purposes of their rhetorical discussions.

450. XIX 338

451 XIX 216: pnSE " €6 xOAOY kod PEYOL OVTOC POEYEETOU, PNS € POLOAOY EYE.

452. XIX 208: T nOT 0DV £0T 1O KLITOV SU Of PESEAVPOTNIOL TV €V TN NMOAEL KO PEYLOTOV
POEYYOUEVOL TOV KOU GTOAPOTHTOV MAVIWY MOV KO OVSEVOC HETLOV PBEYYOUEVOL TOGOVIOV
NIIVTOL;
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CHAPTER 3

IDOMENEUS OF LAMPSACUS

Idomeneus lived sometime between 325 and 270 B.C**® In his youth he
studied briefly under the philosopher Epicurus, who came to his native city of
Lampsacus in 310, but departed to Athens soon after in 307/6.4* After a brief
political career, Idomeneus returned to philosophy and began writing shortly after
3004 Two works are generally ascribed to him: nepl twv Zwkpotuke@v and nepl 1@V
Snuaywywv.4*® Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hypereides figure in the second of these

works. His importance for the development of the biographical tradition of the

453. Jacoby, "Idomeneus,” RE XIX 1 (1914) 910.

454, DL. X 15

455. In P. Herc. 463 col. IX we find certain Epicureans attacked for their inconsistency, on the one
hand for denying participation in polititcal life, but on the other hand for excusing the political activity
of their disciple Idomeneus on the grounds of being uapouciovcog. This confirms the contention of
Angeli, "Per una ricostruzione della biografia di Idomeneo di Lampsaco," Proceedings of the XVI Int.
Congr. Papyrology (Chico 1981) 115-23, that Idomeneus participated in politics only for a brief period in
his younger years, perhaps immediately after Epicurus’ departure from Lampsacus in 307. She follows
Momigliano, "Su alcuni dati della vita di Epicuro,” RFIC 63 (1935) 302-16, in suggesting that Idomeneus
had received his appointment from Antigonus Monophthalmos, and argues that Idomeneus was politically
active for a very brief period between 306 and 301. Like Momigliano she challenges the notion that
Idomeneus served under Lysimachus or was in any sense tyrant of Lampsacus.

456. The historiographical fragments (FGrH 338 FF 1-15), now generally assigned to the latter work,
were originally assigned to the MEPL TWV TOKPOTIKDY by Sintenis, Ausgewahlite Biographien des Plutarch
I1I: Themistokles und Perikles (Berlin) 314. But the title of a work on the demagogues was first
recovered by Sauppe, "Idomeneus,” RhM 29 (1843) 450-52, from a text of Bekker’s Anecdota Graeca: Lex.
Rhet. p. 249 32

EKARBN OOV 1) pATNP Aloxivou “Eunovoo, ¢ pEV AEYeL ANpooBEvng, &md 100 NévIN
MOLELY KOU MOXELY (KO YOP TO QXOPO TOLVIOUOPPOY) ¢ SE TSOUEVNC PNOL STUOYWYOV, Enel
OO OKOTELV@Y TONWY GIVEPOUVETO TOLC HVOVUEVOLC.

According to Sauppe, I8OPEVNC PNOL SNUOYWYOV is a corruption of ISOPEVEDC PNot
SMUOLYWY®DY, which was further restored by Jacoby (FGrH 338 F 2) to ISopevel¢ onotcy £v Tlepi 1@V
ABNYNODY AMUOYWwY®Y. Cf. Angeli, "L'opera ‘Sui Demagoghi in Atene’ di Idomeneo," Vichiana ns. 10
(1981) 5, and Jacoby, FGrH IIIb 57 n. 1.
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orators lay in the fact that he was the first to deal biographically with a group of the
orators, albeit only as demagogues. In this last respect he stands apart from
Demetrius, who was chiefly concerned with the rhetorical technique of the orators.
This was of little importance to Idomeneus, who concentrated on their actions as
demagogues, both public and private, and usually of a scandalous kind. Consequently,
the part of the biographical tradition that includes a reference to the sexual
licentiousness of the orators can usually be traced back to him, often through
Hermippus. How far his work on the demagogues represented actual biography
cannot be determined from the fragments. Notices cover the whole span of a life,
from the mention of the patrimony or education of one demagogue to details about
the end of the career of another. But whether these separate notices should be taken
together to represent a composite picture of a single biography of each demagogue, is
an open question. There were certainly characterizing anecdotes, which made him a
popular source for later biographers like Hermippus. But by and large the impression
left from the evidence is of a work of a polemical kind, which used biographical

anecdotes to malign the character of the demagogue.

Lineage: Polemic

Scholars of the 20th century have been of two minds about the inspiration for

his writing; they have either regarded Idomeneus’ work on the demagogues in terms
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of a Peripatetic model,>” or have searched for any evidence of an Epicurean attitude

on his part, particularly the Epicurean hostility to rhetoric.*>® But the evidence

457. Leo (109-12), who wanted to see a Peripatetic influence in virtually every piece of historical
writing of the 4th and 3rd centuries, placed both Theopompus and Idomeneus within the ambit of
Peripatetic activity. For him the l'lcpi WV SNUOLYDYWV represented a genuine biography, which had
taken an important step beyond Theopompus. In his original evaluation Jacoby (RE IX 1 (1914) 910-12)
rejected the older opinion of Christ-Schmid (GGrLit V 74 = VI 1 [1920] 99 n. 3) that the NEPL TV
SNUOLYWYWY was a scandalous chronicle on the Athenian politicians written as a foil to his own
blameless tyranny and the view of Radermacher (PAW 27 [1907] 302-03) that it was a "polemic work of a
vulgar kind", which echoed the Epicurean distaste for rhetoric. In his view such explanations did not
sufficiently account for the unfavourable tradition. Rather he followed Leo in considering Idomeneus as
one of the many writers influenced by the Peripatos and his work on the demagogues as standing close
to Theopompus’ excursus. Later, however, Jacoby (FGrH 338 IIIb 84-5 & n. 3-4) abandoned this position,
rejecting a Peripatetic S‘L’SOQ for Idomeneus. Instead he returned to Radermacher’s interpretation that the
two works of Idomeneus were pamphlets connected with his Epicurean beliefs and perhaps his political
activity in Lampsacus.

458. According to Jacoby (FGrH 338 F 16 & IlIb 84) the fragments of the MEPL TRV SWKPXTUKDY
supposedly reflected the Epicurean aversion to rhetoric, particularly where Idomeneus characterized
Socrates as £V T01¢ PNTOPIKOLC SELVOC (338 F 16: DL. 11 19). That this same aversion is evident even in
the TEPL TV SNUOLYWY®Y, has been argued by Radermacher (above, n. 457) who believed that the
attacks on Demosthenes and Hypereides (F 10-12, 14) reflect the Epicurean condemnation of rhetoric; cf.
Kowlaski, "De Phrynes Pectore Nudato," Eos 42 (1947) 50-62, especially 58-9. But this is the only
evidence and the difficulty in seeing anything Epicurean in the IISpi WV 5'[1[.10(YO0Y63\7 has in the past
led scholars to explain this apparent discrepancy in terms of Idomeneus’ political activity; the work was
either a scandalous attack on Athenian politicians written as a foil to his own tyranny (Christ-Schmid,
GGrLit. VI 1 99 n. 3) or written to justify his departure from political life back to the contemplative life
(Wilamowitz—Moellendorff, Aristoteles und Athen 1 [Berlin 1893] 183). This problem has recently led
Angeli, "Una ricostruzione,” (above, n. 455) 115-23 & "Sui Demagoghi,” (above, n. 456) 5-16, to reject the
common attribution of the work to Idomeneus of Lampsacus and to assign the work to a homonymous
historian of the Hellenistic period, who wrote a history of Samothrace (Suda sv. ISOPEVEVLC (OTOPIKOC.
Eyporyey LOTOPIOY TV KT ToqLoBpRKNY). Against Christ-Schmid, Sauppe, Miiller and Leo, who had
assigned the history to the Epicurean Idomeneus, Jacoby excluded the citation from his collection of
fragments, considering such a work out of place for an Epicurean. Similar considerations led Angeli to
exclude the work on the demagogues from her collection: "I frammenti di Idomeneo di Lampsaco,”
Bollettino del Centro Internazionales per lo Studio dei Papiri Ercolanesi 11 (1981) 41-101. Whereas
Jacoby originally accounted for the problem by arguing that Idomeneus was never a true
philosopher, although he was counted among £AAOYWHOL podniod (DL X 25; cf. Jacoby, RE 910), Angeli
accepted that Idomeneus was a true Epicurean, but rejected the idea that he wrote the nspi 10V
SNUOLYWY®Y, because the Epicurean attitude toward political figures, particularly as it was voiced by
Philodemus, was so decidedly different from that expressed in the fragments of the work, and because
the Epicureans were indifferent to historiographical research which was so much a part of Peripatetic

tradition. See "Sui Demagoghi,” 10-14 and "Una ricostruzione," 119-20, 122 n. 26. Rather she connected
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suggesting any Epicurean point of view is at best scant. This need to see anything
decidedly Epicurean in the nepl twv Snpoywywv disappears as soon as it is recognized
that Idomeneus had modeled his work on earlier polemics on demagogues and as such
had reworked many themes common to works of this type. Hence his nepl twv
Snuaywywv should be connected with pamphlets of the fifth and fourth centuries,
particularly with t& nepl tov "ABnvnot Snpaywyav of Theopompus,*®® the nepi
OguotokAtoue kol Ooukudidouv kai IMepikAtoue of Stesimbrotus*® and the moALTLKOC
Adyvo¢ of Antisthenes, whose work was a scathing attack on all Athenian
demagogues.®! Idomeneus was indebted to these earlier writers for both the form
and content of his work. He inherited from them the literary scheme of the &tadoxm,
repeated their charges of @idotyua and tpuen against the demagogues, and reworked
a number of the biographical topoi introduced by them in connection with these two

charges.

the work with the Peripatos in general and Phaenias’ TEpl OV £V YIKEAIQ TUPGVVWY in particular.

459. The actual title of the excursus is given in Athenaeus IV 166de (FGrH 115 F 100 cf. F 95):
Oednopnoc 8 v 1M SekdTn 1BV PAUTUKRDY, &’ NC TVEC TO TEACLTOLOV PHEPOC XWPICOIVIEG, £V
£0TL T MEPL TOV “ABAVNOL SHUOYWY®DY KTA.  His words suggest that at some point the excursus on the
demagogues was separated from the rest of the history and treated as a separate work, perhaps in the
Hellenistic period by the Alexandrian scholars, at which time the title EpL 1@V ~ABAVNOLY STEOY®DY®DY
became attached to it.

460. The title is preserved in Athenaeus XIII 589de (FGrH 107 F 10a): AV & 0V10¢ <6> &V
(sc. TIEPIKATIC) MPOC ALPPOSICIOL NAVY KOTOUPEPTC, BOTC KO T TOV VIOV YUVOUKL GUVAY, GC
SINCIUPPOTOC 6 OAOLOC (OTOPEL, KUTX TOUC VTOUC VTR XPOVOUC YEVOUEVOC KOU EWPOK®C
oOTOY, €V 10 Emyporpopéve Tepl OepotokAéouc Kod Bovkvsisov kod TIepikAéouc. Schachermeyr,
"Stesimbrotos und seine Schrift iiber die Staatsmanner,” Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften 247.
5 (1965) 3-23, has recently argued against the older view which saw Stesimbrotus’ work as a political
polemic directed against Athens (Cf. Jacoby, FGrH 107 IId 343: "eine politische Tendenzschrift"), but has
regarded it as character—centered biography, which ought to be seen as "ein ganz respektabler Vorlaiifer
der peripatetischen Characterologie”. Cf. Meister, "Steisimbrotos’ Schrift iiber die athenischen Staatsminner
und jhre historische Bedeutung," Historia 27 (1978) 274-94.

46l. Athen. XII 522d.
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In general he expressed the same hostility as they had toward the Athenian
politicians. Theopompus was a great admirer of Antisthenes, whose persuasion he
found irresistible,*? and much of the Cynic’s attitude is apparent in his writing, in his
condemnation of luxury and democracy.*® Antisthenes’ moAttikog StéAoyog provided a
ANAVIEV KOTOSPOpTv 1@V’ ABNvnow Snaywy@v.** Such a general condemnation of
the demagogues appears in the excursus of Theopompus who does not even withold
his criticism from Cimon.®®> Likewise Idomeneus’ condemnation is universal;, even
Aristides does not quite escape unscathed; his sense of justice at times gets the better
of him. He is duped by the Spartan Ephors, while on a legation to Sparta.**® He is

charged with embezzlement by Themistocles.*” Even Phocion, who emerged in the

462, DL. VI 14.

463. Murray, "Theopompos or the Cynic as Historian," Greek Studies VIII (Oxford 1946) 156-70.
For a discussion of Theopompan historiography see Von Fritz, "The Historian Theopompos: His Political
Convictions and his Conception of Historiography,” The American Historical Review 46 (1941) 765-87,
Connor, "History without Heroes: Theopompos’ Treatment of Philip of Macedon,” GRBS 8 (1967) 133-54;
Bruce, "Theopompos and Classical Greek Historiography,” History and Theory 9 (1970) 86-109, G.
Shrimpton, Theopompus The Historian (Montreal 1991).

464. Athen. V 220d. According to Athenaeus (220e) in his works OUSEIC GYOBOC GUUBOVAOC
£Lvou SOKET, OV OTPAINYOC PPOVIIOC, OV COPIOTNC GELOAOYOC, OV MOINTAC OOEALOC, OO SHHOC
EVAOYLOTOC,

465. In FGrH 115 F 89 Cimon’s generosity is presented as an act of QIAOUMIX and in F 90 he is
called K?\ETIIZOTOLIOQ, a man who had been convicted more than once of shameful profit-making; See
Connor 30-38.

466. F 6: Plut. Arist. 10. 7.

467. F 7: Arist. 4. 4; cf. Craterus FGrH 342 F 12 (Arist. 26) and St. Cyril Contra Iulianum 6. 188,
These stories about Aristides’ dishonesty were probaby derived from Theopompus (Connor 166 n. 72), and
in fact the passage from St. Cyril immediately follows the citation of FGrH 115 F 90, in which
Theopompus criticized Cimon for profit-making. It would seem that Theopompus directed his criticism
even against the most just of Athenians, and Idomeneus may have done the same. In F 5 (Arist. 1. 2-8)
Idomeneus claimed, apparently against Demetrius £V I(:) ZCOKpéLISL, that Aristides was elected archon and
not appointed by lot: KO UMY GPLOUL YE TOV  APLOTEISNY O “ISOPEVEVC OV KVOPEVTOV, GAN’
é?\ouévwv sABI’]\JOLi(.!)\’ @NOLV. Demetrius, on the other hand, had maintained that he had been alloted
the office of Eponymous archon after the battle of Plataea. Demetrius had insisted on this point to
refute the charge that Aristides was poor: KO TEKUAPLOC THC TEPL TOV OLKOV EVMOPIOG £V PEV NYELTOU
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Peripatetic tradition as the ideal philosopher in politics, is criticized.*6

From this the intellectual lineage of Idomeneus’ work is clear. He shared the
very same attitude of cynicism toward the Athenian demagogues as Theopompus and
Antisthenes. But his dependence on these earlier writers of polemics expresses itself
most vividly in the literary form which his work took and in biographical
topoi which he used to defame the demagogues, and for our purposes the orators. At

this point it is necessary to discuss the first of these, the literary form of the work.

The Liter . The Di ¢

As the title of Idomeneus’ work suggests, the nepl 1@v "AOAVNIOLY SnuaY@N®V
was arranged as a Stadoxn, a scheme adopted by Theopompus in his excursus on the
Athenian demagogues in book 10 of the Philippika*®® The fragments suggest that

Theopompus had arranged his excursus as a succession of demagogues, each of whom

MY ENOVVROY &PXAY, AV NPEE O T KUAPE AXXOY €K TOV YEVAV TRV TO! PEYIOTO TPANOTOL
KEKTNUEV®Y, 0VC MEVIOKOGLOPESIIVOUC MPOSNYOPEVOY, E1EpoV 8¢ 10V ££00TPOKIONOY. By arguing
that Aristides was elected archon, Idomeneus may have been insinuating that the Athenian was poor and
could not rely on an aristocratic birth to secure his office. Rather he had to rely on demagoguery. As
Plutarch himself points out, his election may have been due to the popular reputation which he gained
after that battle: €1 8€ KOTOL PETOL TNV £V TTACTOUOTC PNy NPEEY, G AVTOC & ANUATPLOC YEYPOLPE,
KO VY TUBOVOV €0V €n 80t TooNDIM Kod KTopAMUOTL TALKOUTO Gt wBTvou 8 pETv
<BPXNC NC LS MAOTIOY ETOYXOVOV Of ACLYXGVOVIEC. But contrast Jacoby, FGrH 338 IIIb 84-5, who
believes that Idomeneus excluded Aristides from such condemnation, and Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi,” (above,
n. 456) 12, who accepts Jacoby’s view and adds that the parody of the Spartan Ephors was intended to
glorify the honesty of Aristides.

468. F 14: Plut. Phoc. 4.1

469. On the affinity between Idomeneus’ work and the MEPL TV €V TIKEAILX TUPXVVWOV of the
Peripatetic Phaenias of Eresus, see Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi,” (above, n. 456) 16; "Una ricostruzione,”
(above, n. 455) 123 n. 27, Leo 112; Arrighetti, "Satiro," (above, n. 97) 17. Wehrli (IX 30) suggests as a
possible model for Phaenias’ nepl 1@V £V ZLKE?\iQ( '[UpéLVW.OV, not only the excursus of Theopompus, but
also ‘TEpOVUHOC €V T Mnepl 1V  Emydvey npoyporeioe (FGH 154 F 13) and Baton’s Mepl 1@V €V
"EQEC® TUpOrVV®Y (Athen. 289c).
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inherited the position from a previous demagogue and then dominated for a number
of years*’® The ultimate model for such a list of npootdtar may have been
Stesimbrotus’ nepi OgpiotokAtoug kai Oouvkudidov kol TMepikAtoug.*” Certainly by the
fourth century it had become common practice in rhetoric to present history in terms
of a succession.’’? Theopompus was simply applying a common rhetorical technique
to his work.4”® Idomeneus imposed the same pattern on his own work.

The nepi v dnuaywy®v was much more extensive in its treatment than

Theopompus’ excursus, covering at least two books.*’* Idomeneus dealt with the

470. The evidence for this comes from FGrH 115 F 92 (Schol. Lucian Timon 30) where Cleon is
said to have been prostates for seven years and F 96b (schol. Ar. Wasps 1007) where Raubitschek’s
reading of the text suggests that Hyperbolus was prostates for 6 years: "Theopompos on Hyperbolos,"
Phoenix 9 (1955) 122-6; cf. Connor 48-9, 61-2, 160~1 n. 36-7 and Rhodes, Commentary on the Aristotelian
Athenaion Politeia (Oxford 1981) 345. For the idea of regal succession, whereby one demagogue inherited
the office, as it were, from a reigning demagogue, see Schol. Ar. Pac. 681, the content of which so closely
corresponds to FGrH 115 F 95-6 that it is generally regarded as an excerpt of Theopompus (Bloch,
HSCP suppl. 1 355 n 1): "YNEPBOAOC ... OVTIOC PETX THY 10V KAEwvog Suvaoteiory Sledétoto Ty
SNUOLYWYLXY. See Connor 63-4 and Andrewes, Historical Commentary of Thucydides, V 260-1.

471. Rhodes (above, n. 470) 345. Connor (165-6 n. 69), on the other hand, suggests that the whole
idea of presenting history as a succession of demagogues may go back to Eupolis’ Demes; he also
emphasizes a strong affinity between Theopompus’ digression on the demagogues and old comedy (102-03).

472. Demosthenes in his third Philippic (IX iii 23) divides fifth and fourth century history into a
series of hegemonies; the word l'[pOOICSLInQ, used by Theopompus and Aristotle (Athen. Pol. 28) of the
Athenian demagogues, is applied by Demosthenes to the leading cities, each of which are also assigned a
number of years of supremacy. Isocrates in his Antidosis (XV 230-6) names Solon, Cleisthenes,
Themistocles and Pericles as HpOOTéL‘[OLL 100 5ﬁ|.lOU. See Rhodes (above, n. 470) 345-6 and Connor
165-6 n. 69.

473. Aristotle in chapter 28 of the Athenaion Politeia provided a similar schematic sketch of
Athenian history as a succession of prostatai, each of whom dominated for a certain period. Both
Gomme (I 48 n. 1) and Raubitschek, (above, n. 470) 125 & "Theopompos on Thucydides the son of
Melesias," 14 Phoenix (1960) 82-3, maintain that the list in AP was derived from Theopompus, but Rhodes
(346) suggests that Aristotle’s source was a compiler who, although not an actual Atthidographer, was "a
writer in this tradition rather than an Athenian pamphleteer”. Connor (108-10), on the other hand,
suggests a common source for both Aristotle and Theopompus, one which was conservative in outlook,
hostile to Pericles and composed in the late fifth or early fourth centuries, perhaps Stesimbrotus, who
appears critical of all the demagogues including Cimon (103 & 176 n. 8).

474. 338 F 1: schol. Ar. Vesp. 947. The trial of Themistocles did not appear until the second book.
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Peisistratids, whereas Theopompus had not*”> Fragment 3, which concerns Hipparchus
and Hippias, comes from Athenaeus, who explicitly compares their excesses with the
moderation of their father. This suggests that Idomeneus had also described the rule
of Peisistratus.?’® He may even have included Solon, who was mentioned in many
fourth century succession lists of demagogues.*’’ The very fact that Idomeneus began
his work, at the very least, with the Peisistratids and concluded with Phocion,
indicates that he had extended the limits of the diadoché beyond that found in the
nepl @V ~AOfvnot Snpaywywv of Theopompus, who seems to have restricted his
excursus from the period of Themistocles to Eubulus#’® Further, extending the
diadoché to cover the period of Alexander meant that Idomeneus included Aeschines,
Demosthenes and Hypereides, in his treatment of the Athenian demagogues. His
importance, then, for the development of the biographical tradition of these orators

consisted in presenting their lives for the first time in an independent work.*”

475. F 3: Athen. XII 532f; cf. Jacoby FGrH 338 IlIb 85.

476. The notice on Peisistratus’ moderation actually comes from book 21 of Theopompus’ Philippika.

477. See Arist. AP 28; Isoc. Antidosis XV 232-7. Aristotle (Pol. Il 1274a 5-10) presents Solon as
founder of the democracy and Androtion FGrH 324 F 6 treats Peisistratus as ST]I.IOL'Y(.OY(')Q; cf Connor, 164
n. 60.

478. Connor 71-2 and Rhodes (above, n. 470) 345. Connor (165 n. 61) disputes Ruschenbusch’s
contention (Historia 7 [1958] 398-42) that Theopompus was responsible for the tendency in the
mid-fourth century to represent Solon as founder of the Athenian democracy but argues on the basis of
Plutarch Them. 19 that Theopompus had regarded Themistocles as the founder: after mentioning
Theopompus (F 85) for the story of how Themistocles bribed the Spartan Ephors to secure the rebuilding
of the walls at Athens, Plutarch stresses Themistocles’ role in turning Athens from a land power to a sea
power. If this part of the passage is Theopompan, it would suggest that the excursus began with the
man who was responsible for such a change. Stesimbrotus also seems to have touched upon this theme
and may have been Theopompus’ source. In citing Stesimbrotus for Miltiades’ opposition to Themistocles’
naval program, Plutarch (Them. 4. 3) again notes this shift from a land to naval power under
Themistocles’ leadership.

479. The fragments in which Theopompus dealt with Demosthenes (FGrH 115 FF 325-28) probably

appeared in the main narrative of Philippika (Connor 164 n. 59); likewise those fragments in which
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The Topoi of Polemic
I. puioupia

Behind the conception of Athenian history as a Sitadoxn was the charge of
otrotpio, which the writers of these polemics, including Idomeneus, leveled against
the demagogues. What they perceived was a series of rivalries between the various
demagogues, which often ended in the prosecution of the leading demagogue of the
day by his successor. Hence, Stesimbrotus had represented Miltiades opposing
Themistocles over the naval program,*® or had recorded the prosecution of Cimon by
Pericles.*®! Antisthenes had also mentioned the last incident, even repeating the gossip
of Stesimbrotus about Pericles’ relations with Elpinicé, the sister of Cimon.!82
Theopompus had included an account of the prosecution of Pericles by Thucydides.*®?
He also seems to have described the trial of Themistocles which resulted in the

confiscation of his property.*®® This same trial, which ended Themistocles’ career and

Demetrius of Phalerum dealt with the political career of the orator (frs. 133-34) were to be found in
one of his political monographs such as NEPL TNC SEKMEUNC, VNEP TNC MOALIEIC, or ABNVOU®Y
KOTSPOURA (or perhaps even MEPL SMUOLYWYIOW), but Jacoby (FGrH 228 FF 19-20) assigns them to NEPL
(Sntoptkﬁc. The first fragment charges Demosthenes with cowardice and with being susceptible to
bribery (Plut. Dem. 14. 2); the second concerns his death (Dem. 28. 3).

480. FGrH 107 F 2: Plut. Them. 4. 4. For a discussion on the historicity and historical context of
this fragment see Gruen, "Stesimbrotus On Miltiades and Themistocles," CSCA 3 (1970) 91-8.

48l. F 5 Plut. Cim. 14. 5.

482. Athen XIHI 589f.

483. FGrH 115 F 91: Schol. Ar. Wasps 947. The Thucydides referred to by Theopompus was not
the famous son of Melesias, but the son of a certain Pantaenus. According to Connor (38-43) by
discrediting the patrimony of Thucydides, Theopompus was rejecting the official version.

484. A trial is suggested in FGrH 115 F 86 (Plut. Them. 25. 3), where we are told on the authority
of Theopompus that 100 talents were discovered and gathered ng 10 6T11(30LO\7.
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forced his flight to the Persian king, was noted by Idomeneus.®®® In his account,
however, the prosecutor appears to have been Cimon, who would have succeeded
Themistocles as the leading demagogue of Athens. Idomeneus took the text of the
charge against Themistocles from Craterus but did not follow the Macedonian scholar
in making Leobotes, the son of Alcmeon, the prosecutor.®¢ Rather he seems to have
substituted the name of Cimon in order to preserve what he saw as a regular pattern
in Athenian history, a continual and uninterrupted succession of demagogues.*®’
Cimon thus became the leading figure until the arrival of Pericles, who in turn
attempted to remove his rival by prosecution.

A similar distortion is found in Idomeneus’ account of xAonng katadikn falsely

raised against Aristides by Themistocles.*®® Again his source seems to have been

485. F 1 (Schol. Ar. Vesp. 947): 8ut 8¢ O ABNVOXI®Y SNPLOC AELPULYIXY AVTOD
(sc. @EIOTORAEOVC) KOTOYVOUC ESAHEVTE THY 0VTLoY, Kol TPAC ~APTOEEPENY NKE PEVYWY, COPEC
note? "ISOpEVEVC St 10V B’ 1OV TPONOV TOVTOV "ol PEVIOL ~ABNVOTOl aDTOV K YEVOUC
QLELPUYIOY KOTEYVWOOY NIPOSIEOVIOC TV EAAGSOL, ko ordToD 1) 00oio: E8nuenen.”

486. FGrH 342 F 11 €l00CYYEAIOL KT KOUVRY Kod SYpE@@y GSIKndImy ot PEv ooy f
KouxtAiov 86toe (F 155 Of). Oedppoatoc 8¢ €v 1L Tetdpton Tepl VOPWY @noi YEVEGOHOU, EXLV TUC
KOTOAUNL TOV SNHoV PNTwp, N IR T &PLOTOL GUUPBOVAEINL, XPAMOTO. ACUBAV®Y N €6V TUC
NPOSIS@L XWPLov ] VUC N MECHY oTpotidy: 1 €&V TUC €i¢ TOVC MOAEMIOVC GpikynToU 1 +VLkoin
nop’ VTOLC 1) OIPUTELNTIONL PET ODIDY, 1) 8PP AUB&YNL. CUVOPOAOYEL 8 TOL¢ VMO
OoPPAOTOV N KU OEULOTOKAEOVC ElooryYEAiD, NV €lonNyyeAey, ¢ Kportepde, AcmP@ng
* AARpE@VOC, T AYPUATBEY.

487. F 1 comes from a confused scholium on Aristophanes Vesp. 947 which seems to record the
text of the ElOQYYEAIQ, also noted by Craterus (FGrH 342 F 11) and Theophrastus. Of the two charges
recorded by Craterus and Theophrastus, SWPOSOKIO and NPOSOGIRL, the scholiast of F 1 mentions only
the last, nor does he include the name(s) of the prosecutor(s), given by Craterus (FGrH 342 F 11) and
followed by Plutarch (Them. 23, 1), as Leobotes, son of Alcmeon. See Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi,” (above, n.
456) 13 n. 60. However, at Aristides 25. 10, Plutarch cites as Themistocles’ prosecutors Alcmeon, Cimon
and many others. Plutarch obviously has another source before him at this point. Jacoby, FGrH 342
I[Ib 103, attributes the variant to Idomeneus, who was Plutarch’s chief source for the life of Aristides, or
to Stesimbrotus, who was Idomeneus’ own source.

488. F 7: Plut. Arist. 4. 4.
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Craterus; but in the latter’s account Aristides was prosecuted and convicted, after the
exile of Themistocles, by a certain Diophantes on the charge of dwpodoxkic.*8?
Idomeneus’ liberal reworking can partly be explained in light of Plutarch’s remark on
the state of Craterus’ account of the trial of Aristides. He notes that the Macedonian
scholar provided oU8tv Eyypagov olte Sixknv obte Yhoiopa, although he usually
recorded such things and adduced his sources. This left Idomeneus free to rework his
source as he wished. But the departure from Craterus, as in the case of the trial of
Themistocles, was intended to emphasize the rivalry between the two demagogues,
which ended predictably in the prosecution and eventual ostracism of Aristides, both
engineered by Themistocles.**°

Similarly, by having Cleon prosecute Pericles over his failure to take
Epidaurus, Idomeneus ignored Peripatetic sources which had preserved the actual
name of the prosecutors.! But it was common knowledge from Thucydides onward
that, after the death of Pericles, Cleon emerged as the leading demagogue in Athens.
Since Idomeneus perceived Athenian politics in terms of a succession of rivalries,
which often culminated in the prosecution of the leading demagogue by his successor,
it is not surprising to find Cleon challenging Pericles in the truly democratic fashion,
by taking his rival to court. As we shall see, he also presented Aeschines and

Demosthenes, and again Hypereides and Phocion, as pairs of rival demagogues.

489. 342 F 12: Arist. 26. 1-2. Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi," (above, n. 456) 12 & n. 53-4, accepts that
Idomeneus’ antecedent was Craterus, whereas Jacoby, FGrH 342 IIIb 104, suggests that the source for both
Idomeneus and Craterus was a fifth century pamphlet, reworked differently by the two authors.

490. Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi,” 12 n. 54.

491. F 9: Plut. Per. 35. 3-5. Against I[domeneus Plutarch cites Theophrastus for the name Simmias

and Heraclides Ponticus for the name Lacratides.
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IL. Toven

®irotpia was only the first of two charges raised against the Athenian
demagogues in the polemics of Stesimbrotus, Antisthenes and Theopompus. The other
was tpupn. Here the point of contact is most apparent in Idomeneus’ own work.
Many of the biographical topoi which were introduced by these earlier writers to
illustrate the extravagant and lascivious behaviour of these demagogues, he reworked,
transferring them from one demagogue to the next. In this way Demosthenes and
Hypereides were characterized in the same manner as Pericles was, and herein lies
Idomeneus’ main contribution to the biographical tradition of the orators. Many of
the characterizing anecdotes first introduced by him made their way into the tradition
through Hermippus.

How far Idomeneus was dependent upon these earlier polemics is apparent
right from the start with his treatment of Hippias and Hipparchus. According to
Idomeneus, the rule of the Peisistratids became more oppressive, not, as traditionally
claimed, after the assassination of Hipparchus, but after Hippias and Hipparchus had
introduced to Athens 8aAior xoi kwpot. To these revelries flocked 10 nAnBo¢ xai
innwv kol £pwv noAAwy, that is, female and male prostitutes.®> As F 3 stands in the
text of Athenaeus, the behaviour of Hippias and Hipparchus is contrasted with that of

Peisistratus who petpiog €xpnro totg ndovate. Theopompus was Athenaeus’ source for

492. F 3: Athen. XII 532f. Hippoi meant "loose women" at least in the time of Aelian NA IV 1L
See Gulick, Loeb V 405 n. f. Angeli, "Sui Demagoghi," (above, n. 456) 13, accepts this interpretation of

hippoi as a clear indication of the non-Epicurean stance of Idomeneus’ work on the demagogues.
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this last detail,*®> and Idomeneus may have used him. Certainly what is implied is
that the excesses of the Peisistratids led to a worsening of government. The
connection between the decline in the quality of government and increased sexual
licence was a common theme in Theopompus’ excursus. Thus he characterized
Eubulus as an dowtog, who even outdid the extravagance of the Tarentines; while the
latter were simply intemperate at banquets, Eubulus went so far as to spend public
money on pioBot (kataptoBoeopiw).t®* He is contrasted with the demagogue
Callistratus, who, though he was npo¢ peév ta¢ nSovég dxpatng, was at least careful
with public money.*®> The extravagance of Eubulus, particularly in his misuse of

public money, led to a further weakening of the moral fibre of Athens.*® Idomeneus

493, XII 532f-533c. The reference to Peisitratus comes from book 21 of Philippika (FGrH 115 F
135); according to Theopompus the tyrant never posted guards on his estate but allowed anyone to enter
and take whatever fruit he wanted. His actions, so Athenaeus tells us, were imitated by Cimon, about
whom Theopompus described the very same thing in book 10 (F 89). The comparison to Peisistratus
indicates that Theopompus treated Cimon not as a conservative but as a demagogue who used his wealth
to win popular favour. Wade-Gery, "Two Notes on Theopmpos’, Philippika, X, AJP 59 (1938)= Essays in
Greek History 233-8, followed by Connor (32-7), has argued on the basis of Plutarch that Theopompus
reported how Cimon’s generosity led to Pericles’ use of state funds to rival his opponent. The
importance of Pericles in the scheme of Theopompus’ ITEpl @V *ABNYNOL SNUOYWY®Y lay in his
introduction of public misthoi which led to the moral decline of Athens, ending in the administration of
Eubulus, whose distributions from the theoric fund completed the corruption of the state. Traces of
Theopompus’ account of Cimon’s generosity (F 89) can be found in Plutarch Cimon 10. 1-3 and
Pericles 9. 2-3. The account in Pericles 9 mentions his introduction of jury pay and festival grants, the
subsequent attack on the Areopagus by Ephialtes and the ostracism of Cimon. Pericles 10 deals with the
battle of Tanagra and Cimon’s recall on the motion of Pericles in order to make peace with Sparta, a
detail which corresponds to F 83 of Theopompus.

494. FGrH 115 F 100: Athen. IV 166de. Gulick (Loeb I 257) translates the verb as "to spend public
money to hire mercenaries’, Connor (67) simply as "to make public payments”. Certainly the latter makes
more sense as Eubulus was controller of the Theoric fund.

495. FGrH 115 F 97 Athen. IV 166e

496. This point is made clear FGrH 115 F 99, where we are told that the distribution of money by
Eubulus resulted in the city becoming less courageous and more lax: Harpocr. sv. EUBovAog St 8n
SNUOYWYOC AV EMPOIVESTHTOC, STUPEANC T KO PLAOTIOVOC, YPYUPLOY TE GUXVOV MOPIL®Y TOTC
> ABnvaiolg Siévepe, 81O ko TV MOALY €Nl THC TOVTOV NMOMTEING GrVOrVSPOTTNY Ko POEUOTAINY
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made the same connection in the case of the Peisistratids, whose rule became more
oppressive after introducing activities that encouraged sexual licence.

The behaviour of Hippias and Hipparchus is paralleled in the life of
Themistocles, who likewise exposed Athens to prostitution. Idomeneus told how
Themistocles yoked four hetairai to his chariot and drove them through the
Ceramicus, oUnw ~AOnvaiev pedvoxoptvey ovd’ ttaipatg xpwpivev.!®’ The story at
once recalls Theopompus’ treatment of Chares, who so lived for luxury that he was
attended on his campaigns by common prostitutes; the war contributions he would
spend on these vices and on bribing public officals and private individuals back

home.*?® The charge of misusing public money was raised frequently against

Themistocles.**®
[he Archetype: Pericles 0 dxdAaotog

In both of these examples it was the illicit behaviour of the demagogues more
than anything else which Idomeneus emphasized. The archetype of all such behaviour

was Pericles’% This is particularly true in the case of the orators. Idomeneus

CUVERN YEVEOBOU EEEIPYGRONTO OEOMOUNOC £V T { TV PIAUTUKGDY.

497. F 4b: Athen. XII 533d; cf. F 4a: Athen. XIII 576c where the names of the four prostitutes are
given.

498. FGrH 115 F 213 (Athen. XII 532cd).

499. Theopompus noted (FGrH 115 F 85: Them. 19. 1) Themistocles” bribing of the Spartan Ephors
and suspected (F 86 :Them. 25. 3) the source of his enormous estate, which was valued at a 100 talents.
Idomeneus recorded how Themistocles was charged with embezzlement (338 F 1), a charge also raised
against him by Theopompus.

500. Eubulus’ excess in spending public monies, which led to a moral lapse at Athens, has it
parallel in the introduction of public misthoi by Pericles. This action, so he was accused, also led to a
moral decline at Athens; cf. Plut. Per. 9. I: XAAOL 8€ TIOAAOL MP@TIOV VI’ EKEIVOL QOO TOV SHUOV €M
KANPOVXIOC KO BEWPIKY KOU MOBRY SIOCVOUOC TIPOOLXBNVOL, KOKDC E0BLOBEVTOL KOUL YEVOLEVOY
NOAVTEAN KO GROAXCTOY VMO TAY TOTE MOAMTEVUAT®Y VT GEXPPOVOC KOU OtOTOVPYOD.
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characterized Demosthenes and Hypereides as axoAaotog nepl dgpodiowa.’®!  This
charge had been raised against Pericles by Stesimbrotus. According to the Thasian
writer, Pericles was so npo¢ agpodicia névv katageptc that he even consorted with
his son’s wife %2 In this he was followed by Antisthenes who also took over from
him the story of Pericles’ illicit affair with Elpinicé as the price of Cimon’s recall
from exile. In the very same passage (XII 589e-f) in which Athenaeus quotes
Stesimbrotus’ nepl OgpiotoxkAtouve kal Oovkudidov kai IepikAtoue for the note on
Pericles’ affair with Xanthippus’ wife, he also cites Antisthenes for details about
Pericles’ liaison with Aspasia, Cimon’s unnatural relations with his sister and Pericles’
illicit affair with her’*® Antisthenes derived the notice on Cimon’s recall from exile,

if not all the other details, from Stesimbrotus.’®* Theopompus also dealt with the

50l F 12 & F 14. The second passage (Athen. XIII 590cd) is repeated nearly verbatim in
Ps.~Plutarch (849d), where the notices from Idomeneus on Hypereides’' hetairai is prefaced by the
comment that the orator was npég o0 &@pOﬁiGLOL KOLIOLCpEpﬁQ.

502. FGrH 107 F 10a: Athen. XIII 589de. At Pericles 13. 15 (F 10b) Plutarch indicates that the
source of such sordid details on Pericles’ affairs was the comic poets. A similar charge was made by
Theopompus against Callistratus who NPOC PEV TOC NEOVOK ﬁ\) Okpotic (FGrH 115 F 97: Athen. IV 166e).

503. Athen. XIII 589%f (FGrH 107 F 10a) AV 8 o010¢ &vp NPOC SpposioLo MAVY KOTOUPEPTC:
Sotg xod T 100 VIOV Yyuvouki cUVY, O¢ TMOWPPOToC & AAOLOC {OTOPET ... £V 1 ENLYPOUPOUEVEW
nepL OgOTORAL0VC ko BouKkusiSov kol TIEPIKAEOUC. ~AVILOBEVNC 8’ O SWKPOTKOC EPUTBEVTOL
QNoiy odTOV ~Acnooiog Sic THe NUEPOC €lotOVIoL kod £41OVIL Qo ordTNC omSeabou Ty
AVOPWIOV, KO PEVYOVONC NOTE OMDTNC YPOUPNAY KOEPEIOC AEYWY UNEP OrDTNC MAEOVOL £83KPUCEY
i 81 Unép 100 Biov ko T ovaiog EktvdOvEVEY. ko Kipwvoc 8 “EAmvikn 1 GSEAQD
NOPOVOUWS TVYOVTOE, £18° Votepoy £x80Beione KoAAiDL, xod QUYNSEVBEVTOC HioBov FAPE THe
KoBO80v odToD O TMepikAng 10 10 “EATUVIKY HixBnvod.

504, Stesimbrotus seems to have been the first to tell how before Cimon’s trial Elpinicé had
approached Pericles and pleaded with him on her brother’s behalf (FGrH 107 F 5. Plut. Cim. 14. 5)
According to the story Pericles had replied that she was too old TNAIKQIUTO SLUMPXTTECOOUL
rtpécYuoaoc. Since Stesimbrotus had elsewhere dealt in detail with Pericles’ sexual excesses, such as his
affair with Xanthippus’ wife (F 10a: Athen. XII 589de), it seems likely that Pericles’ reply to Elpinicé
implied something sexual. The same story is repeated almost verbatim in Pericles 10. 6 without reference
to Stesimbrotus, but no doubt was derived from him. Here the story is connected with an account given

at 10. 5 of Cimon’s recall from exile, which Pericles did not propose until a secret compact had been
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recall of Cimon and may have included some of the more sordid details from
Stesimbrotus and Antisthenes>® It is quite possible that Idomeneus did the same.>%
Beginning with Stesimbrotus Pericles had been characterized as sexually
excessive; many of the stories which were first told by him were repeated by
Antisthenes and Theopompus, and picked up from them by Idomeneus. The latter
certainly accepted the traditional characterization of Pericles as dx6Ac.oto¢ nepi
appodiowa, and made him the model after whom he patterned the orators’ behaviour.
Such stereotyping makes much of the biographical tradition that can be traced back
to him suspect. As we shall see, many of the biographical details are simply
variations on the conventional topoi of the genre in which he was working. Only six
fragments deal specifically with the orators Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hypereides.>"
But they are representative of his treatment as a whole. What we find are standard

characteristics of a demagogue: his sexual excessiveness, his low birth or his intense

reached betweeen the two rivals 8t "EAUTLVIKNC The anonymous source(s: £VIOL) of this story is
generally thought to be Stesimbrotus (Jacoby, FGrH 107 IIIb 347). The sexual implication of Elpinicé’s
agency in securing Cimon’s recall is made explicit by Antisthenes who stated that PiOBOV EAGBE TH¢
xaB680v od1oD (se. Kipdvog) O TMepikAne 1O 1  EAmvik] wxenvow (Athen. XIII 589f). That
Stesimbrotus also had mentioned Cimon’s incestuous relation with his sister seems confirmed in F 4 (Cim.
4. 5), where Stesimbrotus accused Cimon of being uneducated and Laconic in his nature. It is generally
accepted, although not by Jacoby, that this excerpt from Stesimbrotus continues at 4. 6 with fu 8¢ véog
OV adtiory Faxe MANOISLEVI GSEAQN. Jacoby (FGrH 107 TIIb 346) attributes these words to Plutarch’s
common source, but admits that an account of Cimon’s incestuous affair could have stood in Stesimbrotus.

505. FGrH 115 F 88, At Pericles 10. 5, a passage which goes back to Stesimbrotus, the terms of
Cimon’s recall are specified, that Cimon would command 200 ships into foreign lands against the Great
King, while Pericles would retain control of the city. These terms are repeated by Nepos (Cimon 3. 2)
in a passage of Theopompan origin (Connor 26-9).

506. At Pericles 10. 7 Plutarch quotes him for the story of Pericles’ assassination of Ephialtes and
he may be included among the €viot of 10. 5 who told of Pericles illicit affair with Elpinicé as the
price of Cimon’s recall.

507. FF. 2 & 10-14.
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rivalry. It is now time to examine these fragments in detail and to evaluate

Idomeneus’ contribution to the biographical tradition.

The Traditi \eschi D | L H id
I puioupia

As already noted, Idomeneus arranged his work after the pattern of a
diadoche, whereby Athenian history was viewed in terms of a series of rivalries
between demagogues. He presented Demosthenes as the rival of Aeschines, and
Hypereides of Phocion. The rivalry between the last two is implied in F 14 (Phoc. 4.
1) where we are told that Idomeneus had made Phocion’s father a Sotdukomnotdg, a
detail that Plutarch rejects because the low birth of the Athenian general was not
mentioned in the speech of Glaucippus, although the son of Hypereides had recounted
countless other evils about Phocion’”® That speech probably was the basis for
Idomeneus’ inferring a rivalry between the two demagogues. The speeches of
Aeschines and Demosthenes were certainly the point of departure, when it came to
gathering biographical details about them, as, for example, when Idomeneus inferred
that Demosthenes actually prosecuted Aeschines for his conduct on the embassy to

Philip’®® Despite the inconclusive evidence offered by the two Crown speeches,

508. Phoc. 4. 1 POKI®VO 8¢ TEKPOUPOPOU PN MOVIXTIOGLY €LVOUL YEVOUC QTIMOV KOl
KOTOUTEMTOKOTOC. €6 YOP MY, G¢ @Noty “ISOPEVEDC, SOLSUKOMOIOD NATPOC, OVK &V €V 1B AdY®
FAoOKIOC O “YREPEISOU PUPIO CUVEIAOXWC KO EIPNKWC KT ODTOV KOKX THY SVOYEVELOLY
NOPNKEY KTA.

509. F 10: Plut. Dem. 15. 6: O 8€ XU AlGX{VOV <MEPL> THC NOPOMPEOPEinG XSNAOY €1 AEAEKTOU:
KOUTOL ONOLY ISOUEVEUC MOP TOLALKOVIO! HOVOC TOV ALOXIVNY GUTOQUYELY. OAA’ OUK EOLKEV
oVtw¢ EXELy 10 &ANOEC, €l 86T 10T¢ MEPL 1OV OTEPAVOV YEYPOUPPEVOLC EXNTEPW AOYOLC
TEKLOUPECOHOU PERVNTOU YOP OVSETEPOC XDTMV EVOPYHDC OVSE TPOIVEC EKELVOV TOU BLYDVOC (X BLXpL

165



which Plutarch notes made it impossible to determine whether or not the
Legation speeches were ever delivered by the two orators, Idomeneus described how
Aeschines was taken to court but acquitted by the narrow margin of 30 votes’® A
near conviction, however, could have been explained from Aeschines’ silence, and an
actual reference to the trial could have been inferred from Demosthenes’ comment at
XVIII 14251 This was far from conclusive evidence, but the existence of speeches for
and against could easily lead one to assume a trial, and there were certainly the
thematic considerations of the Stadoxh. As rival demagogues, Aeschines and
Demosthenes fit neatly into the pattern of Athenian history as it was conceived by
Idomeneus in his work. As with Themistocles or Pericles, they were charged with
ptAoupio, which found expression in the endless series of rivalries and political
prosecutions that dominated Athenian politics.

In any event it made good biographical reading to assume an actual trial.

Slxne NPoeABSVIOL.

510. Jacoby, FGrH 338 IIIb 89, notes that modern scholars are of a different opinion than Plutarch,
but he is uncertain whether Idomeneus’ testimony is worthy of as much credence as modern scholars
have given it; cf. Schaefer II (1856) 384-6; Blass III (1877) 308-9; Christ-Schmid, Gr. Lit. I 6 (1912) 590f.

511 £KELVO QOBOVHOU, UM TOV EIPYUOPEVEY DT KOK®DY OVTOC EAKTIOV VNOANGET: Snep
NPOTEPOV CLVERN, BTE TOVC THRANUNOPOVC PWKENC Enoinoey MOAECONU 1O YeLdT SeVP’
QLY YELAOLC.

Besides the testimony of Idomeneus, Blass adduced this passage as evidence of Aeschines’ earlier
acquittal, and as for the silence observed by the orators, he states that "die Ursachen nicht fern liegen".
Simcox, The Oration of Demosthenes and Aeschines on the Crown (1872) 190, interprets 6H€p npétepov
OUVEBN to mean "when I brought him to trial and you acquitted him". But Goodwin, Demosthenes On
The Crown (1904 repr. 1959) 90, notes that the phrase alludes to "a former time when Aeschines caused
the ruin of the Phocians by bringing home false reports” and can only refer to the return of the second
embassy in 346. He adds, however, that "the statement that Aeschines was thought ‘too insignificant to do
so much harm’ with the apprehension that the court may make the same mistake again in the present
case, is one of the strongest confirmations of the opinion that the case against Aeschines really came to
trial, that the speeches de Falsa Legatione were actually spoken, and that Aeschines was acquitted by a

small majority.”
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Certainly that is how it appears in the biographical tradition after Idomeneus, who
must be its source. Thus Ps.-Plutarch notes that it was through the aid of Eubulus
that Aeschines was acquitted by thirty votes. He also adds that certain writers
maintained that the speeches were composed but never delivered because of the battle
of Chaeronea’'? Virtually the same words are repeated by Photius, who derived the
notice either from Ps-Plutarch or a common source,’'? and are in the Hypothesis to
nepl tng nopornpeoPeicg of Aeschines, again with a note on the controversy over
whether the speeches were actually delivered’'* In each account the characterization
of Eubulus as a demagogue would indicate that the ultimate source was a writer on
demagogues. Although there is no indication that Idomeneus followed Theopompus in
including Eubulus in his work, the detail of Aeschines’ acquittal by thirty votes points
to him as the source.

However, the debate over the actual delivery of the Legation speeches arose
after Idomeneus, during the period of Alexandrian scholarship. Through the course of
his research on the speeches of the orators, Dionysius of Halicarnassus became well
acquainted with the Pinakes both of Callimachus and of the Pergamene scholars, and

his list of speeches in nepi Aetvépyov was probably based on these’® He divides the

512. Ps-Pl Aesch. 840c: GAAGL GUVEITOVTIOG 0rdTR EVBovAOY 100 Smuvedpov TpoBaAAousiov
SNUOLYDYODVIOC, TPLAKOVIO! YNPOLC CMEPUYEY. €0l 8 Of POt TUYYPOYOL PEV TOUC PATOPOLC TOUC
AOYOUC, EUTIOSMV 8€ YEVOUEVMY TV MEPL XOUPWVELOY, INKET TNV SIKNY El0EABEL V.

513. Phot. 490a 26-28: Zuvsmévrog pEVIOL YE oOT® EVBovAcy 100 Znivedpou TpoPoeiaion
amozYwYomog wncpou; pdvouc A épuye.

514. £VioL PEV 0DV POl YEYPXPOOL PHEV TOUC )\oyoug SYPOTEPOUC, OV PEVIOL YE EipNoBow: Ol
8¢ ko €IpNOBoU POOL, KOU KEKIVSUVEVKEVOL TOV AIGXIVIY TOLKOVIO: YMpoic ADVOL, Suwe PEVTOL
Ano@uYELy EVBOVAOVL oDI® 10U SNUUNYWYOD GUVOY®VIOOUEVOV, OV PEVIOL MOPX NXOLY
QUTOYVWOBNVOU IOV 1O QIAUTLELY, (¢ OrOTOC &V 1) NPOOIiw NOPASNACT Kod ATUOCBEVTKC &V
0 NEPL TOV OTEPALVOU.

167



speeches into public and private and further subdivides each category into authentic
and spurious. The arrangement may in part go back to these pinacographical works.>!®
The same kind of catalogue was used for the arrangement of Demosthenes’ orations,
with notations indicating whether the speech was actually delivered or not. In fact, in
arranging Demosthenes’ speeches into a chronological framework for Ammaeus’
benefit, Dionysius speaks of Demosthenes having only composed the nepi
nopoanpeoPeiag, but not actually delivering it as the orator had in the case of the
eighth Philippic®'" 1t is exactly in these terms that he speaks of the speech against
Meidias, which, according to tradition, was also never delivered’'® For his list of
Demosthenic speeches, as for the catalogue in the nepl Aevépyov, Dionysius relied on
the Pinakes of Callimachus and others’!® It was within the ambit of Alexandrian
scholarship that the debate arose over whether the Legation speeches were ever

actually delivered or not and the authority of Idomeneus was first called into

question. The fact that his testimony only appears in the biographical tradition with

515. See above, n. 112 and Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 61-3.

516. Shoemaker (63) believes that Callimachus and the Pergamene scholars did not distinguish
between genuine and spurious speeches but merely listed what they considered genuine under the name
of the individual orator; but contrast Hartmann, De Canone Decem Oratorum (Goettingen 1891) 3 and
Radermacher (above, n. 24) 161

517. Ad Amm. 1 10: perdt Avkiokov €ouy &pxwv Iuedsotoc, £’ o0 v dY80ny 1OV
DLALTUKDY SNUNYopLdY SLE0£10 MpOC¢ Tou¢ DLAIMNoOv npéoPelc, ¢ 0Ty dpxf © Q
vépec’ ABnvactot, ok oy, Snwe od odtiow, kod TOV Ko AloXIVOU GUVEIRENTO AGYOY, 8TE 10g
£VBUVOKC £8(60V TNC BEVTEPOIC TIPEOREI THE ML TOUC BPKOVC.

518. Ad Amm. 1 4: KOLTOL TOVTOV YEYPOUTIOU TOV XPXOVIXL (sc. KOAARGXOV) Ko O KO
MetSiov AOYOC, OV QUVEIREXTIO HETQL TNV XELPOTOVIOY, NV O SHUOC OOV KOTEXELPOTOVNTE. Cf.
Plut. Dem. 12. 3; Ps.—Plut. 844d. Photius 49la 40 notes that the speeches against Meidias and against
Aischines do not exhibit Demosthenic qualities. But see Harris, "Demosthenes’ Speech Against Meidias,"
HSCP 92 (1989) 117-36, who argues that the speech was actually delivered.

519. Cf. Ad Amm. 1 4: €00 8¢ ALOTIPOV TOD PET KOAMOTPOTOY £V “ABNVOUo PGy £LNE

SnUNYOPLOLY, NV EMLYPOUPOVOLY O TOUC PNTOPIKOVC TIEVOKOIC TUVIREVTEC TIEPL TV CUULOPLBV'.
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this note of caution, suggests that the source of the later tradition was a writer who
used both Idomeneus and the Pinakes. Only one author comes to mind, Hermippus.
The existence of the two set Legation speeches only naturally led Idomeneus
to assume that Aeschines and Demosthenes went to court. After all, that was what
was expected of demagogues. This assumption may also explain why he accepted the
less reliable tradition that included Hypereides among those politicans demanded by
Alexander after the destruction of Thebes in 335 B.C. According to Plutarch,
Idomeneus and Duris of Samos maintained that Alexander demanded the surrender of
ten and not eight demagogues, as the majority and most reliable sources held.’?
Among the eight names listed by Plutarch there is no mention of Hypereides. But in
Phocion Plutarch seems to follow the other, less reliable, tradition, that Duris and
Idomeneus accepted. At 9. 10 he records that ten citizens were demanded by
Alexander and later at 17. 2 provides an incomplete list of their names, when he notes
that Alexander requested the surrender of the followers of Demosthenes and
Lycurgus, Hypereides and Charidemus.’?! Apparently in that tradition Hypereides was
among the demagogues so named and it was this tradition of ten names, so Plutarch

tell us in Demosthenes 23, that Idomeneus followed.’?

520. F 11 (Dem. 23. 4% €08U¢ 8 O ~AMELOVSPOC ELATEL MEPTWY TV STPOYWYRV SEKOL HEY, ¢
"I80PEVEVE Xtk AODPIC EIPNKOOLY, OKTM &' 0L TAETOTOL KO SOKLUMINTOL TV CUYYPUPEDY, TOVOSE
AnpooBEvny, ToAvevKTOoV, "EQLAATNY, AvKoVpYOV, MoipokAéa, ARpwvo, KoAAGBEvNY,
XopISTUOV.

521. Phoc. 9. 10: TOV 8€ AUKOUPYOV MOAAG BAXCPNUO MPOC VIOV (PWKIWVO) EMOVIOC €V
EKKANCIQ, ko MPo¢ Smooty B1t, 8€kor TV MOATOV £L0UTOVVTOC ~AAELAVEPOU, TUVEBODAEVEY
gxdovvar KTA. 17. 2: ¢ 8¢ QMWAGAELoOY o Onpou, kod O ~AAELAVEPOC EENTETTO TOVC MEPL
ANHOGBEVNY Kod AUKOVPYOV Ko YMEPEISNY Kod XopiSnuov KTA.

522. For details on the two variant traditions see Schaefer IIl 137 n. 2, Bosworth, Commentary on
Arrian’s History of Alexander (Oxford 1980) 93-6, Jacoby, FGrH I C 124, Braccesi, "A proposito d’una
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In some accounts that follow the ten-name tradition, Lycurgus and
Demosthenes are usually singled out. So Diodorus reports that Alexander sent men to
Athens to demand the surrender of ten rhetors, of whom the most distinguished were
Lycurgus and Demosthenes>?® Arrian in his account of this incident notes that a
letter was sent by Alexander to the demos demanding "those around Demosthenes
and Lycurgus." In a subsequent list of their followers he names Hypereides. >
Arrian’s phrase toUg oupl AnuooBévnv kai AvkoUpyov comes very close to Plutarch’s
in Phocion 17. 2, where he is following the ten-name tradition. Apparently in that
tradition there seems to have been an attempt to identify the political circle of those
two leaders’?®> For the inclusion of Lycurgus there was inscriptional evidence
attesting to the fact’?¢ Demosthenes was suspected of having instigated the Theban
revolt’?” So naturally he would have been at the top of Alexander’s list. But the
involvement of Hypereides at this time is rather obscure. He was a chief advocate of

the Lamian war in 32252 and, along with Demosthenes, his surrender was demanded

notizia zu Iperide,” RFIC 95 (1965) 157-62.

523, XXVII 15. 1 Met& 8¢ 1oVt €i¢ ¢  ABNVOKC ELOMECTEIAE TOUC ELOUTACOVIOG TRV
PNOPWY K TOVC KT OrDTOV NMEMOALIEUREVOVC, OV UNTPXOV ETUPOVEOTHTOL ANOCBEVIC Kod
AUKOVPYOC.

524. Anabasis 1 10, 4: ETUGTOANY 8¢ yp&yog MPOC TOV SNHOV £4fTEL TOUC GUPL ANuoaBEVNY
Ko AVKOUpYOV ko (YMEpeiSnv 8¢ £enter xod TToAVEUKTOV kol X&pntor kod XopiSnuov xod
"EQLOATNY ko ALOTIHOY ko MOLPOKAED: TOVTOVC YOIp OUTIOVC £1VoU TNHC T €V Xoupmveio
EVUPOPOLC TN MOAEL YEVOUEVNC Kod 1DV VOTEPOV €Ml T PIAINOV TEACVTT] NANUPEANBEVIDY £¢ 1€
QUTOV ko €i¢ DIATTTOY xod Onpodolc 8¢ e [1€] ANooTXoEWC CMEPOUVEY OUTIOUC OV PETOV T} TOVC
VTRV ONBOUMY VEWTEPICOVTOK KTA.

525. Parker, Khares: A Fourth Century Strategos Diss. (University of British Columbia 1986) 207 n.
81.

526. Ps—Pl 852d; cf. 84le.

527. Ps-Pl 847c, Plut. Dem. 23. 1-3

528. Ps-Pl. 849f; Plut. Phoc. 23. 3
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by Antipater.>?® But this was a different event 13 years later.

The similarities between this demand and that of Alexander led to a certain
confusion and contamination in the biographical tradition. For instance, the Suda has
two entries on Antipater. In the first (2703) mention is made of the Macedonian
general demanding at the conclusion of the Lamian war the surrender of the
demagogues who were responsible for rousing the Athenians to revolt, among whom
are named Demosthenes, Hypereides and Himeraeus.* In the second entry (2704)
again we find a reference to the Lamian war, but this time the Suda notes that
Antipater demanded ten rhetors’* Five of the men listed, Lycurgus, Ephialtes,
Chares, Charidemus and Diotimus, were already dead by the outbreak of the Lamian
war and there is no tradition specifying the number at ten, as there was for the
earlier demand by Alexander. Apparently the source of the second entry of the Suda
had confused the ten demanded by Alexander with the unspecified number demanded
by Antipater. In fact the Suda’s list tallies closely with the list of names given by

Arrian in his account of the aftermath of the fall of Thebes. 532

529. Ps-Pl. 849a-b; Plut. Dem. 28. 4; Phoc. 27. 5

530. 2703: CAVIUROIPOC ... 81 1@V “ABNVAUOY TOC CABAVOC TAVIITATP® 16 Mokedsow
NOPUBEOVIWY, €V SEet GVIEC Ol SNUOYWYOL MPAC TNV ENOVAOTOOLY TOUC ~ ABNVOUOUC ENGPOVIEC, PN
MY altioy €N’ adToVC EVEYKWOLY, EQUYOV. o 88 ABNVATOl BUvVAIw EPANY TODTOLC
KOTESIKOLO0Y, @V NV ArpooBEvne & Ptwp kod “Yrepidne kod ‘TuEpOioc KTA. Cf. Plut. Dem. 28. 4.

531 2704: “AVIUROIPOC OVTOC ENEl SESEEONTO THY GPXNY TV MoKESOV®Y, EMOAOPKNON HEV
&v Aoioe e Osoooriog V@’ EAAMVEOY SvorX@pnodviey 88 1OV AITWADY, €110 TV SAAGY,
£€0mBN.  VIKNoo 8¢ AteL Toue ¢ PhTopac, o¢ e¢ESocay ABNVXTOL, AndooBévny, “Ynepisny,
AvKOUpYOY, TToAGEVKTOY, “EQIGATNY, GpaaiBovAoy, Xdpnto, Xopidruov, Awdtpoy, TTorpokAén,
Koooorvspov.

532. The two lists are nearly identical. The Suda gives eleven names, including all nine found in
Arrian, assuming Patrocles is a corruption of the Moerocles of Arrian’s list. Thrasybulus appears only in
the Suda but his name may have fallen out at one point in the transmission of the text of Arrian; in

which case Arrian’s list of names is brought up to ten. Mysteriously the name Cassander has crept into
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The same confusion appears in POxy 1800. Dated to the end of the 2nd or
early 3rd centuries A.D. the papyrus comprises a collection of miscellaneous
biographies, that includes lives of Demosthenes and Aeschines’*® In a fragment of
one unnamed biography there is a reference to a certain obvepyog of Demosthenes
who was involved in the Lamian war and one of the ten rhetors demanded by
Antipater.>** The biography must be of Hypereides. Again there is some confusion.
The-ten name tradition which belongs only in the context of Alexander’s demand has
become attached to Hypereides’ activities in the Lamian war leading up to the
demand by Antipater. The compiler of this biography calls the ten rhetors, suggesting
that his immediate source was someone interested in Hypereides primarily as a
rhetorician and not as a demagogue. Indeed, his account of the orator’s death is
precisely that of Hermippus, who had placed Hypereides’ death in Macedonia.>®

This fact confirms the suspicions of scholars that what we have here are
epitomes of the biographies of Hermippus.’* In this case Hermippus was responsible
for the confusion which arose in later antiquity between the demand by Antipater,
after Lamia, and a similar one by Alexander, after the destruction of Thebes. He

could easily have confused two separate events, which were so similar in detail and in

the text of the Suda as the eleventh name, perhaps a confusion with the son and successor of Antipater.

533. The other lives include Sappho, Simonides, Aesop, Thucydides, Thrasybulus, Hypereides,
Leucomas and Abderus.

534. POxy 1800 fr. 8 colii. 21: €0YEVELOd.. €nel 871/ 1 " ABnvodly oTpoteioe? Mepl/ Aogliory e
[@eooaAiog/ ovvnTOXNOlEY ¢ OUVEP/YOC 1@ AruoloBéver @v/ Vo ~“Avundpov v 101¢/ SEkot
pATopat [ATnen xod oy 7/ 1@V druxholoe .../ adtde &v MoleSOviow GU/MMAETO KTA.

535. Ps-Pl 849¢

536. Lamedica, "Il P.Oxy. 1800 e le forme della biografia genre,” SIFC 3 (1985) 55-75; Arrighetti,
"Hypomnemata e scholia: alcuni problemi,” MPL 2 (1977) 54 n. 9.
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the persons involved. In Idomeneus’ version Demosthenes and Hypereides were
among those sought by Alexander; these two names figured most prominently among
those hunted down by Antipater. Hermippus, we must conclude, was also behind the
confusion in the later biographies of Demosthenes, where in the context of his
surrender, it is again mentioned that Antipater demanded 10 rhetors>3” But the
confusion had already begun with Idomeneus, who named Hypereides among the ten
demanded by Alexander.

For his part he could easily have assumed that a fierce anti-Macedonian, like
Hypereides, was involved in the events leading up to and following the destruction of
Thebes. It may have been suggested from the fact that the orator was known to have
spoken against the surrender of the generals to Alexander,’*® just as Demosthenes
had’* Certainly the latter was an intended victim of Alexander. The speech nepi t@v
otpatny®v may have led him to infer that Hypereides was among the generals
demanded by Alexander. In his account, then, both Demosthenes and Hypereides
were found guilty of the same demagogy that led to the destruction of Thebes. From
there it took only a small step to arrive at the confusion found in the later sources

between the demands of Antipater and Alexander.

537. Anon. Vita 308. 64; Suda (456) 311. 72. Both of these biographies noted that the orator died
from drinking poison from a signet-ring, a version of Demosthenes’ death given by Hermippus. See
Chapter 4 pp. 278-80.

538. Ps-Pl 848e

539. Ptut. Dem. 23. 4
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IL pven: ol dxdAagrot

Up to this point we have examined only those fragments dealing with public
events of the orators’ careers that in some way illustrated their @itAotpio:
Demosthenes’ prosecution of Aeschines or Hypereides’ involvement in the events
leading up to and following the fall of Thebes. In each case the notices were based
on false inferences from the text of one of the orators’ speeches. But Idomeneus also
extracted from the speeches personal details on their lives. These notices, often
expanded into the form of anecdotes, were meant to defame the orators, usually
attacking their sexual licentiousness. Often we see Idomeneus simply reworking
biographical topoi of the genre and fashioning the orators after the image of the
traditional demagogue, as they were presented in earlier polemics.

A common charge raised against the demagogues, both by each other, by the
comic poets®® and by the writers of their polemics, was of low birth. So, for instance,
Idomeneus claimed that Phocion’s father was a dotdukomnotdg,>4! or repeated the
accusation made by Demosthenes that Aeschines’ mother was called Empousa’*? In

the first instance the insinuation that Phocion was of low birth, something which

540. On this point see Harding, "Rhetoric and Politics in Fourth-Century Athens," Phoenix 41 (1987)
25-39.

541. F 15: Phoc. 4. 1: PoKIOVH 88 TERPOUPONOU PNy MOVIGOGLY €1V0i YEVOUC QTipov Kod
KOTOMENTOKOTOC. €l Yap MV, 6 enoty 18opevede, Sot8ukonood narpde, ovk &v &v 1@ AdYw
TAOKUTOC O “YREPEISOUL PUPLOY CUVELAOXGC KO EIPNKAC KO ODTOV KOKO! THY SVOYEVELOLY
NOPNKEY, 008 v oUW EAcvBepiov [Biou]l xod oM@Povoc [Kou] noudeio PETETXEY, DOTE TNC
TAGTWVOC ET PEPGKIOY WV, DOTEPOY 8¢ ¢ EeVOKPATOUC SITPBNC €V ARKSTUEIN PETOLOXELY,
KOl TV APioTY £8 &pXNc EMmSeudany {NAWTC YeEVETBoL. PwKiwVa YOO OVTE YEAXCOVIL TUC
od1e KAXDOOVIOL PUSIC ~ABNVOUWY €186V, OVS’ €V BRANNVELR STUOCLEVOVTL AOVOUEVOY, €
{oTopNKE AODPLC, OVS £KTOC EXOVICE TV XELPOL TNC MEPIBOATC, Ste TOXOL MEPBEBANUEVOL.

542. F 2 For text see below, n. 546.
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Plutarch emphatically denies, recalls the charge by Theopompus that Thucydides was
the son not of the famous Melesias but of an unknown Pantaenus, or by Stesimbrotus
that Cimon lacked a proper education’*®* Perhaps Plutarch is answering a similar
charge by Idomeneus, when he maintains that a low birth would not have allowed
Phocion to study under Plato and Xenocrates’** The notice on the menial occupation
of Phocion’s father was undoubtedly comic in origin. As Fairweather notes, one
technique of comic and rhetorical invective picked up by biographers "was to
attribute to a man the menial occupation in which his slaves were engaged.”** This is

precisely what Idomeneus was doing here.

543. FGrH 107 F 4: Cim. 4. 4.

544. In the same passage Plutarch cites Duris of Samos, the Peripatetic, who claimed that Phocion
was not given to demonstrative behaviour, like laughter, crying or holding his hands outside his cloak.
One wonders whether Idomeneus claimed just the opposite, since he was characterizing Phocion as a
typical demagogue. In this case his behaviour would resemble that of Cleon, the first demagogue of
non-aristocratic birth. He was said to have been the first to "girt about his cloak"”, when he spoke,
which is to say he gestured as he declaimed. See AP 28. 3, Quint. XI 3. 123, schol. Lucian Tim. 30
(Theopompus 115 F 92 & Philochorus 328 F 128b). Aeschines (I 25-6) claims that men of old, like
Pericles, Themistocles and Aristides, were so decorous that they carefully refrained from 10 IﬁV XETpOL
EE,(O EXO\?IEIQ AéYELV, which in his own day men do as a matter of course. He cites as an example a
statue of Solon ?:Vté)g Iﬁv XSTpOL EXO)\?. The scholiast to I 25 notes that Solon stood in that manner
only when reading his elegies and adds Afyetou 8¢ KA¢wv 6 Snuocywyoc mopodo 10 8¢ €8oue axnpo
nept(,moétuavog Snunyopnoou. Rhodes, (above, n, 470) 354, suggests that the idea of “"girting about" is
to be connected with Aeschines "having the hand outside” and "must mean that he fasten his cloak so to
be free to gesticulate with one or both hands."

545. 'Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writers," Ancient Society 5 (1974) 246. Aeschines (II
93) had called Demosthenes’ father an MOLXO(LpOIIOLC')g This is repeated by Theopompus and later
biographers: Plut. Dem. 4. 1; Lib. 293, 18, Val. Max. Il 4 Ext. 2. That Isocrates’ father was an OLf)AonOL(')Q
was based on a comic verse of Strattis (Athen. XIII 592f). The notice, found in the lives of Euripides,
that his father was a huckster (133. 1 W; 139. |; 144. 1) was inferred from Aristophanes (Thesm. 387, 456;
Ach. 478, Eq. 19). Duris of Samos made Socrates a slave and stone—cutter on the basis on Timon's Silloi
(DL. 11 19). This charge of low birth and practicing his father’s trade of stone—cutting had already been
made by Aristoxenus (fr. 51), which, according to Wehrli (Il 65), was "im Stile der

Komddienverunglimpfung.”
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In the second instance, F 2, the charge of a questionable birth is again raised.>*
Certainly this is what Demosthenes was getting at when he claimed that Aeschines’
mother had been a hetaira, and that she owed her nickname Empousa to her varied
acts of prostitution’¥’ The same point is brought out in the first half of F 2, where
Demosthenes’ words, £k ToL NAVIa NOELY Kol NAOXELY, suggesting her activities as a
hetaira, are quoted. At first glance the text of the fragment seems to suggest that
Idomeneus explained her nickname instead by her priestly activities, something which
is described in detail elsewhere by Demosthenes’*® But the notice is somewhat
garbled; the words kol yop 10 @dopo naviopopgov, as the text stands, are meant to
qualify the explanation of her name derived from Demosthenes, that Aeschines’
mother acquired the nickname Empousa Go tov névio nowetv koi néoxetv. But in
fact the words go better with Idomeneus’ explanation. Like a metamorphic hobgoblin
"she would appear from dark places to her initiates."

This interpretation of the text is confirmed by a notice in the Anonymous Vita

of Aeschines, where the very same explanation is given’* More likely, Idomeneus

546, F2 (Lex Rhet. 249. 32 Bkr): £kANON 0OV N pAp Aioxivou “Epnovon, ©¢ pEv AEYel
ANUOCBEVNC, QIO TOU MAVIX MOLELY KO TXOXELY (Ko YOP 10 QAOPO MOVIOHOPPOY), OC 8E
"I8opevec enotcy £V TIepl 1V ~ABNVIODY ATHOYWYRDY, ENEl GO OKOTELVDY TONWY KVEPOLUVETO
TOLC PUOVUEVOLC.

547. XVII 130: XB€¢ pEv odV kol mpany &y’ “ABNVHIOC kad PATWP YEYOVE, kol VO
GUAACBOIC TIPOCOELC TOV PEV MTEP’ &yt TPOUNTOC Enoine” ~ATPOUNTOV, TNV 86 UNTEPO! OELVRC
&V TAcUKoBEaY, NV “Epnovoay SMOvIEC 1000t KAOUHEVTY, £k TOU MAVI MOELY Kol
NOOXELY SNAOVOTL TOXOTIK THC ENWMVUING TUXOVOOY IOBEY YOP GAAOBEY;

548. Dem. XVIII 258-9; XIX 199, 281

549. Anon. Vita 268 2: AlGXIVNIC VIOC PEV NV ~ATPOUNTOV T0D YPOUPOTLOTOD Kod TAOCUKOBENC
¢ TOUC BIAOOVC TEAOVONC. QPOOL & QUTOV NMOLSO MEV OVIOL €V T SISHOKOAEI®D TOD MOTPOC
VNOVPYELY KOd T UNTPL TOC PBIBAOVC CIVOLYLWOOKELY, TOUTNY &€ OKOTELVOY €K TOMWY OpUaUEvny
Kol EKQOBOVONY MOTSOC KO YUVKIKOK ~EUNOVoOy OVOUOBNVOU, ENEl VUKTEPLYOY QPOIVTOIOHOL
N “Eunovoo.
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gave both reasons; seeing that he took special delight in noting the sexual
misdemeanours of the demagogues, he would not have neglected to mention that
Aeschines’ mother was a prostitute. The words "she appeared to initiates" in the text
of F 2 suggest the 6icioog of a Bacchic ritual over which Aeschines’ mother presided.>>°
It was common to insinuate that such gatherings of Bacchic worshippers were a cover
for illicit behaviour, particularly between young men and hetairai. Aspasia had been
charged with impiety and it was alleged that she had received women into her place
of gathering for Pericles’>! Like Aspasia, Phryne, the mistress of Hypereides, also
was charged with impiety; it was said that she formed illicit thiasoi of men and
women. Idomeneus included an account of her trial among a collection of anecdotes
about Hypereides’ affairs with hetairai, all aimed at pointing out the sexual proclivity
of that orator. Perhaps he introduced the story of Glaucothea’s priestly activites for
the same reason.

He undoubtedly insinuated that Aeschines had been privy to the illicit
practices of the thiasoi over which his mother presided as priestess. Her nickname
Empousa was due both to her activities as prostitute and priestess. Both these aspects
are picked up in the late biography of Apollonius, who notes that she was first a

prostitute and then a cultic priestess.’> The Anonymous vita speaks only of her as the

550. Demosthenes XVIII 259-60 gives a comical description of the nightly ceremonies and at 260
mentions the Of KOXAOL BioXGOL led by Aeschines through the streets,

551, Plut. Per. 32. 1

552. vita Aesch. 265 7: untpdc &' NV 6 Aloxivne TAorukoBéoc | ¢ £vior TAwukisog, fiv oot
MY NPOTNY NALKIOY NTOUPNKEVOL KOBELOREVNY €V iKMo MPOC TG ToD KarAoitou fpe, Enetto
VOTEPOV AVOLOTOLOOY GO TNC EPYOIOIONG TOrOTNC £ME TO TEAELY KOd KOOOUPELY TOUC BOVAOREVOUC
QUTOKATVOUL.
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initiator of thiasoi (tf¢ tou¢ BLdooug teAovoTE), and of being called Empousa because
"she rushed out from dark places and scared the young men and women." This
explanation of her nickname is precisely that of Idomeneus, who must be the source
of at least part of the notice in the Anonymous vita’’® But the mention of
thiasoi and "young men and women" may have suggested something more in the
original context of Idomeneus’ account, who probaby pointed out the sexual
licentiousness of Aeschines.

The sexual excess of the demagogues was, then, an important theme of
Idomeneus’ work, and proved his most important contribution to the biographical
tradition of the orators. Many of his anecdotes were picked up by Hermippus and
transmitted into the later tradition. This is confirmed from fragments 12 and 14
which deal with Demosthenes and Hypereides. These notices, which were based on
defamatory remarks in the speeches, present the orator according to the traditional
image of the demagogue as akd6Aaoto¢. So in F 12 to introduce the story of
Aristarchus and Nicodemus, Idomeneus accuses Demosthenes of being dxdAootog nepl

10 dgpodiota,’3* something which was said of Pericles by Stesimbrotus®>® and of

553. The Anonymous vita also refers to Aeschines assisting his father at school and reading the
hymns of worship for his mother. These details come from Demosthenes XVIII 258.

554. F 12: Athen. XIII 592e-593a: ANUOGOEVN 8€ TOV PATOPOL KO TEKVONOLACHGOOU €8, ETOUPOLC
£xeL A0YoC oDTOC YOUV €V 19 nepl Xpuoiov AdYw MPOOYROXE T TEKVOL £l TO SIKOTTAPLOY GX
81 Exeivwy EALoV ELWV XWPIC TC UNTPOC, KOUTOL £80C EXOVIDY TRV KPIVOUEVOY TOC YUVOLL KO
ENcryeobow QAN o80T TODT EMOINCEY, PEVYWY TV SoBOANY. dkdAXOTOC 8 AV & PATWP MEPL T
Sppodiotor, B¢ Pnoty ISoUEvVEDC. *APLOTHPXOV YOOV TIVOC £pOOBELC HEIPOKIOU KOd 8T OtOTOV
NOPOLVACOC £i¢ NIKOSIHOV EEEKOYEY CLDTOD TOUC APOXAIOC. nopodEsoton 8 kod Mepl Slor kod
nepl VEOUC Kol MEPL YUV IKOC NOAVTEANC. TOLYOPOUY KO O YPOUUOIEDS TOT oedIOV LM ‘T &
OV TG MEPL ATLOCBEVOUC AEYELY SUVOUTO; TOL YOI EVIOCUTR PEAETNBEVTOL EKELV® PO YUV QL VUKTE
CUVEXEEY. OVOANBELY YOOV ko €I TNV OIKioy AEYetod Uvor KVOOIOVOL PHELPOKIOKOY, KOUTOL
YUVOLLKOL X0V, B¢ KO ODTAY GLYOVOKTRONONY CUYKOWAOB0U 16 KVwoiew.
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Callistratus by Theopompus.®*® This places Demosthenes clearly within the company
of demagogues.

To support his claim that Demosthenes was sexually unbridled Idomeneus
relates how the orator became enamoured with the young Aristarchus, over whom
Demosthenes got into a drunken brawl with Nicodemus and gouged out the latter’s
eyes. The anecdote was derived from Aeschines I 171,>%7 where it is claimed that
Demosthenes, after squandering his own patrimony, scoured the city for a lad whose
father was dead and whose mother was administrating the estate. While under the
tutelage of the orator Aristarchus murdered Nicodemus, gouging out his eyes and
cutting off his tongue. The affair with Aristarchus, which Aeschines describes simply
as mere pretence,”>® Idomeneus has taken to be a biographical fact, and the murder
and gouging out of Nicodemus’ eyes by Aristarchus he has transformed into a lover’s
quarrel between Demosthenes and Nicodemus. The same sort of distortion is apparent
in the Cnosion-story, which comes at the end of F 12. Aeschines only briefly alludes
to it>® But Idomeneus has turned the story into a replica of the gossip of Euripides
and Cephisophon,**® whereby Demosthenes becomes the traditional cuckold.

At the beginning of the fragment Athenaeus reports the story that

555. FGrH 107 F 10a

556. FGrH 115 F 97

557. Cf. II 166; Din. 1 30; Dem. XXI 104.

558. 1 171 "Apiotopxo¢ 6 100 MOGX0V, TODTOV NPOCTONCAPEVOC £PUOTHC £LVOUL. cf. Tl
166: OVK QUOXVVOEIC TV QUMY AV MPOCENOINOW, {NAWTIC ELVOU THC NAKIOG TOU HEPOKIO. OV
YO 8N T YE SANBEiCL.

559 11 149: AN 00 KWwoiwv THY £00UTOD YUVOTKO! TIOPOKOTOKRALVGDY, GONEP CV.

560. Satyrus Bio¢ EVpLNiSov frg. 39 col. 12/13 and YEvo¢ EVpuniSov 136 60 W. Cf. Schol.
Aeschines II 149.
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Demosthenes had children by a hetaira. Again the sources of such biographical
details were the speeches. That the orator had his children illegitimately was inferred
from the fact that Demosthenes failed during the delivery of nept Xpuoiov to produce
his wife, even though it was customary to do so, when a defendant brought his
children forward to arouse the jury’s sympathy. At some point in the speech
Demosthenes had reportedly referred to the pitiful sight of his children, and this
became the basis on which Idomeneus created this biographical topos.

Jacoby,’! however, believes that only the Aristarchus anecdote stems from
Idomeneus; that the texvonothoaBoe £, £taipog was simply inferred from the speech,
which indeed it was, and that the remark by Demosthenes’ secretary and the
Cnosion-story that conclude the passage stem from another biographer. Drerup, on
the other hand, thinks that the whole fragment in Athenaeus goes back to
Idomeneus.>®? In fact the notice that Demosthenes had children by a common
prostitute recalls what Hermippus said about Isocrates, who in his advanced years took
in Lagiscé and had a daughter by her’®® Indeed Hermippus is cited for this story
only a few lines earlier in Athenaeus, and may be the source of the entire excerpt at
592¢-593a, which includes the citation of Idomeneus for the affair of Aristarchus.3%
Certainly the oral testimony of Demosthenes’ secretary was the type of source

evidence which Hermippus was known to have used.’®

561. FGrH 338 IIIb 89

562. Drerup 63-4

563. Athen. XIII 592f; cf. Ps—Pl. 839a & Vita Isocr. 256. 77.

564. The general impression among scholars is that Hermippus is the source in later antiquity for
most of the citations from Idomeneus. See Jacoby FGrH 338 IlIb 85 and RE 91l

565. Fr. 50 Secretary of Callisthenes; Fr. 73 the maid of Demosthenes.
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This secretary reportedly once remarked that one woman in one night could
spend completely what Demosthenes had earned in an entire year. This was a
tendentious remark at best, pointing out the prodigal behaviour of the orator. Note
Athenaeus’ words introducing the story: noapadéSoton & kai mnepl OYa kol mepl VEOUg
kol nepl yvvotkog moAvieAng.  Similar charges had been raised against Pericles, who
was accused of squandering his wealth on Aspasia’*¢ Idomeneus claimed this of
Hypereides, when he described how that orator kept the most expensive hetaira of
his day, Myrrhiné, or spent a considerable sum for Phila. Even if the remark by
Demosthenes’ secretary was not Idomeneus’ own creation, but the invention of a later
biographer, such as Hermippus, it has its origin in the demagogical image of the
orator presented by Idomeneus and other polemical writers. Like the inference that
Demosthenes had children ¢ €raipog, it was intended to show that he was dxOAaoTOC
nepl 1o Appodiota.

It is difficult to determine how much of F 12 was derived from Idomeneus and
how much from a later biographer. We shall face the same dilemma, when we come
to discuss F 14 and the trial of Phryne. What is certain, however, is that Idomeneus
described the affair of Aristarchus in some detail and on the basis of Aeschines’
insinuations he had spun the tale in full anecdotal form. Traces of that account,
which perhaps entered the tradition through Hermippus, are still preserved in the late

biographies of Demosthenes, though in a somewhat transmuted form.

566. Athen. XIII 533d: perhaps Idomeneus quoting Heraclides Ponticus.
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Traces are to be found in Zosimus,>®’ the Anonymous Vita,’®® and the Suda.’’
There is an obvious commonality of source among all three accounts, the similarities
being particularly noticeable between the versions of the Anonymous Vita and the
Suda. In each case the affair with Aristarchus led Demosthenes to abandon the
teaching of rhetoric, whereas the slander from writing speeches for the opposing
parties Apollodorus and Phormion led him to give up logography. These two notices
appear as if they were introduced together into the tradition. In each and every case
Demosthenes’ stint at teaching and later at logography (Zosimus has the sequence of
events reversed) are seen as preliminaries to his political activity. This is also how
Libanius presents them, though, however, he fails to mention Aristarchus or the case

of Apollodorus and Phormion’’® His failure to note the two incidents which

567. Zos. 300. 88: AOYOYPOPELY & GPEAUEVOC KO €iC TOL ISIOUKA KOd EIC TOL SmudaLor kol
NOAAOVE EXSOVC AdYOLC Sixatopévorc, VOTEPOY T0VTWY ENODONTO SLOt TOLOLOTNY CUTIoLY:
> ANOAAOSMDPW Ko POPPiwVL SIKOLOUEVOLS MPOC E0CUTOVC HAW CUPOTEPOLC AOYOUC EKSOVC KT
CAANA®Y. BBEV WLONOOC TOVTO TO £pYOV &1 1O MoUSEVELY AOUTOV ETP&MN. KO MO TOC BP0
HEV EVTUXACOKC £V TE T NARBEL TOV POBNTEY KOU 6 EVVOVC €1 VOU OCDTE NGVIOKE TOVC POLTDVING,
V0TEPOY Kol TOVTOU GMECXETO St TOVINY Y odtoy. APICTOPXOY Tvor, Viov Mooxov, Exwy
HOBNTAY €VVOVCTNIOV T€ KO BPOIOUY KO QOVEDCOHVIO! TOUC GLVITIOALTEVOMEVOUC ODT®, TOV TE
NiKOSIUOV 1OV “APSVaTov xoid EDBOVAOY 1OV NMOATEVOUEVOY, OrUTOC VNEVONEN OMOBXAETY 6
" ApLOTAPX® TOVTO NONOCU. CUTOAACLYELC 8¢ Kol TOUTOV TOV EMLTNSEDUOTOC KTA.

568. Anon. Vita 304. 55: MPOKONT®Y 8¢ KOTor TNV NALKIOY Ko POAAOY ERi 16 AEYELY
EMOUVOVPEVOC ENL COPLOTEIOLY TPEMETOUL KOU KOONYELTOU TV VEWY TV PNTOPEVELY BOVAOUHEV®Y.
& CAPLOTAPXW 8E 1@ MOoXov SIBANGELC, PEIPOKIE TRV EVYEVRY, MC EPXOTNC OCDTOD YEYOVOX,
NOPENTACHTIO OOTOV TNV NP’ VIOV PLELY, (VoL TOLC OUTWUEVOLC VMOVOELY OLOTOV UNKEL €47
AOYOUC 88 YPALPELY GPEAPEVOC ECUKOPOIVTNBN MOTE SIOBANBELC (¢ SUCL MOALTOUC SESWKE AGYOUC
QMEVOVTIONE, ~ATIOAAOSOPW ko POPUIDVL.  KOTOrYVOUC 8 Kod TOU AOYOYPOUPELY GUTOKEWEVNY
£VPE THY TIOALTEIOEY KTA.

569. Suda (456) 311 48: COMLOTEVELY BOVANBEIC UEOT, SIPANBELC €Nl MOOXW WELPOKI® TV
EVYEVDY. AOYOYPUQPELY & GPEApEVOC SLEPANBN MAALY, O¢ Evorviiove Adyouc €kSolc
* ANOAAOSGP® Kod Dopuiovl. Kod TOUTOU OVV GITOCTOK HPLOTO NOALTEVEGHOLL.

570. Lib. 295. 58: PETO! PEVIOL TOUTOUC TOUC GLYDVOIC PPV Th NAKIK NPOEABOY COMIOTEVELY
EVEXEIPNOEY, €11 CITOAALYELC TOVTOV GUVNYOPNOEY £V SIKXOTNPIw. TOUToIC 8 GONEP YVUVOLOION
XONOGWEVOC £ 1O SUOYWYETY XOU TO¢ THE TIOAELX MPATTELY NABEN.
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motivated Demosthenes to give up teaching and logography may be simply due to the
abridged nature of his biography. As he himself admits at the beginning of his
Biog he will not include every detail on the orator’s life3”! His source, no doubt, did
include an account of these two incidents.

Obviously the two incidents became part of the common history of the orator.
At one point they were brought together to represent that stage of Demosthenes’ life,
before he entered politics, when he engaged in teaching and logography. The fact
that the Aristarchus affair is cited in the context of his teaching and not to illustrate
his sexual proclivity, as it was by Idomeneus, suggests a biographer who was
interested in him primarily as the orator, and one who had also consulted the text of
Aeschines, for therein lay the origins for linking the two separate incidents.

All who mention it, including Plutarch, imply that Demosthenes supplied
Apollodorus and Phormion with speeches for one and the same case™ This is clearly
a mistake. It arose from a misunderstanding of Aeschines II 165, who charged that
Demosthenes had informed Apollodorus of the speech that he had written for

Phormion, when the former was bringing a capital charge against the latter.>”®> From

571. Lib. 293. 11: opEOUEBO 8E TOV CUVIGYHOTOC GO TOV Biov 1OV PATOPOC, OVX BAOY ODTOV
SLeLOVIEC (MEPLTIOV YOP TOVTO), GAAG TOCOVTWY UVNLOVEDOVTEC. Bo0L SOKEL Kod MPOC KOTGANLY
OKRPIBECTEPOLY TOV AOYWY GUVTEAEL V.

572. Dem. 15. 1: ANLOOBEVNC YPXYEL TG ~ ATIOAAOSMPW, KOONINEP KO TOUC NMPOC PPt VoL
Ko TTEQOVOY, £Q° 01¢ EIKOTLX ABOENOE. kod YO & Doppiwy Y VVILETO AdY® AMMOTBEVOUC MPOC
10V ~AROAAGSWPOY, YTEXVDC KOOANEP €8 EVOC HOXOUPOMWAIOL T KT XAANAWY £YXELDISIL
NWAOUVIOC OLOTOV TO1¢ GVIBIKOTC of. Synkrisis 3. 5.

573. 11 165: Eypayog AdYOV Popuimvt 16 TPomtelitn XPAUNTO AXBOV TOUTOV EEAVEYKOC
* ATOAAOSMP® 16 MEPL T0V TOUNTOC Kpivovt doppiwvor (cf. T 173). €l0NABEC €I £DSOUPOVOVINLY
olkiory Y “ApLOTdPXOV 100 MOOXoU 10TV GNMAEOOC. TNPOVANBEC IOt THANNVIOL IO’
" APLOTOPXOV PEVYOVINC TOVTOV 1 TNHC PUYNC £POSLOL GNECTEPNONIS, OVK OUOXVUVOELC THY PAVIY
IV NPOCENOINO®, LNAWTC €1Vou T MAIKIOK TOV PEPOKIOL. O Y& SR T Ye GANBEi: oV YO
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this text biographers wrongly concluded that Demosthenes had supplied both parties
with speeches for the same case, when in fact Demosthenes had written speeches for
them in distinct and separate actions.>™

This same text was perhaps also the source which first led biographers to
introduce as part of the pair of characterizing anecdotes on Demosthenes’ teaching
and logography an account of his affair with Aristarchus. It too is mentioned in
Aeschines II 165. But here biographers would have also drawn on Idomeneus. The
Anonymous Vita repeats his insinuation that Demosthenes was Aristarchus’ actual
lover (@¢ €paotng obToU Yeyove)’”* Zosimus adds other details, showing a much
greater dependence on Aeschines. He mentions the case of Apollodorus and
Phormion first, shows an acquaintance with Aeschines I 171, when he notes that
Aristarchus was Demosthenes’ student and that he murdered Nicodemus,’® but appears
completely unaware of an Idomenean version of events, which told how Demosthenes
in a drunken fit gouged out the eyes of Nicodemus épao®ei¢ pepoxiov’’” By
contrast, the Anonymous writer shows no such familiarity with Aeschines I 171, is

completely unaware of Aeschines’ claim there that Demosthenes only feigned his love

NPOCSEXETOL SIKOUOC EPWC MOVIPIOY. T £0TLY O MPOSOTNE KO T TOVTOIC SOLOL.

574. Holden, Plutarch’s Life of Demosthenes (1893) 84, following Clinton, FH Il 440 n. t.

575. Cf. Aeschines Il 165 {NAGTNAC £1VoU TN NALKIOG TOU PEIPOKIOV. As the scholiast makes
clear, Aeschines’ words were taken to mean precisely that: Demosthenes was his lover: (_,T]N.otﬁg: olov
£POLOTNC ELVOUL KOTOL TOV YUXIKOY STPEV £PWTO, 01OV AEYWY, £p® OUTOV TOV YUXIKOY EPWTOL.
KOAT] YOP €K TOUTOV MOPENETON QAU ToOT 8€, QNOLY, OVK ENOIEl oD YO 8N 10 GAnBeic
LNAGTIC NOBX TOV PELPOIKIOV.

576. Curiously he also states, as does the schol. Aesch. I 171, that Aristarchus murdered Eubulus,
which he clearly did not. This leads one to suspect that Zosimus had not consulted Aeschines’ text
directly but was dependent on a biographical source. He also echoes the suspicion of Aeschines (II 148)
that Demosthenes put the lad up to it

577. F 13: Athen XIII 592f.
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for Aristarchus (mpoonoitnoduevo¢ gpootng €ivar), nor mentions the murder of
Aristarchus. Indeed by the words w¢ épaotng avtob yeyove the Anonymous author
seems to be accepting the Idomenean version3’® It was this love affair, so the
Anonymous maintains, which scandalized Demosthenes and forced him to give up
teaching rhetoric.

That Demosthenes practiced as a logographer for a time is easily confirmed
from the case of Apollodorus and Phormion. That he was ever a teacher of rhetoric
is, by contrast, less plausible. It was, however, inferred on the basis of certain
insinuating remarks by Aeschines to that effect.’” But Aeschines’ remarks are highly
suspect. Throughout this portion of the Timarchus Aeschines tries to portray
Demosthenes as a sophist. He compares him to Socrates, who was put to death for
being the teacher of Critias (I 173). Demosthenes, like a Socrates, has corrupted the
young Aristarchus; has become his teacher and instigator in his deeds (171). He stands
in court with his pupils listening (173). After each case, he returns home and lectures

to the young men, explaining just how he stole away the case from the jurors. Such

578. Cf. Schol. Aeschines II 148: ~ApLOTXPXOV: TOVTOU UVMUOVEVEL ATUOCBEVNC €V 10 KOO
MeSiov ko XAAXXOU. TOVIOU 8E PELPHKIOV OVIOC EPOOBEIC kol 8” OLOTO MOUPOIVACO EIC
Nixodnuov &¢ékoyey DoV ToU¢ dPOXAUOVC, (¢ POl Tve. This is precisely what Idomeneus
said: GKOANGTOC 8" AV O PATWP MEPL T APPOSITieL, (X POty “ISOpEVEDC, " APLOTPXOV YOUV TUVOC
£pooBeic PeELpokiov kol 8t° adTOV NMapotvAco £i¢ NikddNHov £EEKOYEY aDTOD TOUC
6([)800\[1013@. As far as we can tell from Athenaeus, ldomeneus said nothing about the murder only that
Demosthenes gouged out Nicodemus’ eyes in a drunken fit; according to Aeschines (I 172) it was
Aristarchus who gouged out his eyes and cut off his tongue, when he murdered him.

579. 1117: 6 10 @V AOYWY TEXVOC KOTEMOYYEAAUEVOC TOUC VEOoUC 8tdcokery; 171 10010V
(C ApLOTOPXOV) IPOCTIONCAYEVOC EPUTTNE ELVOU .. EATHSWY KEVDY SUTANCOE (¢ ordTIkOL 81} POAL
IOV PNIOPWY MPWTEVOOVIN, KATIXAOYOV GIIOPAUIVEY, TOLOUT®Y EI0TYNTIC OVT® Kot SISOKKAOC
Eoywy £YEVETO; 173: ® MOPOKEKANUEVOL TIVEC T@Y MOEBMIDY Hkovaty & Ty dkpdoary; 175: 16
COPLOTN ... GELVUVOUEVOY £V TN TV PEIPOKIWY SIOTPIBN.
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was the sophist described by Aeschines, a description more ironical than truthful, since
nowhere else does Aeschines speak of Demosthenes as a professional teacher or of his
school*®® But indeed that was precisely what biographers concluded, when they noted
that Demosthenes had for a time taught rhetoric before embarking on his political
career. They had also concluded that Aristarchus was his most prominent pupil. The
disastrous affair with the young lad, which they found mentioned by Aeschines and
described fully by Idomeneus, provided the necessary motivation for Demosthenes’
departure from teaching into politics.

Hermippus himself may have concluded as much, and in this context followed
Idomeneus in presenting Demosthenes as the actual épaotng of Aristarchus. Certainly
the Anonymous Vita follows this version, as presumably the Suda and Libanius.
Hermippus had undoubtedly picked up the Idomenean characterization of the orator
as akoAaotog®® and perhaps was the first to mentioned Aristarchus in the context of
Demosthenes’ teaching. Certainly when he came to describe the illicit behaviour of
Hypereides, he borrowed extensively from Idomeneus.

How far the orators had been type-cast in the role of the demagogue is clear

from the example of Hypereides, whose sexual excesses Idomeneus noted in some

580. Blass III (1877) 34; Drerup 210. One doubts whether Drerup is justified in concluding on the
basis of Aeschines’ statements that Demosthenes was a teacher of rhetoric around the time of the Meidias
affair, but then only for a short time and again not a professional rhetorician as Isocrates and
Anaximenes, but only the occasional teacher as Isaeus.

581. Suda (454) 309. 2: ErUPEANC UXAAOY 1) EDQUTK, G “EPUITNOC {0TopeT, Kod NPOC T NSOV
Qx_éjggj% (.:)g Kol 10010 QnotLy 0 Otﬁt(')g. In the Suda the characterization of the orator as
&né)\aoroq is connected with his nickname Batalus. There is no direct evidence that Idomeneus ever
mentioned it, though a reference to Demosthenes’ nickname, particularly in the context of the orator’s
lascivions behaviour is appropriate, seeing that he had noted the nickname of Aeschines’ mother in such

a context.
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detail. In F 14 he describes the various liaisons of the orator.’®?  According to
Idomeneus, Hypereides had kept Myrrhin€, Aristagora and Phila as mistresses at
various locations throughout Attica. He even removed his own son Glaucippus from
his ancestral home to take up with Myrrhing, the most expensive hetaira of the day.
Again the archetype for such behaviour was Pericles. He had dismissed his wife from
his house to live a life of pleasure with Aspasia, upon whom he squandered the
greater part of his wealth’®® Like his predecessor, the orator was also accused of
squandering his money on such women; this must be the reason why Idomeneus
included such pointed details as that Myrrhiné was 7 noAuteAeotdn €taipa or that
Phila was purchased with a large sum of money. Hypereides, like Demosthenes, has
been shown to be dkdAaotog.34

Again the biographical details included in his account were extrapolated from

582. 338 F 14: Athen. XIII 590cd: ‘Ynepeidng & O pntwp €k ¢ NOIPGOC OiKio TOV VIOV
AMoBA@Y TANOKIINOY MUpPIvNY TNV NOAVTEAECTAINY ET0UpOry GVEAOPE, KOU TOUTNY UEV €V
&oter £l xev, &v Mepouet 8¢ " Aplotorydpory, Didary 8 &v "EACVGTVL, NV MOAADY GVNOGYEVOC
XPNUKTWY €1 XEV EAEVBEPOOO, VOTEPOY SE KO OIKOVPOV DTNV ENONCNTO, K¢ ISOpEVEDC
{OTOpET. €V 8¢ 1 UnEp PpOVNC AdY® "YRePEISNC OUOAOYDV EpAY TNC YUVOUKOC Kod OVSEN® 10D
£pWTOC CUTNAAQLYHEVOC THY POELPTEVNY MUppivny €i¢ TV OIKILY EI0TTYOLYEN.

Av & N Ppovn &k Oeomudy. KpLvopévn & Ond Eveiov v &ni Borvdaw Smépuyey Stonep
dpytabeic & EVBIoi¢ ovk ETt £imev HAANY Sikny, &¢ onoty “Epuinnoc. 6 8¢ “Ynepeidne
CUVOLYOPEV®Y TN PpOVY, OC OVSEY HVVE AEYWY ENiBOLOL TE NOOY O BIKOTOL KOTOLYTIPLOVHEVOL,
MOUPOYXLYOY DTNV EIC TOVPPOVEC KO MEPIPPNEOC TOVC XLTWVIOKOUC YUUVX TE T OTEPYX
NOINOOLG TOVC EMMAOYLKOVC OLKIOUC €K TNC OYEWC ODTNC ENEPPNIOPEVOEY SELOLSOUMOVTIONE TE
ENOINOEY TOVC SIKOOTOC KO TV LMoty Kol {AKopoy “AQPOSITNE EAEW XOPLOOEVOUC UN
QUMOKTELVOUL.  KOU QPEBEINE EYPOLPN PETX TOOTO YNPLOUOL, UNBEVOL OIKTILEOBOL TRV AEYOVIWY UNEP
UVOC UNSE BAETIOUEVOY TOV KOTITYOPOUUEVOY 1) TNV KOTNYOPOVUEVNY KPLVETBOUL.

583. Athen XIII 532f: Idomeneus on the authority of Heraclides Ponticus.

584. In a parallel account in Ps.-Plutarch (849de) appear the same notices on Hypereides' sexual
liaisons that are attributed here to Idomeneus. That account in Ps—Plutarch is prefaced by the statement
that Hypereides was r(péq o &(ppOSiOLOL KOLIOLCpthﬁq, precisely the charge raised against Demosthenes

by Idomeneus.
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the speeches of the orator. The claim that Aristagora was the orator’s mistress
stemmed from the fact that Hypereides was known to have delivered two speeches
against her>® In the first prosecution she was acquitted’®¢ In the second trial the
charge centered around Aristagora’s failure to secure a npootdtng.’®” The speech that
Hypereides delivered on that occasion at times appears to have approached the pitch
of a scathing attack against all prostitutes.’®® At one point in this second speech he
named three of the most famous hetairai for comparison,’®® Lais, Ocimon and
Metaneira, all of whom were made famous by comedy or an orator’s words.>*® He

noted that like other prostitutes Aristagora was nicknamed ~Ag@¥o or Anchovie’*!

585. Frs. 13-26 Jensen; cf. Athen. XIII 587c.

586. This is impiled in fr. 20: £Nel Ko O TNC SWPOLEVIOC VOUOC GPUOTIWY E0TL T VOV CrYDdVL
nopoaxBnvo: €l Yop Ko ToU¢ XNOPUYOVIONG LEVIOC £(pNKEY EEETVOU TG BOVAOUEV® MGALY
YooyooBou, QY U SOK@OL SIKOUMC TO MPRTOV ONEPEVYEVOL, NI OV PAVEPOV £0TL KT
" ApLOTOLYOPOKC 1O Sikouov; - Harp. sv. Swpotevior (Y. €v 1@ “Aptotory.)

587. Fr. 15 QUIpOOTOLGIOV €180¢ SIKNC KT TV NPOCTHTINY ] VEUOVIRV UETOKGY —= YIT. £V
10 XU Ap. Qtp. B'.- Harp. fr. 16: "Ynepeidne 8 €v 1 kot ~ApLotorydpoic Smpootosiov B enoty
¢ OL VOUOL KEAEVOUGL SIOOPTUPELY &ML TOLTC YPOPOLTC TLIC TOV QUIPOCTOLTION TOV BOVAGUEVOV
OHolWe TV EEVMDY Kol TV Emtxwpiwv.~ Harp. sv. Stooptupioe.  Cf fr. 21

588. Fr. 22: OUOIC TOV KOAOUPEVOY TONOV MO TOLC NOAGUOLC FOTY EVPELY KOOAMED 1O
ANUOGBEVIKOV €V TG VNEP TOV OTEPAVOY —— kod YREPEISOU KOOI TV £T0UP@Y £V TG KOLTOL
ApLotorydpoc. — Theon. prog. I p. 162 W. Cf. fr. 25 KOKOAOYETY "YI. KO(TO! ~ APLOTOLYOPOLC.
- Antiattic. in Bekk. Anecd. p. 102.

589. Fr. 13 (Athen. XIII 587c) YTMEPEISnC puépvntow €V 16 KO ~ApLotorydpoc B Aéywy ovtme
"BoTE Ao HEV ) SOKOVOOL TV NONOTE StevnvoxEvow THY Sty kod ~Qxipov kod Metdeverpor ..." cf.
588c.

590. Lais €V "AVUAQUSL of Epicrates (Athen. XIII 570b), £V TEPOVIOUOVIQL of Anaxandrides (570d),
£V Kuvoryist of Philetaerus (587¢), £V DIADAW of Theophilus (587f), &V 16 NMPAC AciSot of Lysias
(586e & 592e); Ocimon €V T'EPOVIOUOIVICL of Anaxandrides, £V KepK@NowC of Eubulus (567c); Metaneira
£V T1¢ EMOTOANLG of Lysias (592¢), €V 16 kortor Neodpog (592¢) of Ps.-Demosthenes, in Hegesander
perhaps quoting a comic poet (584f),

591. Fr. 24 (Athen. XIII 586a): KO MGALY TOC ~AQUOC KXAOUHEVXC TOV VIOV TPONOV
EKOAECOUTE; of. Harp. sv. G@Ua¢ (Y. kot "Ap.) et Bekk. Anecd. p. 473. Next in the same passage
Athenaeus tells us that &(p‘l'JOL was the name given to hetairai and then quotes from Apollodorus’ v '[(';)
nepl 1V ABAVNOLY "EtoupiSwv for the notice that Stagonion and Anthis were sisters, who were given
this nickname because they were fair, thin and had large eyes. Antiphanes v t(’.;) HEpi 'Etoap&w also
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Although it is difficult to imagine how such a speech could have been used to infer
any kind of relationship between the orator and the hetaira, biographers often
regarded these attacks as the orator’ s way of venting his anger on a former mistress.
So for instance, Euthias, who prosecuted Phryne for impiety, appears in the
biographical tradition as the scorned and hot-tempered lover of the hetaira and
Hypereides, who defended her, as the new favourite’*? Certainly, when it came to
inferring that Hypereides’ had been intimate with Phryne, biographers turned to the
orator’s own words.

After citing Idomeneus for the notices on Myrrhiné, Aristagora and Phila,
Athenaeus goes on to describe the affair and trial of Phryne’? He makes clear that
the only basis for assuming that an illicit liaison had existed between the orator and
that hetaira was the text of the ungp ®puvng. A comparison with a parallel passage

in Ps-Plutarch reveals that the inference was based on what Hypereides had said at

said that Nicostratis was nicknamed ’Aqn')oc for the same reason. Athenaeus most likely found the
quotation from Hypereides’ speech Against Aristagora in Apollodorus’ work, which is cited immediately
before (586a) for a note on Phanostrate’s nickname ®BEIPONVAN and immediately following for the notice
on the sisters Stagonion and Anthis. Book 13 of Athenaeus, the source of F 4a, 12 and 14 of Idomeneus,
all of which deal with hetairai, is made up of a number of excerpts from books written by Hellenistic
scholars TEPL 1@V ~ABAVNOL ‘Etouptd®v (567a). These included such scholars as Aristophanes of
Byzantium who gave a list of 135 names, but whose number was declared deficient by Apollodorus and
Gorgias of Athens, both of whom appended more names in their works nepi "Etoup@®@v (583d). These
works consisted of collections of anecdotes on the affairs of these prostitutes and their lovers, extracted
from comedy and the speeches of orators. In fact book 13 of Athenaeus reads very much like a series
of extracts from comedy and the speeches. The point of contact with comedy is shown clearly from the
title of Herodicus’ work TMEPL KOUWSOVUEVWY of which book 6 was devoted to hetairai (586a & 591c).

592. This tradition is preserved in Alciphron, the author of a collection of fictional letters
supposedly written between 4th-century hetairai and their lovers. See letters [V 4 & S and below, pp.
191-2.

593, XIII 590d: .. UOTEPOV 8 KOt 0lkoUPOY OV (DIANY) ENOLRCKTO, W ~ISOPEVEVC (OTOPET.
£v 8€ 10 UNEP PpuVNC AOYW ‘OMEPEISNC GLOAOYDY £PALY TNC YUVOUKOC KOU OVSENW TOV EPWIOC
ONAACLYHEVOC TV NPOELPNIENY MUppivny €ic TAY OIKIOLY EI0TYOLYEY.
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the beginning of his speech’®* Two fragments are assigned by Jensen to the
introduction. Fragment 171 is of little value, since Pollux does not specify the speech
from which his excerpt comes and, what is more, the attribution by Jensen to the
unep Ppivrg is mere conjecture based on what Athenacus and Ps-Plutarch tell us’%®
Fragment 172, by contrast, provides insight; taken from Syrianus on Hermogenes, the
text reads as follows: "And again Hypereides in the Unép ®pivng: Although identifying
himself and Euthias as both having been intimate with Phryne, he finds some
difference to avoid the identification saying: (And these are Hypereides’ actual words)
for it is not the same thing for one to try to save her by any means and for the
other to destroy her3%

Syrianus’ words imply that it was from this statement alone that biographers
had inferred that Hypereides had been intimate with Phryne. But it is not entirely
certain that Hypereides himself had meant this. The statement is not that explicit and
in its original context was intended to ridicule Euthias. More likely Idomeneus had
misunderstood or misrepresented what Hypereides actually said, as he had in the case
of Aeschines’ words about Demosthenes’ affair with Aristarchus, and on that basis

alleged an affair between Phryne and Hypereides as further evidence of his sexual

594. Ps.-Pl 849%: GWANK®C 8¢ ko PpOVN TN EToiper XOEPETY KPLVOUEVT CUVEENTGOBTT COTOC
YOIP TOVTO €V GpxXT 00 AGYOU SnAoTL.

595. Fr. 171: QUANKGC 8¢ kod PpOvn T £T0UPQ GOEPETY KPLVOUEVT CUVEENTAOBTT ALdTOC YO
10010 €V GpXN 100 AOYOU SNAOL. Vit. X or. 84%—— &V 10 UNEp dpovne AdYw Y. SuoAoy®dvy
£pOLY TNC YUVOUKOC KTA. Ath. XIII 590d—- SLEAEXONY oD Ko SLEtACYHEVOC €ijli (de concubitu) 6C
“Ynep. Poll. V 93 ...

596. Fr. 172: 'Yn. 8¢ n&Ay v 19 Unep epuvng, £¢odioviog, St adtdC 1€ kod EvBiog
OUANKOTEC RO TN PPV ... EVPOY VXL SLLPOPALY EPUYE TO EELOXLOV PATOC OV YO SHOLOV
£0TL TOV HEV BNWC CWONOETOU &K NOVIOC TPOMOV ENIETY, TOV 8¢ Onex GMOAETEL. Syrian. ad Herm. IV
120 Walz.
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propensities. But once the suggestion had been made that the two were lovers it
became fixed in the biographical tradition of that orator.

A sample of that tradition is preserved by Alciphron, the author of fictional
letters supposedly written between fourth-century hetairai and their lovers.
Throughout Euthias is made out to be the scorned lover who took his former mistress
to court out of jealousy. In turn Hypereides is presented as the new found lover who
championed her cause’®” In these letters we find that some of the words attributed to
his characters actually were derived from Hypereides’ speech,’®® and from them it is
possible to reconstruct the original context of fr 172, the source of the biographical
inference that Hypereides and Phryne were intimate. So, for example, in letter 3,
when Bacchis complains to the orator that hetairai like herself will have to give up
their profession, since every time they ask for money they are charged with impiety,’*®
it is plausible that her words were derived from a similar statement in which
Hypereides ridiculed Euthias for the triviality of his charge, ridicule for which he was
famous in antiquity.®® Likewise in letter 5, Bacchis’ caution to Myrrhin€ not to ask
her new found lover Euthias for any money, unless she wanted to be charged with

setting fire to the shipyards and subverting the laws, again was derived from similar

597. IV4 &5

598. Raubitschek, "Phryne,” RE XX 1 (1941) 904.

599. IV 3: Bokxic “Ynep<e>idn TTioou oot (opey o ET(IPoi XAPIY KOU EKKOTN YE UMY 0VX
ATIov i PpOVN. O PEV YOP &YDY pOVNE Ppivne, Ov & moundvnpog EvBio EnaveiAeto, O 8¢
KIVEUVOC GMOADY. €l YOP oU10VO0U NMOPX IOV EPUOTDY XPYUPLOY OV TUYXKVOUEY T} TOLC
8150001y [ord] TUYXVOVoOU GOEPEiOG KPLBNOOUEDO:, MENNVOBOU KPELTIOV TUIY 10D Biov TOVTOV
KO UNKETL EXELY MPAYUOTOL INGE TOTC OULAODOL MOPEXELY...

600. Longinus (De Subl. 32) notes that Hypereides spoke with OKOUUOTOL SLOVPROC T EMSELLOC
KO TIOAU TO KGHUKOV KOU HETO! TIOUSIOG KEVIPOV.
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words in Hypereides’ own speech.f! In fact both Jensen and Kenyon in their editions
included them as fragment 179 of the speech.®”

Now this association of sex and shipyards is provocative. Burning shipyards is
of course an act of treason for which the proper prosecution is eisangelia. But
Hypereides seems to have used the law in more than one context as a rhetorical
device, to point out the absurdity of a charge brought against his client. Thus he has
Lycophron, who was charged with treason for allegedly committing adultery, quote
from the law of eisangelia to show the illegality of being charged with adultery under
the law of treason®®® It is one thing to seduce a neighbour’s wife, but quite another
thing to betray the dockyards, burn public buildings and seize the acropolis. The same
pointed ridicule appears at the beginning of Unép Evtevinnov, where Hypereides asks
the jury whether they are not weary of such eisangeliai. In former times it was men
like Timomachus, Leosthenes, Callistratus and others who were impeached, some

accused of betraying ships, others of betraying cities®* In those days only extreme

601. IV 5: Boekxic Muppivy Mn 81) KPELTIOVOC E11 COL TUXELY £POOTOD, SECTOLVOL ~ APPOSLTN,
QAN EVBioic 0oL OV VOV MEPIENELC CLYKOTOPION.  THACUVOL YUVE THC &evoiog, T T TOLODTR
BNpiw MPoCEPBPOoL. TARY [0WC 16 KAAAEL MEMOTEVKOC © Muppivny Yo&p OTédeL SnAov du
PpOVNY VREPISWY. ~AAN Eotkog kvigow 1OV “YRep<exidny BeBOVANCOot B¢ FANTIOV GOl VOV
NPOCEXOVICL. KOKELVOC ETOUPOLY EXEL GEIOY E0CVTOV KO GV EPOOTIY COL IPENOVICL O TNOOY T
NoP” oOTOD, kKod SYEL CEQVIY f TO VEDPLO, EUNENPIKVT Y 7} TOUC VOUOUC KOTADOVOOY.  (O6L
YOUV 81 nop& NACoUC ULV LS THY QIAXVEPOROTEPLY ~APPOSITNY NPOTPRDCOUC HEPICTICOL.

602. Fr. 179 (Kenyon): Babington, quem sectus est Blassius, verba ex Alciphrone (I 32) citat, quippe
quae ex haec oratione derivata sint ({TNGOY U NP’ OUTODV (sc. Euthia), ko Oyl CEXUTAY A X
VEQPLOL EUIENPNKVLOY 7} TOUC VOUOUC KOLTOAVOUCOLY.

603. I frg IIL 28

604. III 1 [XVII] 8 1O WEV YOP MPOTEPOY €lONYYEAAOVTIO Moy’ VULV Tipudporxoc kol
A£woBEvNe kod KaAAOTpotoc kod DiAwY O €8 Avoiwv kod Oedupoc 6 Tnotov GoAEonC kod
£1EpOL TOLOVTOL KO O PEV QLUTOV VOrDC OUTIONY £XOVIEC IPOSOVVOU, Of 8 MOAEIC ~ABnvodwy, O 8
PATWP OV AEYELY Ty T0¢ BPLOTOL TQ) M.

192



acts of injustice were brought up on the charge of treason, but now the practice has
reached the absurd. Diognides and Antidorus are charged with treason for hiring
flute-girls at too high a price, or Euxenippus because he had a dream.5%

The same sort of ridicule was directed against Euthias at the beginning of the
speech in defence of Phryne. Hypereides surely first insinuated that Euthias was once
Phryne’s lover. Next he probably mocked him for bringing his former mistress to
court on a charge of impiety and treason, because she scorned him, when he refused
to pay her fee. Treason was reserved for serious charges like setting fire to shipyards
or subverting laws. Fr. 172 must be understood in this context: "it is one thing to seek
to save someone and quite another to destroy them by every possible means", that is
by these trumped up charges. The whole thought is a reductio ad absurdum, but
Idomeneus followed by other ancient biographers misunderstood the original intent of
Hypereides’ words and saw in fr. 172 a reference to his intimacy with the hetaira.
Here they have taken Hypereides’ insinuations all too literally and out of them have
created an entire biographical fiction in which both Euthias and then Hypereides are
presented as actual lovers of Phryne.

After mentioning the affair with Phryne, Athenaeus proceeds to describe the
trial, which became the most celebrated incident in the biographical fiction of the

orator. What made the trial so famous in antiquity was Hypereides’ stratagem of

605. 2 [XIX] 6 oUTwC PEYHA®Y GSIKTHGINY KO NEPLPOVDY O ELOOYYEAIOU TOTE NOOLY.  VUVL
8€ 10 YLYVOPEVOY £V TN NMOAEL NV KOTOYEAXCTOV €0TIY.  ALOYVISNC MEV kod ~ AVISWPOC O
BETOLKOC EIOOLYYEAAOVTIOU (¢ TIAEOVOC ULOBOUVIEC TOC CLOANTPISOIC | O VOUOC KEAEVEL, ~AYOOIKATC
8 6 &x Mepoiewe, Su eic “AApovsiove Eveypdden), EvtEVIMNOC 8 [OnEp 1V EVURvilev] OV enoy
£wlpokElvoLL.
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disrobing Phryne before the jury during his peroration. According to Athenaeus,
sensing that the verdict was going against his client, the orator brought her before the
jury, tore open her garments to expose her breasts and broke into such lamentation
that the jurors grew superstitious at the sight of this handmaiden and priestess of
Aphrodite and acquitted her. Scholars have been reluctant to reject the story, not
realizing that such anecdotes are nothing more than the products of the imagination
of ancient biographers.5%

Like Hypereides’ alleged affair with Phryne, the disrobing scene was based on
what Hypereides himself had said. There is no indication that any contemporary
account of the trial existed to inform biographers of what happened; this could only
be inferred from the text of his speech. The disrobing scene may in fact reflect a
description in the peroration, in which the orator imagined his client brought before
the jurors dressed as a suppliant, gown torn, striking her breasts in the fashion of a
tragic figure. Such displays to arouse the pity of the jury were certainly not beyond
Hypereides. According to Longinus, he had the power of evoking pity and of telling

a story fluently®¥” At the end of his speech on behalf of Euxenippus, Hypereides

606. Semenov, "Hypereides und Phryne," Klio 28 (1935) 278-9, accepts the disrobing scene at face
value and explains the fearful reaction of the jurors from the fact that they actually imagined that they
were seeing the embodiment of Aphrodite. He draws as a parallel the famous ruse of Peisistratus, when
he paraded Phye in full armour, as if she were Athena herself. Such a dramatic antic, he argues, was
consistent with the character of Hypereides, who was depicted in the biographical tradition as fickle and
sexually excessive. But such arguments falter on the very fact that Semenov fails to realize that such
stories about Hypereides’ love-affairs were mere inventions by biographers and have no more credibility
than the disrobing scene itself.

607. De Subl. 34. 2-3; Longinus singles out Nepi PpUVNC and NEPL ~ABNVOYEVOUC as Hypereides’
two most outstanding pieces. The former was so highly regarded that the great Roman orator Messala
Corvinus translated the speech into Latin (Quint. X 4. 3). The fame of the trial likely owes as much to

Hypereides’ own oratory as to the disrobing scene.
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remarks that he has done all he could to help, it was now up to his client to ask the
court’s permission to summon his friends and children before the jurors®® The
orator may have concluded his defence of Phryne with a similar comment from
which it was inferred that he had led his client in to supplicate the jurorsS$°®®
particularly if that comment included a vivid description of his dejected client, a
rhetorical technique known as Unotunwotg or Statvnwoig and one recomended by
rhetoricians in the peroration to arouse pity$!® In fact in one late anonymous
rhetorical work this is precisely how the scene is imagined, simply as a rhetorical
device to arouse pity (€ni wvog EAeetvov oxfotog) on a par with introducing women
and children into court. Phryne is simply described as tearing her dress and striking
her naked breast, indeed the actions of a suppliant$!! In yet another anonymous
rhetorical work, which seems to have drawn on the same source, we read how
Hypereides secured the acquittal of Phryne "by a speech full of pity and the rending

of a garment" (§AcetvoAoyiag € MANGeL kol MepPPNEeL g £00ntog), a comment which

608. III 41 (XLIX). 16: £y® PEV oUV ool EvtEvune Beponenror Soo €LX0V. Aouov & ot
SETOBOU TV SIKNCTOV KO TOVC PIAOVC TTOPOKOAELY Kod TOL Tioudior SevoBiBoeadou.

609. cf. F 12: Athen. XIII 592e¢ where Idomeneus had wrongly concluded from what Demosthenes
had said in MEPL XPUOLOV that he had his children by a hetaira. In the course of the speech he must
have said that he was bringing before the jury his children without a mother, the last detail no doubt
intended to evoke greater pity.

610. Quint. IX 2 40; Longin. De Subl. 20. 1. See Kowalski, "De Phrynes Pectore Nudato," Eos 42
(1947) 53, 58.

611 Walz VII 334. 20-335. 8: O 8¢ QEVYWY €K TOV EVOIVHOV £AEELVOAOYNOETOU, KOTOUPEPWY SIL
1OV MOONUKDY T PPOVARKTIN TOV SIKNCTOV EVIODON 8E, PNOL, KOU O TV YUVOUK®DY EOrYWYod
XPACLOL, Ko O TV NOUSWY KO NOTEPWY, €L TOXOL, KO CTUYYEV®Y, Snep EAEYOUEV QVWTEPW: OV
HovN &kdn 1OV EAcov €pydioetou, GAAX kod TN Opatkn 0CBACEL TOV VOOV EmTopder 1Y
SIkaLOVIWY: 0V YOP OTWC NUOC EKMANTIEL T AEYOUEVY, OO0V &N’ DIV IOV OXMUAT®Y
POUVOPEVO: TOV YOUV YREpISNY @ooiv oVt 1OV Onép Ppuvne wiknoot AOYoV, (¢ Yo Mo,
Qnoiy, elonyoye TV £10dpory €Nl UVOC EAEEINOD GXMMOTOC, TTOUOUEVNY T OTNBN YU VO, kod IOV
ATV MEQIPPTE OOy, KOl O SIKAOTOd TIPOC OLKTOV ISOVIEC AMEYNPICOLVTO.
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again more aptly describes a scene of supplication than disrobing?!? But the
expression "rending of the garment”, which was possibly lifted right from Hypereides’
speech and described a supplicating Phryne, could easily have suggested to a
biographer disrobing. In fact this exact same expression also appears in several
accounts of the scene’!* The consistency with which the same words repeat
themselves in every description of the disrobing, even if they do not go back to
Hypereides, at least suggest a single biographical source.

The earliest known description of the trial is found in the Ephesia of
Poseidippus, whose comic account is preserved in Athenaeus®* The comic poet
simply describes Phryne clasping the hand of each juror and with tears pleading for
her life. The scene is one of supplication. There is no mention of disrobing which, if

it had actually happened, would have made good comic material. The only conclusion

612. Walz IV 413, 20-414. 6: UnO 8¢ 100 PEVYOVIOC SIEAEELVOAOYRY TPOOXORoETOw £vOoL M
KOU TIOPOLYDYOU YUVOUK®DY TE Ko NOUSwY XPROOL Kod QIA®Y TTOAAOL YOUV MITOUEVOL TOLLC
SIKOUOAOYLOC, TOCODTOV €V 1) 10U A0V SIELOSW KEKLVAKKOL ABOC, TOTC CIKPOWUEVOLC BC TNV
VIKBOOY AMEVEYKOGBw Ko TOUTOV poptiptoy “YReEpISng &v 1 Unep Ppovng e £todpoc AdY®
EAEELVOAOYIOIC T€ MANBEL Ko Th) MEPIPPALEL THC E0BNTOC SLLTRMOOC €k T EVBIOV KOLTyopio Ty
SLVEPWIOV.

613. Athen. XIII 590e: MOPOYYDV EIC HEGOV KO MEPIOPNEOC TOVC XLTWVIOKOUC YUV TE TOX
OTEPVOL MTOLNOOC TOVC ETAOYIKOUC OLKTOUC £K TN OYEMC OUDTNC ENEPPNTOPEVOEY; Ps.—PL 849e:
NOPOUYOLYQV €i¢ HECOV kod MEPIPPNEOC TNV E0OTTeL ENESELte TOL TTEPVOXL THE YVVOUKOC; Alciphron IV
4: unde 101¢ Aéyouoi oot &u, € PN 1OV XTWVIOKOY NEPIPPNEOUEVD T LOOTHPIOL TOLC SIKOLOTOLLC
ENESELEOC, OVSEV <OV> & PATWp WPEAEL, NEIBOV; Sex. Emp. Rh. 11 4: dpovN 1€, OC QOLY, £nel
gUVNYOPOUVIOE DTN " YRepiSou EUEAAE KOTOSIKGLETHOU, KTOPNEOWENT) TOUC XLTWVIOKOUC Kod
YUUVOLG OTABEDL NPOKVALYSOUEVN TRV SIKKOTOV MAELOV LOXVOE St 10 KYUAAOS TOUC SIKOLOTOK
NELOOUL TNE TOV GUVIYOPOUVIOC PIITOPELOLC.

614. XIII 591f: dpOVN OB’ NUADY YEYOVEV EMLPOVECTHTN/ TOAD TV ETOUPDY. KO YOP €
VEQTEPOY TV TOTE XPOVWY €1, 1OV Y GY@V GkAKoo./ PACHTIELY Sokoboo TOUC Bilouct peitouc
BAGBOG/ THY NALOUOY ELAE MEPL TOD OMUKTOC,/ KO TRV SIKUOTDY KO £vor SetLovuévn/ et
8okpUWY SLECWOE TV YUXTY HOALC.

+* The text has been restored to read IOI‘JQ véoug for IOI‘JQ BiOUQ in line four of the fragment,
and refers to the charge of corrupting the youth. See Semenov (above, n. 606) 275,
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is that the disrobing scene was a subsequent invention, sometime after 290, when
Poseidippus was active as a poet®’> What evidence there is suggests that the story
was current around 2705 This does not rule out Idomeneus as its author. He
bagan writing shortly after 300 and may have been active as late as 270.

In the text of Athenaeus F 14 of Idomeneus stands under the name of
Hermippus, who is cited for additional details relating to Euthias®'? Presumably he is
Athenaeus’ immediate source,!'® and a discussion of his contribution to the tradition

is reserved for the next chapter. But there are aspects of Athenaeus’ account of the

615. He won four victories from 289/8 onwards. See A. Kérte, "Poseidippos,” RE XXII 1 (1953)
426-8.

616. A disrobing scene is found in one of mimes of Herodas. He appears to have been a
contemporary of Callimachus, which would put the composition of his mimes in the late 270’s early 260s.
See Pliny EP. IV 3.4; Cunningham, Herodas Mimiambi (Oxford 1971) 2-3, 81, 84-5; Nairn, The Mimes of
Herodas (Oxford 1904) xiii-xv. In Mime 2 a ]'[Op\’OBOOK‘ég by the name of Battarus gives a speech
which parodies the speeches delivered in the Attic courts. The defendant is a ship owner named Thales
who has been charged with battery against Myrtale, one of Battarus’ girls. At one point (2. 65-78) the
nopvoBocncég produces the girl before the court and bids the jurors to look at her torn dress, and the
bruises and scars which she had received at the hands of Thales: SEVPO, MUPTOAN, ko GO/ VOWILE
10010V 0V dPNC StkStoviow/ NOTEPog ASEAPOVC EUBAENELY. OPNT GVSPEC,/ T TIAUOLT QLOTIC Kol
KATWOEY/ M AETOL TOLOT EUAAEY QVOYTIC OVTOC,/ ST ELAKEY OXOTNY KOPIGLET... It has been thought
that this was a travesty of Hypereides' disrobing of Phryne. See Headlam, Herodas (Cambridge 1922) 92;
Hicks, CR 5 (1891) 350, Nairn 15. But the action of Battarus could in fact be a parody of any display on
the part of a battered victim or even a general, who revealed his wounds and scars to invoke the
sympathy of the jurors. If there is any reminiscence of Phryne, it is in the girl’s appearance as a
suppliant, which is suggested by the words IiMLOLIOL and €UAAEV and by her appeal to the jurors as
fathers and brothers. The verb TIAAW is commonly used of supplication. But note Cunningham’s
translation of verses 68-70 (p. 95). "See, gentlemen, her plucked skin, below and above, how smooth this
innocent has plucked it", which brings out the obscene humour in Battarus’ remarks. The parody comes
in that what was shown was not necessarily scars. This may be the whole point of the disrobing of
Phryne. Even if the scene does parody the disrobing of Phryne, which in itself may be nothing more
than a parody of the ususal display made by victims in court, it need only suggest that story became
current in the Callimachean period, sometime after I[domeneus wrote.

617. 590d: “HV & 1} ®pOvn éx Oeom@dy. Kpivopévn 8¢ vno Evbiog oOk & €imev GAANY
sixny, ¢ enotv Epumnoc.

618. It is generally assumed that Idomeneus was only known in later antiquity through Hermippus.
See Jacoby, FGrH 338 IIIB 85, RE 91l
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trial which clearly go back to Idomeneus. By now it should be clear that he had
patterned the character of the orators after the traditional image of the demagogue, as
it was presented in the polemics of Theopompus, Stesimbrotus and Antisthenes. Not
only does Hypereides’ sexual excess parallel that of Pericles, but also his conduct at
the trial. Aspasia had been charged with impiety and illicit behaviour. Supposedly
she had invited free born-women into her place of gathering$'® In like fashion

Phryne was charged with impiety and behaving illicitly.$?°

619. Plut. Per. 32. 1

620. Ps.~Plutarch (849¢) notes that she was charged with QoePeiot.  Athenaeus simply mentions that
it was a capital charge (TfV €ni BOVXTW); but as the example of Socrates clearly shows, the charge of
impiety was an &Yd)\? TLunI()q in which the penalty was not prescribed by law but had to be voted on.
Much of the past scholarship has been concerned with the actual charges against Phryne and little
concerned with the extraordinary events of the trial itself. See Cantarelli, "Osservazioni sul processo di
Frine," RFIC 13 (1885) 465-82; Foucart, "L’accusation contre Phryné," Revue de Philologie 26 (1902) 216-18;
Semenov (above, n. 606) 271-9; Kowalski, "De Phrynes Pectore Nudato," Eos 42 (1947) 50-62; Raubitischek
(above, n. 598) 893-907. Preserved in an anonymous rhetorical work entitled TEXVN TOU NMOALUKOV
AOYOV is what appears to be a fragment from Euthias’ speech listing the actual charges against Phryne:
she was charged with revelling shamelessly in the Lyceum, with introducing a new divinity and with
forming illict thiasoi of men and women: KOIIO! HEV OVV VNOBECLY GVOKEPUACUWOLC YIVETOU, STOLY
oOTO T THY UNOBECLY MEMOINKOTOL YIADC EKTIODUEDN, 010V GOEPEIOC KPLVOREVN PPV Kod YOI
EKOUOOEY £V AUKELR, KoUvOY EI0AYOYEY BEOY, Kod BIAOOUC GVEP@Y KO YUVOUKGDY GUVAYOYEV.
"ENESELEOL TOLVUY DUTY QLOEBN DpuvNy, Kopudooooy VoUSRC, KOUVOD 800 EICTYRTPLOLY, BLCOUC
OVEP@DY EKBECHOUC KOU YUVOUKRDY CUVOYOYOUOOY." WIAGL YOO VOV T MPOYROToL SinyeLtou (Rh.
Gr. 1 455 Spengel). The god whose cult she supposedly introduced was that of Isodaites, a foreign
divinity associated with Pluto (Hesychius sv. 100804Tn0) or Dionysus (Plut. NEPL 1OV £V AEAQOLC EI 9).
It was a mystery cult into which both men and women were initiated, and according to Harpocration
particularly women of ill repute: T0OS0UTNG Y. €V 1 Pp. ELEVIKOC TiC SOUPGY, § T SUGOSN YOVOUN
Ko PR ICVY OMOVSaL o ETEAEL (fr. 177 Jensen). Cf. frs. 174 & 175. The charge of introducing a new
divinity seems to have become a near fopos, the type of accusation commonly raised against some one on
trial for impiety. Again the case of Socrates is illuminating here; he was charged both with introducing
a new divinity and with corrupting the youth (PL. Ap. 24b; Xen. Ap. 10, Mem. I 1; DL. II 40). According
to the anonymous writer her illicit activities supposedly took place in the Lyceum, one of the gymnasia
frequented by the Athenian youth, and it may be that corruption of the youth was another accusation
(Cantarelli 467-8), further suggesting that many of the charges against her were topoi, usually the types
of charges directed against philosophers. A possible reference to corrupting the youth is found in a
fragment from the Ephesia of the comic poet Poseidippus, where he gives his own account of the trial

(above, n. 614). In comic circles at least this seems to be a common charge against hetairai. Satyrus told
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But even if the charges were genuine, the whole description of the trial itself,
as it has come down to us, bears the stamp of a biographical topos characteristic of
these polemics. Antisthenes had described how Pericles would "visit" Aspasia twice a
day and how at her trial he broke down weeping as he defended his mistress on a
charge of impiety®?! The same behaviour is credited to Hypereides when he
defended Phryne on a similar charge of impiety. According to Athenaeus, after
disrobing his client, he broke down and wept at the sight of her. As evidence of
Hypereides’ shameless behaviour, Athenaeus also mentions a decree which supposedly
was passed after her acquittal forbidding any advocate from indulging in lamentation
and forbidding the accused from appearing before the jury at the time of voting$??
As we have seen, Idomeneus was known to have consulted Craterus on occasion and
may have found the decree mentioned by him. But it is of such a tendentious nature
as to suggest pure invention. It corresponds too closely with Hypereides’ alleged

behaviour at the trial%?® As the example of Pericles shows, such behaviour on the

the story how the Cynic philosopher Stilpo accused Glycera of corrupting the youth, to which she
responded that they both fell under the same charge (Athen. XIII 584a). According to one account
Phryne even played the role of Alcibiades to Xenocrates, attempting to overcome the philosopher’s
self-control through seduction (DL. IV 7).

621. Athen. XIII 58%. Plutarch (Per. 32. 3) tells the very same story on the authority of Aeschines
Socraticus, who wrote a dialogue entitled Aspasia (Athen. V 220b). Antisthenes also wrote an
Aspasia (DL VI 16), but according to Athenaeus (V 220d) in this dialogue Antisthenes slandered the sons
of Pericles, Xanthippus and Paralus. But in his political dialogue he attacked all Athenian demagogues.
This seems to be the point behind his description of the trial of Aspasia, to malign Pericles, and this
dialogue on the demagogues may be an equally appropriate context for such an account of Pericles’
defence of Aspasia.

622. Kol QUPEBEIONC £YPGPN METO TOOTO WAPLOUO PNSEVEL OIKTILECBOU TV AEYOVIWY UNEP
UVOC UNSE PAENIOUEVOY TOV KOLIITYOPOULEVOY 1) TNV KOLITYOPOUMEVNY KPLVECOOLL.

623. Raubitschek, (above, n. 598) 906-7, believes that the decree is authentic and was introduced by
Hypereides himself, something which, however, cannot be verified from the text of Athenaeus. He

argues that Idomeneus found this document with Hypereides’ name attached to it and that its authenticity
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part of a demagogue to save his mistress was expected. Clearly what is operating
here is a biographical topos, that has been applied to two different demagogues,
transferred from the context of one trial to another, and as such, further casts
suspicion on the details of the trial, as they have come down to us in the biographical
tradition from Idomeneus.

In Athenaeus’ account Hypereides’ has assumed Phryne’s role as suppliant and
this aspect of the account goes back to Idomeneus. Given his fondness for attributing
sexual excess to the demagogues, such a provocative act as disrobing her before the
jury was certainly in character, and the whole scene should be regarded as his own
creation, based on a misunderstanding of what Hypereides meant by the words "a
speech full of pity and the rending of a garment”. Indeed much of the biographical
material included in his work on the demagogues was gathered from the speeches and
turned into characterizing anecdotes. In many respects his treatment was prejudiced
by his writing within a particular tradition. That is to say, he represented the orators
only as demagogues, as they were typically presented in polemics by Theopompus and
others. So he introduced biographical topoi that had become the standard fare of such
works, and would thus characterize Demosthenes and Hypereides as sexually unbridled
in the manner of a Pericles. Hence the part of the biographical tradition that can be

traced back to him is highly suspect. Even so, Idomeneus did make an important

need not be doubted since Idomeneus could refer to the fact that the orator himself had secured the
acquittal of Phryne £AEELVOAOYIOK TE MATBEL KOd MEPIPPAEEL THC 0BNTOC.  But this type of argument is
double edged: the contents of the decree may have been suggested from what was said in the speech.
Even if such a decree existed, there is no reference to any form of disrobing; the Greek need only

suggest that the accused not be seen at the time of voting, so as to influence the jurors’ verdict.
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contribution. He seems to have been the first to include the orators in a treatment of
a decidedly biographical nature, and would therefore prove an important source for

Hermippus, when he came to compose his own biographies.
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CHAPTER 4

HERMIPPUS

Up to this point we have established that by the early Augustan period a
common history on the orators Isocrates, Demosthenes and Hypereides had been
generally recognized. In any one of the lives of the kotvn iotopia or in the later
extant biographies could be found essentially the same material. So, for instance, any
biography of Demosthenes could be expected to include a section on the orator’s
exercises, which would thus constitute a part of his common history. Hermippus was
seen to have been a important source of that common history and an important
source of the anecdotal material preserved in later collections like Ps-Plutarch. Any
contribution by earlier writers like Demetrius of Phalerum and Idomeneus of
Lampsacus that may have filtered down into the later tradition, it has been suggested,
was transmitted by that biographer. This chapter will examine 1) his popularity as a
source in later antiquity; 2) the character of his writing in general; 3) the work on the
Isocrateans as a construct of literary history of 4th century Attic prose; and 4) attempt
to reconstruct the scheme and content of his biographies on Demosthenes, Hypereides
and Isocrates.

Hermippus was called both a Callimachean®® and a Peripatetic®?® This perhaps

624. Athen. Il 58f; V 213f;, XV 696d
625. fr.l: Hieronymus De viris illustribus Praefatio 821. 1
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reflects the twofold nature of his biographies.t?¢ The designation "Peripatetic’ by this
time no longer necessarily carried any philosophical affiliations but signified simply an
interest in literary history and biographical writing, an interest which so characterized
the writings of the Peripatos®?’ Certainly there is evident in his writings which
recalls the Peripatetic method, the abundance of anecdotes, the lively entertaining style
or even the use of literary sources of the author in question to infer biographical
details?® As a Callimachean, his biographies were also influenced by the
pinacographical activity of the Alexandrian library. His biographical production has
been seen by some as a supplement to Callimachus’ Pinakes®?® If the epithet
KaAApayxetog indicates any direct association with Callimachus, it would place
Hermippus in the last quarter of the 3rd century B.C, a point confirmed from the fact
that the last known person to appear in his biographies was Chrysippus, who died in
208/5%° Hermippus was probably not active much beyond the turn of the century.
A terminus ante quem may be set by the literary activities of Heraclides Lembus,
who epitomized some of his biographies. He flourished during the reign of Ptolemy

VI (181-146 B.C).5!

626. Leo 124

627. See above n. 376 for bibliography.

628. For the general character of literary monographs of the Peripatetics see Leo 102-104 & 317-18;
Arrighetti, "Satiro,” (above, n. 97) 12-21. For the Peripatetic influence on Satyrus' Blo¢ EVPLNISOU see
above n. 377-80.

629. Pfeiffer 129; Nietzsche, "De Laertii Diogenis fontibus,” RhM 24 (1869) 189-91; Fraser I 781

630. DL VII 184. See Fraser Il 65 n. 52.

631. See Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 3; Fraser Il 656 n. 53, 741 n. 172.
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The Popularity of His Writin

In antiquity Hermippus was held in high regard both as a scholar and as a
biographer. In the preface to his De Viris Illustribus Hieronymus (Jerome) names
Hermippus, alongside Antigonus, Satyrus and Aristoxenus, as one of Suetonius’
forerunners in literary biography.®® It is generally acknowleged that Jerome derived
his statement from Suetonius himself5** In that case, Hermippus was indeed regarded
by the Roman biographer as an important model for his own De viris illustribus.

On more than one occasion he was praised in antiquity for his accuracy as a
biographer. So, for instance, in Apion I 22 (163) Josephus notes that there were many
who wrote on Pythagoras, but by far the most distinguished of them was Hermippus,
who was careful in his reporting$* According to Josephus, Hermippus had reported

in the first book of his nepi tov IMuBaydpov how the soul of Calliphon, after his

632. Fr. 1 W (Praefatio 821. 1): hortaris me, Dexter, ut Tranquillum sequens ecclesiasticos scriptores
in ordinem digeram, et quod ille in enumerandis gentilium litterarum viris fecit illustribus, ego in nostris
faciam, id est ut a passione Christi usque ad decimum quartum Theodosii imperatoris annum omnes qui
de scripturis scantis memoriae aliquid tradiderunt tibi breviter exponam. fecerunt quidem hoc idem apud
Graecos Hermippus Peripateticus, Antigonus Carystius, Satyrus doctus vir et longe omnium doctissimus
Aristoxenus musicus, apud Latinos autem Varro, Santra, Nepos, Hyginus et ad cuius nos exemplum
provocas Tranquillus.

633. Leo 102, 136; Wilamowitz, "Antigonos von Karystos," Philol. Untersuch. 4 (1881) 27, Momigliano
73; Stuart, "Epochs of Greek and Roman Biography,” Sather Classical Lectures 4 (1928) 135, 193, who adds
that Jerome’s list was only illustrative not exhaustive; cf. Arrighetti (above, n. 97) 21

634, Fr 22: 00100 (ITVBOrYOPOL) HEV ODY OVEEY OUOAOYELTOU TUYYPSYLOL, TTOAAOL 8¢ TOL MEPL
VIOV LOTOPNKOOL, Ko ToVT@Y €monudtotde ¢ouy “Epnnoc, &vip nepl MOOoyY {0TOpLory
EMUPEANC.  AEYEL TOLVUY €V 10 MP®TRY TV Nepi TTvBorydpou BPAIwy, Su TTuBoydpo, £vOC ordTOD
10V CLVOUCINOTOV TEAEUTAGOVIOC ToUVOHN KoAAp@VTOE 10 YEvog Kpotwwditov, v £keivou
YUXNY EAEYE CUVSITPIBELY DT KO VOKTWP Kol KOO’ NPEPOY: Kol 3Tt MOUPEKEAEVETO Un
SLEpXECBOUL TONOY, £ OV &V dvog OkAGoM, kod Sifiwy VSATWY Géxecbou Kod NAONC CMEXELY
BACLCPNUICG. £1TO MPOOTIBNOL PETOL TOXOTOL KOU THSE "TOrOTOL 8 EMPOLTIEY Ko FAEYE T0¢ " Tousodmv
Ko OpoK®Y SOEMC WPOUHEVOC KO PETOIPEPWY EIC ENUTOV". AEYETOUL YO O XANBAC & &vip
ERETVOC TTOAAG TV NP ~Tovsaidore VopiwY €i¢ THY otOTOV PETEVEYKELY PIACCOPIOLY.
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death, haunted his teacher Pythagoras night and day, admonishing him to follow these
prohibitions: not to pass the place where an ass had collapsed or to drink
thirst-producing waters or to blaspheme. Hermippus is quoted as saying that these
precepts were taken over from the Jews and the Thracians. Apparently he also
claimed that Pythagoras incorporated many elements of Jewish law into his
philosophy. This last statement no doubt explains Josephus’ enthusiasm for
Hermippus, but it still indicates the breadth of research that went into his works.$%
According to Josephus, his Bio¢ was by far the most popular of all the biographies on
the philosopher and was careful to include all of his historia. That is to say what had
come to constitute the common history on that philosopher was already found in
Hermippus’ biography.53

It is known that Heraclides Lembus, who flourished around 170 B.C., had

epitomized his biography of Pythagoras®®’ A fragment of this epitome is preserved

635. Stuart, (above, n. 633) 173, regards Josephus’ estimate of Hermippus as "the most celebrated

authority on Pythagoras and a painstaking investigator” "an expansion of the truth",

636. This is not to disregard the importance of Aristoxenus, whose biography of Pythagoras was
held in high regard in later antiquity and formed the basis of Nicomachus’ biography of the philospher
(50-150 AD) and proved an important source for Porphyry and Iamblichus. See Cox, Biography in Late
Antiquity (Berkeley 1983) 11; cf. Lévey, Recherches sur les sources de la légende de Pythagore, 90-128.
However that may be, Diogenes Laertius does not seem to have any direct knowledge of Aristoxenus and
must have used another source. See Mejer (above, n. 158) 42.

637. According to Diogenes (V 94) Demetrius Magnes reported that Heraclides was from Callatis or
Alexandria, but the Suda (sv. HpPOKAEISNC) notes that he was from Oxyrhynchus and was the son of
Sarapion; the last point is confirmed by POxy 1367 which in Fr 2 is initialized "HPO(KAEISOV TOD
SopOUiVOC EMToUn KTA. The Suda adds that he flourished during the reign of Ptolemy VI (181-146)
and negotiated a peace between Ptolemy and Antiochus IV. For a summary of all past scholarship and
attempts at reconciling the conflicting evidence see Grenfell/Hunt, POxy XI (1915) no. 1367 114-15; Bloch,
"Herakleides Lembos and his Epitome of Aristotle’s Politeia,” TAPA 71 (1940) 33; Fraser II 741 n. 172 and

Gallo, Frammenti biografici (above, n. 298) 17-18 n. 12 & 14.
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in POxy 13675 Dated to the late 2nd century A.D. by the editors, it attests to a
certain popularity in some circles during the imperial age, not only of Heraclides’
epitomes, but more importantly of epitomes of Hermippus, and in particular of the
latter’s nept ITuBayopou. This fact, as we have just seen, was already suggested by
Josephus, who singled out his biography of the philosopher for praise.5*

The popularity of Hermippus as a biographical source is evident from the
frequency with which he is cited in later works. Wehrli gives no less than 103
fragments. Most of these are to be found in Diogenes Laertius. Diogenes, who on
occasions seems to have used Hermippus directly, cited him more than any other
older source®4? In fact it is generally believed that his life of Aristotle formed the
basis of Diogenes’ account®*! Most recently Diiring has reaffirmed this traditional

view®*? and has shown that Hermippus’ biography remained the standard work until

638. The title is preserved in fr. 2: “'HpOKAEISOU TOD To(POUTIMVOC ELTOUN 10V Eppinmov nepl
VOROBEIDV kol €N 0OP@Y ko TTuBoYOPOU. As the title indicates the epitome also included
Hermippus’ collection of biographies on legislators and the seven wise men. These two works were
extensive, comprising at least 6 and 4 books respectively. The life of Pythagoras itself covered at least 2
books. Only the epitome of TISpi VOLOBETWV is preserved in any form. The legistators found treated in
the fragments of the papyrus include Demonax, Cecrops, Buzyges, Archimachus and an unidentified
figure belonging to the Hellenistic period. The papyrus shows that in his epitome Heraclides preserved
the book division of the original. The extreme conciseness of the notices of the papyrus, which are few
and at best elliptical, is a far cry from the voluminous original. On the general character of the epitome
of the MEPL VOUOBETDV see Gallo (above, n. 298) 23, 25-27.

639. The intended audience of these epitomes is a matter of dispute. Leo, who wanted to see
Heraclides as the inventor of "grammatical” biography, imagined that Heraclides’ epitomes were intended
for scholarly use. Fraser suggests that they were intended for popular consumption, while Gatlo (27-28
& 32) suggests that the epitomes served a scholastic role.

640, Mejer (above, n. 158) 32.

641. Heibges (849-50) even thinks that it is conceivable that all the Peripatetic biographies in book
5 go back to Hermippus; cf. Wilamowitz, "Antigonos von Karystos," Philolog. Untersuchungen 4 (1881) 78.

642. During 79 & 464-67. His position is fully accepted by Chroust, Aristotle (above, n. 152)
xix-xx, 2-8, but was challenged by Moraux, Les listes anciennes des ouvrages d’ Aristote (Louvain 1951)

243-7, who advanced the view that Ariston of Ceos rather than Hermippus was Diogenes’ main source.
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Ptolemy-el-Garib wrote his life of Aristotle®*® This is precisely the impression that
we received from Josephus in the case of the life of Pythagoras. Hermippus’ work
remained canonical at least until the end of the first century A.D.5

Such high regard for Hermippus as a biographical source is attested not only
by Diogenes’ extensive use of him, but, as we also have seen, by the actual praise
afforded him. A bias may well be suspected in Josephus, but more respected scholars,
like Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Pliny the elder, echo his praise. Dionysius, like
Josephus, considered Hermippus a careful writer. At the beginning of his essay on
Isaeus he notes that the xowvn totopia, his usual biographical source, provided him
with only two details: that Isaeus was Demosthenes’ teacher, and either an Athenian or
a Chalcidian by birth.** Instead he turned to Hermippus, whom he fully expected to

be dkpin¢ €v torg &AAow but was surprised, when the biographer himself only noted

See Gigon, "Interpretationen zu den antiken Aristotles-Viten," Museum Helveticum 15 (1958) 147-93, who
provides a detailed analysis of Diogenes’ vita of Aristotle and his reliance on Hermippus. Cf. Chroust,
(above, n. 152) 25-53, for his detailed examination of Diogenes’ biography. For a summary of the
scholarship on the subject see Chroust, "A brief Account of the traditional Vitae Aristotelis,' REG 77
(1964) 50-69.

643. The standard view has been to identify this Ptolemy with Ptolemy Chennos who wrote
sometime in the late Ist or early 2nd century A.D. (Christ-Schmid Gesch. griech. Lit. 1 [ 6th edit. 1912]
723 n. 4), but this has been challenged by Moraux (292-4) and again by Diiring (210 & 275), who argues
that Ptolemy-el-Garib was a Neo-Platonist writing in the first half of 4th century. Cf. Chroust, "A brief
Account," (above, n. 642) 60-61 & 60 n. 1 and Aristotle (above, n. 152) 9. For a reconstruction of
Hermippus’ life of Aristotle see Diiring 465-7 and Chroust (above, n. 152) 4-6,

644. His Apion was written sometime after the Antiquities which was published in 93/4,

645, fr. 69 (Is. 1): "looTo¢ 8¢ 6 ANUOGBEVOVC KAUBNYNOXUEVOC Ko S TODTO PKALOT
YEVOUEVOC MEPLPOLVAC, OC MEV TLVEC (OTOPOUOLY, ~ABMVOILOC NV 10 YEVOC, 6 & £IEpoL YPApovoL,
KOAKISEDS ... YEVECEWC 8€ Ko TEAEVTNC TOV PTOPOC GKPIBT XPOVOV EMETY OVX Exw OVSE 81 nepl
100 Biov 1v8pde, 01OC T NV, OVSE MEPL THC MPOOUPECEWS TV TIOATEVIGTWY OVSEY, &PXTV &
NPOEIAETO TV ) TIOALTELLY, 0V8 OAWC MEPL WV TOLOVIWY OVSEVOC St TO UNSEMIY TOLOLOT
NEPLTUYXLVELY [OTOPiQL. OVSE Yarp 6 10U¢ “TookpdTroug podntowg Sevorypdapore “Eppunnocg, dxptBie
£V TOTG AAAOLC YEVOUEVOC, UREP TOUSE 10U PATOPOC OVBEV ELPNKEY £8m SVELY TOUTWY, ST SIAKOVOE
pev Tookp&Touc KoBnYNooTo 8€ AMUOTBEVOLC.
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that Isaeus studied under Isocrates and taught Demosthenes. What these "other things"
were are enumerated by Dionysius himself; he complains about not being able to find
elsewhere anything accurate about chronology, about the dates of the orator’s birth
and death, nor anything about his Bio¢ or his political persuasion. Presumably this
was the type of information to be found in a Hermippan biography.

Dionysius’ judgment is echoed by Pliny the elder, who notes that Hermippus
de tota ea arte diligentissme scripsit$*® The context of this statement is Hermippus’
account of Zoroaster” Pliny informs us that in his biography Hermippus had
provided an extensive catalogue of Zoroaster’s writings. Taken together the testimony
of Pliny and Dionysius tell us something about the character of the Hermippan
biography; first that it provided an extensive account of a person’s Bio¢ and secondly

that it included details of a pinacographical origin.

The CI ¢ Hermi Writ]
L. Pinacography

The pinacographical character of his writing, without any other evidence, could
easily have been inferred from Hermippus’ association with Callimachus. After all he

had been dubbed 6 KaAApdxeiog5® That Hermippus made use of the mivakeg is clear

646. fr. 2 (N.H. XXX 1. 2): sine dubio illic orta (sc. ars magica) in Perside a Zoroastre, ut inter
auctores convenit. sed unus hic fuerit an postea et alius, non satis constat. Eudoxus, qui inter sapientiae
sectas clarissimam annorum ante Platonis mortem fuisse prodidit, sic et Aristoteles. Hermippus, qui de
tota ea arte diligentissime scripsit et viciens centum milia versuum a Zoroastre condita indicibus quoque
voluminum eius postis explanavit, praeceptorem a quo institutum diceret tradidit Agonacen, ipsum vero
quinque milibus annorum ante Troianum bellum fuisse.

647. The biography appeared in the collection of lives entitled MEPL MoyQ@v; cf. DL. I 8.

648.  Athen. I 58f; V 213f
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from fr. 56, where we are informed that he censured Callimachus for making
Lysimachus the student of Theodorus.®*® Hermippus, on the other hand, made him a
disci‘ple of Theophrastus. The fragment concludes with the note that Lysimachus
compiled books on the education of Attalus. Presumably Hermippus derived this
information on Lysimachus’ writings from the nivakec. That the biographer was
himself interested in pinacography was implied by Pliny and is confirmed in frs. 54
and 55.

The scholia, from which these fragments come, refer to a certain disagreement
between the catalogues of Hermippus and Andronicus®® It is clear from this that in
antiquity there existed two nivake¢ of Theophrastus’ writings, one attributed to
Hermippus, the other to Andronicus®®! The catalogue of Hermippus was no doubt
based in large part on Callimachus’ own index, which some have thought he helped to
compile or, at at the very least, edited for his own biography.5’? Since Usener it is

generally agreed that the catalogue at the end of Diogenes Laertius’ life of

649. Athen. VI 252c: "ATIZAOV 8¢ 10D BUOIAEWC EYEVETO KOAOE, Kod SISOKAOC AVOILOXOC,
OV KoAAidorxog PEY O£08mpetov Svorypdipet, “Eppinnoc 8 €v 10T¢ Oo@pioTon podntote
KOTAEYEL. ODTOC 8 & &vip o mepi The “ATIGAOL NMOUSEIn OLYYEYPOPE BIBAOVC MOLOKLY
KOAGIKELOLY EHPOUYOVCOL.

650. fr. 54: Subscriptio in Theophrasti Metaphysica 38 Ross—Fobes: 10070 10 BBALOV s1°s\’55()(')\7LIC0§
PEV ko “EPUINOG SLyVooDGLY, OUSE YOI PVEIONY OrOTOD OAWC MEMOIMVIOL €V T} GVOLYpPOPT TV
Oo@pAoToL BBAIWY. NIKOAKOC 8¢ €V T BEwpict IOV APICTOTEAOUC PETX! T PUOLKOL VTHOVEVEL
ooV AEYWY £1vou OeoppdoTov.

fr. 55: Historia plantarum VII Subscriptio cod. Urbinat: ®£0pp&OTOV NEPL PUIDY LOTOPIC TO 1.
“EpUninog 8¢ nepl PPUYOVIKDY KOd OLwd®Y, ~ASPOVIKOC 8¢ TEPL PUIRY {CTOPLOKC.

651. Diiring, "Ariston or Hermippus?" (above, n. 359) 18

652. Diels, "Didymos Kommentar," (above, n. 100) xxxvii; Diiring, "Ariston or Hermippus?"' 18;
Wehrli Suppl. [ 78-9; Heibges 848-9; Nietzsche (above, n. 629) 191; Regenbogen, “TIivat,” RE XX 2 (1950)
1424,
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Theophrastus (V 42-50) goes back to our biographer,®® who would have appended it
to his nepi Ocogppdotov, just as we find it in Diogenes’ biography.** That catalogue is
arranged according to the pinacographical method of Callimachus’ nivakeg, that is, in
alphabetical order®>® The evidence then clearly suggests an interest on the part of
Hermippus in pinacography, an interest which rightly earned him the name "the
Callimachean”.

This interest undoubtedly influenced the general character of his biographies.
It is seen in the frequent chronological notices,’*® such as calculating the ages at which
Plato (fr. 41: D.L. III 2), or Arcesilaus (fr. 43: D.L. IV 44) or Chrysippus (fr. 59 D.L. VII
184) died; or the dating of Isocrates’ Philippos to the time of Philip’s death (fr. 66). It
is evident in the care which Hermippus took to cite his sources. Such citations
abound in the fragments. In fact Hermippus was simply reflecting in his prose
writing the very attitude taken by Callimachus to the writing of poetry: audptupov
ovdiv aeldw.®” He diligently compiled material scattered throughout the Alexandrian
library. This often meant that he uncovered and included in his biographies obscure

and remote names. These included such authors as the otherwise unknown historian

653. Usener, Analecta Theophrastea. Diss. (Bonn 1858) 1f = Kleine Schriften 1 (Leipzig-Berlin 1912)
50f. See Diiring, "Ariston or Hermippus?' 18; Heibges 849, Wehrli Suppl. [ 79; Moraux (above, n. 642) 214
n. 17; Keaney, "Two notes on the Tradition of Aristotle’s Writings," AJP 84 (1963) 61; Fraser I 453,

654. Heibges 849; Chroust, Aristotle (above, n. 152) 7-8; but Wehrli (Suppl. 1 78-9) though agreeing
that the subscriptio to Theophrastus’ Metaphysics (fr. 54) proves the existence of a catalogue of
Theophrastus’ writings that was labeled Hermippan, he believes that Hermippus' scholarly works were
something separate from his biographies, just as those of Callimachus were from his poetry.

655. Usener (above, n. 653) 14f; Diiring, "Ariston or Hermippus?"' 13; Keaney (above, n. 653) 61.

656. Diels (above, n. 100) xxxvii; Heibges 849. Callimachus’ interest in chronology is evident in a
special 1'[2\70(& dedicated to the dramatic poets: &VOLYDOLCpﬁ WV KT XpéVOUg xou o &pxﬁg
YEVOUEVWY SISOIOKGAWY. See Pfeifer 131-32.

657. fr. 612 Pf. See Wehrli Suppl I 102; Heibges 848.
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Evanthes of Samos (fr.8), a certain Pappos who wrote on Demosthenes’ death (fr. 73),
a Katd Qv co@Lotdv by a certain Euander (fr. 64), even anonymous memoirs (fr.
71),5%% or oral testimony.®® Where such sources were absent, he followed the
Peripatetic method of inferring biography from the literary text, both of the author in
question and of the comic poets®® But Hermippus was by no means mendacious nor
did he invent his sources, as some scholars suggest®®! This would be to mistake his
diligence and zeal at gathering even the most rare notices and presenting often
unheard variants to the vulgata.®> He was a Callimachean and was simply acting as
such. Indeed, it was the fact that Hermippus so carefully named his sources that made
him popular. Thus we find him expressly quoted by later writers precisely for his

sources.5%3

658. For other anonymous sources see fr. 85 UVEC and fr. 40 OUYYp(X(DS{JQ TG,

659. These include the testimony of Callisthenes’ secretary (fr. 50), that of the Thracian guards and
Demosthenes’ maid who witnessed the orator’s death (fr. 73), the opinion of Aesion, a contemporary of
Demosthenes, or the remark of Arcesilaus Pita to Lacydes of Cyrene (fr. 53).

660. Leo 132; Heibges 848

661. Leo 126-127, Drerup 72-4.

662. Heibges 848. As Wehrli (Suppl. I 104) rightly notes, the overall character of his biography,
with its affected display of erudition, prevents one from dismissing out of hand names like Pataecus (fr.
10: as Leo does) and Pappos (fr. 73) as pure fiction on the part of Hermippus.

663. Plutarch cites him for Evanthes of Samos (fr. 8), Pataecus (fr. 50), Stoebus, Callisthenes’
secretary (fr. 71), for OSEOMOTO! VRO VIHOLTOL, Pappos (fr. 73), and for Aesion (fr. 74);

Diogenes for notices from Timaeus (fr. 25; fr. 44; cf. fr. 46), from a GLYYPOPEVC TC (fr. 40), who
was in fact Timon (Gellius NA I 17. 4), for notices from Euthyphro and Anaxilaus, whose names
Diogenes actually found cited in the £V AltS80OXO(1¢ of Sosicrates quoting Hermippus for them (fr. 14; cf.
fr.9), for a remark of Arcesilaus of Pitane to Lacydes of Cyrene found in Favorinus quoting Hermippus
(fr. 53), and finally notices from Timon (fr. 60; cf. fr. 52).

Athenaeus cites the biographer for Theopompus (fr. 21), for Callimachus (fr. 56), Strattis the comic
poet (fr. 56), Idomeneus (fr. 68al), Ephorus (fr. 83).

In Heraclides Lembus’ epitome of MEPL TV ENMIOL GOPMY are references to the historians Herodotus

and Philochorus, and to an obscure Lasus,
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1L Biography

An idea of Hermippus’ biographical method can be gathered from an excerpt
of his nepi " Aptotottdoug preserved in Didymus’ nepl AnpooBtvouct® The passage in
question (4. 59-6. 62) concerns Hermias, tyrant of Atarneus and friend of Aristotle. In
the extant portion of the text Didymus reproduces a series of extracts, first from
Theopompus’ nepi PiAutov (4. 66-5. 21) and &niotoAn npog PiAmnov (5. 21-49), then
from an unknown source (5. 50-63) and Callisthenes’ encomium of Hermias (5. 64-6.
18), followed by a citation of Aristotle’s Paean (6. 18-35) and epigram in honour of
Hermias (6. 36-42), then extracts from Bryon’s nepi ®cokpitou, which was quoted for
an epigram of Theocritus of Chios (6. 43-49), from Hermippus’ nepl ~Aptototidoug B’
(6. 51-59) and finally from Anaximenes, with which Didymus concludes his discourse
on Hermias. As the following arguments will show, Hermippus was Didymus’ main
source, for the whole of this episode.®

The passage consists of a balance of favourable and unfavourable reports on
Hermias.*® So the two extracts from Theopompus, which give a truly negative

picture of the tyrant, were followed and balanced by two positive accounts of his

664. As the title indicates Didymus’ work belongs to the class of IICpi literature. It was a
OUY‘YpéLLlIJOL, a monograph as opposed to a {)HéuVﬂpOt or commentary, composed of irregular lemmata
from Philippica 1X-XII, followed by explanatory notes (Pfeiffer 278). On the distinction between
OUYYp(SLquLIOL and ﬁnouvﬁuoaoc see Pfeiffer 213 and Turner (above, n. 47) 113-14. But contrast West,
"Chalcenteric Negligence," CQ ns. 20 (1970) 288-96, who argues that the NEpl ANMOOBEVOUC was indeed
an actual commentary. On the general form of IIEpi literature see Pfeiffer 214 & 218 and in particularly
Leo (above, 377) "Didymos ITepi AnOCBEVOLS," 390-4.

665. This is the position of Wormell, "The Literary tradition Concerning Hermias of Atarneus,”
YCS 5 (1935) 78-82; Diiring 275-77; and Diels (above, n. 100) xxxii-xliii, who, however, believes that
Didymus got his material from Hermippus through anonymous commentaries,

666. See Wormell (above, n. 665) 66.
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character, the second of which was taken from Callisthenes’ encomium. For the
passage immediately preceding the excerpt from Callisthenes, which provides the first
favourable account, the author’s name is lost. But as Wormell has shown, at the end
of Didymus’ long discourse he provides a summary of his sources, where he remarks
that the controversy even extended to Hermias’ death. He names Hermippus év t@
nepl ~Apiototidoug, Callisthenes and certain others, who note that Hermias died from
torture and crucifixion.®’ This was in fact the account given by Theopompus, whom
Didymus had cited earlier. This means, as Wormell rightly remarks, that Didymus’
research on Hermias was based on the testimony of Hermippus, Callisthenes and
Theopompus.

Thus the passage (5. 50-63) with which Didymus’ favourable treatment of the
tyrant begins and in which Aristotle figures prominently, came from Hermippus’ nepl
" Aptototedoug 568 The quotation from Callisthenes’ encomium ends with a reference
to Aristotle’s Paean in honour of Hermias (6. 18), which Didymus then quotes at

length (6. 23-34)5%° The Paean is quoted by Diogenes V 7-8 who used Hermippus

667. 6. 50: AAAX Y(op) [ET StaAA&TIOVOL K(od) M(Epl (V) COAANYLY ordToD Kk(ow) TOV
O&vortov Epuinnoc) y(op) €v e Mepl “Aptototédove B €v 1o[i¢ Seopoltc onioiy adTov
teAeutnoow: ot 8 Vo PoaAEwe BooodvolBEVTIO &(va)oTorupwdnvodt, kaBIatep npogkkettow: oft
8)E) V1OV EloXlator NBETIV UNISEY [TRIV DAL cVVEYVOOREVIDY [OploAoly oo v,
xoBdutep 6 KaAAoBENnk. €1t & of p(EY) év Tt AloAiSt Korrdovng qodolly ocdtov cuAAn@envou, ol
& E1EpwoL.

668. Wormell (79) follows Miiller in assigning this passage to the first book, based on the
assumption that book one dealt with Aristotle’s life, book two with his disciples. For a discussion of this
passage in Didymus see Foucart, "Etude sur Didymos d’aprés un papyrus de Berlin,” Men. Inst. nat. de
France 38 (1909) 155-9, who also assigns the passage to Hermippus.

669. 6. 18 (T 15f Diiring p. 274): k(o) 1) kndeioe 8(€) N MPIOCT 1OV * ApLOTOTEAN KI(OD] O YPOUPELC
& 0Tl TToulory POPTUPELY orOToJ0 Tt &peTh 8Okl &vl, koVk &V [Elxor PordAme ordTOV
Sevorypddou, Sl 1O PN MOAAOTC TIPO XELPOC (€1 vou), EXOVTeL [OFXNT6X).
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extensively for his life of Aristotle, and again by Athenaeus XV 696a-697b (fr. 48). In
the second passage the context is a discussion on musical theory. The Paean is quoted
at length to prove that it was a skolion and not a pacan. Hermippus is then expressly
cited from the first book of his nept ~Aptototédouc for the additional detail that the
poem composed by Alexinus the dialectician in honour of Craterus was also a paean.5™
Hermippus no doubt introduced the paean to Craterus for comparison, either to prove
or more likely to refute the claim raised by Aristotle’s prosecutor that the Hymn to
Hermias was a paean®’! In either case Hermippus quoted the hymn in his life of
Aristotle, which is being excerpted here by Athenaeus.”

Now to return to Didymus. The close connection in his text (5. 64-6. 35)
between the excerpt from Callisthenes’ encomium and Aristotle’s paean, and again in
the following passage (6. 36-6. 49) between the epigram composed by Aristotle for the

statue dedicated to Hermias at Delphi and Theocritus’ parody of that epigram, quoted

670. Athen. XV 69%e: £Y® MEV ODK OLOO €1 TC T KOUSELY £V TOUTOKC SUVNIOU MOUKVIKOY
ISLWHOL, COPRC GHOAOYODVIOC TOU YEYPOPOTOC TETEAEVTNKEVOL TOV Epueiory 8 OV elpnkey "adic
YOP QLALOV POPPOC ~ATOPVEOC EVIPOQOC NEAIOV XNPWOEY XUYXC." OOK EXet § OVSE 10
NOUOVIKOY ENIPPNUE, KOBGIEp 6 €i¢ AVCOVEPOV TOV SOPUAINY YPOPEC SVIWS moudey, &V pnot
AOVpLE €V T01¢ Toiny Entypopopévole “Qpotg dectou v S, moudy 8 oty kod & €ic
Kpotepov 10V MOKESOVOL YPOPELC, OV ETEKTAVOTIO ~AAEETVOC O StocAekukde, @noity “Epunnoc 6
KOAMUGXELOC €V T TIPMIW NEPL ~ APLOTOTEAOVC.

671. Athen. 696a: TOUIWV AEXOEVI®OV O ANUOKPLIOC E@EN "XAAX PRV Xod 1O Vnod 100
NOAVUOBECTHTON YPAPEY ~AptototéAouc gic Epueiory 10V “ATopvEN 00 noudy E0Ty, (¢ O TV
M¢ XOEBEioC KUTX TOD PLAOGOPOV YPOLPNY KIMEVEYKKUEVOC ANUOPIAOC £i¢ XiSWIE
NOPAOREVXOBELC VI EVPUUESOVIOE, (¢ KTEPOBVIOC Kod HEOVIOC £V TOTC CLOOLTIO SoMUEPOLL €iC
10V “Eppeiory noudvor. Ot 8€ Moudvog oDSERIoY FUQOOLY TIOPEXEL TO OPOL, GLAASL TV OXOAIWY
&v 1L xod ord10 £180¢ E0Ty &8 ordTNC TC AELEWC POLVEPOY VTV MOACGY KTA.

672. Kaibel notes in the apparatus criticus of the Teubner Athenaeus III 542 that "Hermippi sunt
omnia inde a c. 51" He is followed by Wilamowitz (Arist. u. Athen. Il 403), who agrees that the passage
in Athenaeus including the quotation of Aristotle’s hymn was derived from Hermippus, albeit through the
intermediary of a treatise on musical theory. He adds that the text of the hymn also quoted by

Diogenes ultimately comes from Hermippus. See also Wormell (above, n. 665) 79-80.
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from Bryon, point to an extract from a single source, which was likely Hermippus.®”®
From Athenaeus we know that the biographer quoted Aristotle’s Paean honouring
Hermias. The reference to the obscure nepl ®cokpitov of Bryon suits the erudition of
a Callimachean rather than of a mere compiler such as Didymus®’™® The evidence
would seem to indicate that Hermippus cited both the epigram dedicated by Aristotle
to the tyrant and Theocritus’ epigrammatic parody, found in Bryon’s nepl ®tokpitov.t”s
Didymus concludes his discourse on Hermias with reference to Anaximenes’
neplt PiAnnov.t’® To this must be compared what Didymus says later about
Anaximenes with reference to the npoc tnv émtotoAnv PAinnov.s” It is clear from
the latter comment that Didymus got his information about Anaximenes second hand.

Hermippus was known to have done research on the rhetorician from Lampsacus; in

673. Wormell (above, n. 665) 79. Cf. Diiring 59, 61, 275.

674. On the general character of the scholarship of Didymus, who merely excerpted and compiled
previous commentaries, see Pfeiffer 274-77. As Pfeiffer notes, his strength lay in the verbatim excerpts
and his weakness in his own comments. Cf. Diels (above, n. 100) xxx—xxii.

675. Both the hymn (V 7-8) and the two epigrams, the one by Aristotle (V 6) and the other by
Theocritus (V 11) are preserved in Diogenes. Like Didymus, he knowns of the Theocritan epigram only
by way of Bryon’s NEpl @€OKPITOU, which he found cited in his source precisely for Theocritus’ poem.
Both Didymus and Diogenes must have used a common source, and the evidence overwhelmingly points
to Hermippus. In Diogenes Aristotle’s dedicatory epigram is introduced in the context of the charge of
impiety raised against Aristotle by Eurymedon. Diogenes also notes (V 5-6) that the hymn together with
this inscription formed the basis of Eurymedon’s charge. Athenaeus (XV 696a), who names Hermippus as
his source (696f), also quotes the paean in the context of the indictment brought against Aristotle by
Eurymedon. Hermippus may also have quoted from Aristotle’s f] sAIIO?\OY!COL Iﬁq &08[38100;, in which
the philosopher referred to the statue dedicated to Hermias at Delphi (697a). Thus in book one of T[Epi
’ApLOIOIéAOUQ, from which Athenaeus cites, in the context of Aristotle’s trial Hermippus introduced and
quoted the paean and epigram composed by the philosopher in Hermias’ honour.

676. 6. 59: 80t[eie] 8 Av EVMTONWC Tl MEPL VTOV SrocteBerklEvion ~Avotpévne €v T €k
H@V) Tepi PliActinoy ioTopdy, 0V Y §KAOYTV) Topinu. o[ Y(%p) SPEIAOC.

677. 11. 7: OMOTONACELE & GV UC OVK QIO OKOMOV CUUNEPOPNIOBo 10 AOYISLOV £k VWY
ANLOCBEVOUC MPOYHOTKED®Y EMLOUVIEBEY. k(o) (€lolv) of ooty “Avotp(Eviou (€1 vow) 100
ACPYOKNVOV TAY CUUPBOVANY TNV 8N €V TNt ERSOUNE TV DIATTk(@Y), AV OAlYov 8TV
Yploupowory ofvtote EvietddxBou.
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fact he attributed to him Euthias’ speech against Phrynef” This can be compared
with Didymus’ remark that Anaximenes was the author of the 1ith Philippic.
Hermippus is therefore probably the unspecified source in the second notice, and the
source of the reference to Anaximenes at the end of the Hermias episode.

Thus the evidence suggests overwhelmingly that the whole of that episode
came from Hermippus.t” If this is the case, the Didymus passage gives a good
indication of the general character of a Hermippan biography. In some episodes
Hermippus provided vivid and detailed accounts, which included not only careful
citation of his sources, but at times lengthy quotations, with the intent of illustrating
variations or emphasizing contradictions in the tradition, even to the point of
challenging the prevailing tradition®® This last point is made clear by Didymus’
statement concerning the conflicting tradition on Hermias’ death. Didymus was in
fact summarizing Hermippus’ own discussion on this matter, in which the biographer
advanced his own view against that of Theopompus and Callisthenes.®!

The careful citation of his sources, the inclusion of variations to the vulgata,

678. Harpocr. EVBLOC ...TOV PEVIOL AOYOV rDT® TOV KKTO PpOVNC ~AVORIUEVNY TENOMKEVOL
@noivy “EpIupnoc.

679. Wormell, (above, n. 665) 81-2, gives three arguments for attributing the whole thing to
Hermippus: 1) the general character of the writing with its tendency to anecdote and the accumulation of
pedantic learning; 2) the unity of the passage with its balanced quotations suggest a critical mind which
Didymus did not possess; 3) the sentence describing the conflicting traditions concerning Hermias’ death
supports the attribution of the whole episode to Hermippus and represents a summary of his discussion
on that matter.

680. Wehrli, Suppl. I 103, notes that Hermippus’ works would have abounded in such contradictions,
since as a Callimachean he was careful to bring to light an unheard of tradition. But as he himself
notes, next to the obscure source names are found well-known ones, which clearly show that Hermippus
simply did not fill up his biographies with just rare notices. At times he could be expected to provide
the vulgata, and as Wehrli (106) confirms, Hermippus was repeatedly named as a representative of it.

68l. Wormell 81-2
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the detail into which he went in certain episodes not only mark Hermippus out as a
Callimachean, but also confirm the ancient testimonia of him as a careful and diligent
biographer. In particular it confirms the testimony of Dionysius of Halicarnassus;
when faced with an incomplete ko iotopio. of Isaeus, he turned to Hermippus fully
expecting to find full details on that orator’s Biog. For the common history of certain
illustrious figures of the past Hermippus proved an important source. In the case of
certain orators his work on the students of Isocrates was of fundamental importance

in this respect.

On the Isocrateans

The collection of Piot on the students of Isocrates (fr, 64-79), the Ilept 1@V
"Tookpdtoug nodniwv, contained at least three books. It was arranged as a Stadoxn, a
succession of teacher-pupils, after the pattern of philosophical schools.®®? The practice
was widespread both in and outside the Peripatos. Phaenias seems to have been the
first to compose a diadoché of a philosophical school with his nepi Zwkpatikwv.®?
He was followed by Idomeneus of Lampsacus who composed a work of the same
title, and by Philodemus the Epicurean with his nepi Ztoikwv. Here Hermippus was
undoubtedly indebted to the Peripatetics for the literary convention of the

diadoché and composed a number of works of this kind, on Pythagoras and his

682. Reed, Theopompus of Chios: History and Oratory in the Fourth Century. Diss. (Berkeley 1976)
42,
683. Wehrli IX 38
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students, on the Megarians, on the Peripatetics, or the students of Plato.®® In like
fashion he conceived of a school of Isocrates, who like his counterparts among the
philosophers is said to have composed his own texvai®®® The arrangement of a
Stadoxn is apparent from fr. 69 where a second generation of Isocrateans is imagined.
Isaeus, who studied under Isocrates, is said to be Demosthenes’ teacher.®®® The same
can be presumed of fr. 76, when Archias is made the student of Lacritus, the
rhetorician®’ The latter is named in other sources as Isocrates’ student.5®®

The students were not only orators. Besides Isaeus, Demosthenes, Hypereides
and Aeschines, the fragments refer to Lacritus, the rhetorician, Archias the tragic

actor (fr. 76), Theodectes of Phaselis, a writer of tragedy (fr. 77)%®° and Theocritus of

684. On grouping into genealogical orders based upon similarity of style or subject matter see
Rosalind Thomas, Oral Traditions and Written Record in Classical Athens (Cambridge 1989) 177. On the
various ways biographers stereotyped literary history see Fairweather (above, n. 545) 256-66.

685, fr. 71

686. D.H. Is. 1: 008E yop O toU¢ Tookpdtoue podnrorg devorypdaoe “Epuimog, Spic €v
10T¢ GANOLC YEVOPEVOC, VNEP TOVSE TOD PARTOPOC OVSEV ELPNKEV £¢m SUELY TOVTWY, SU Sifkouoe
PEV “Tookp&TOoUC KOBNYNoOTO 88 ANUOCBEVOUC.

687. Plut. Dem. 28. 3: “Eplunnoc 8€ 10V ~ApxIay €V 10T¢ ACKPITOU 10D PHTOPOC HOBNTOLLC
QVOLYPOUPEL.

688. Ps.—Pl. 837e; Phot. Bibl. 260 487a 3; POxy 3543; Ps—Dem. XXXV 15. See Blass III (1893) 562-8.
Theocritus of Chios may also have been presented as second generation Isocratean. He was treated by
Hermippus (fr. 78: Athen. I 21 ¢), and the Suda (®€OKpLTOC 166) makes him the student of Metrodorus
the Isocratean: ®cdKkpito¢ XToc PATwp, poBnTe Mnpodipov 100 TookpoTkoD.

689. Theodectes of Phaselis, along with Naucrates of Erythrae and Isocrates, were regarded by
Theopompus as the preeminent rhetors of their time (Phot. cod. 120b 35). All four competed at the
funeral of Mausolus, at which Theodectes was victorious with a tragedy (Suda @8058'&1’.!’]@; Gell. NA X
18), but lost to Theopompus with his epitaphios (Suda). He was a logographer and teacher (Phot. cod.
120b 35), and according to the Suda a rhetor and student of Isocrates who later turned to composing
tragedies, credited with 50 tragedies, TEXVOU PNTOPIKOL and AOYOL PMTOPIKOL, either in prose (Steph. Byz.
PAONMC: ENOINCE TPOYWSIOE V' KO PNTOPIKOS TEXVOIC KOl ADYOUC PITOPIKOVC ENY Kod) or in
meter (Suda: EYPOUYE 8€ kod TEXVNY PNTOPIKNY &1 PETPW KO HAAOL KOTAOYSSNY); cf. Cic. Orat. 172;
DH. Is. 19, ad Amm. 1 2; Ps—Pl. 837c; Anony. Vita 257. 95, Athen. X S5le; Val. Max. VIII 14. 3,
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Chios, another rhetorician (fr. 78).5%° The sources of the notices on Lacritus and
Theocritus do not mention specifically that the two were included by Hermippus in
his collection of biographies on the Isocrateans, but such is assumed from the fact that
they are named as students of Isocrates in later sources. Hermippus no doubt included
other famous literary figures, whom he considered in some sense Isocratean.
Repeatedly in the later sources the historians Theopompus and Ephorus are linked
together as students of the orator,*®! even at times being assigned their respective
literary tasks by Isocrates’’? There were undoubtedly others as well, like the

historians Androtion®? and Philiscus,*** and perhaps even the orator Lycurgus.5*

690. Theocritus of Chios is called rhetor and student of Isocrates by the Suda (®£OKkpttoc 166),
which attributes to him Xpeiou, lOTOpior AiBUNC and £OTOAOE BOCLUAOLOLL.

691. Ps—Pl 837c; Zos. 256. 92; POxy 3543; Cic. De Or. 11 94; DH. Is. 19, Philostr. VS T 17. 506.

692. Phot. cod. 260 486b; Ps—~Pl 839a; Cic. De Or. II 57. Cf Lacqeur, "Theopompos,” RE 5A 2 (1934)
2188, who sees the Epitome of Herodotus as an exercise in dialect set by Isocrates.

693. Zos. 257. 96, POxy 3543.

694, Philiscus of Melesia, a flute player turned rhetorician, wrote a MLAT]OLOLK()Q, ,Auq)LKIUOVLK(')g,
1€XVN PNTOPIKN in 2 books and "TOOKP&TOVL SMOPOGLC (Suda 360 PLAiokog). A BioC of the orator
Lycurgus is attributed to him (Olympiodorus ad Gorgias 515d) and an epigram in honour of Lysias
(Ps.—Pl. 836c). He is named a student of Isocrates in several sources: POxy 3543, DH. Is. 19, ad Amm. 1
2; Ps—Pl. 836¢c; Suda CDL?\iOKOQ 360; Cic. De Or. 11 94; Anony. Vita 257. 95.

695. Zos. 256. 93, POxy 3543 (7); Cic. De Or. Il 94; Ps—Pl. 841b,

Several other 4th century rhetoricians are named as [socrateans in later sources: Naucrates of
Erythrae delivered speeches throughout the Greek world from which he earned his reputation as one of
the most prominent rhetors of his day (Blass II [1892] 448) and an invitation to compete at the funeral of
Mausolus (Suda @co8éxTnG Iookp&ing). He seems to have written a 1€XVN (Cic. De Or. 11l 173), in
which he treated rhythm. He is said to have composed epitaphioi in the manner of Thucydides and
Plato (Ps~Dion. té)(\?n [Sntopucét VI 1); cf. Cic. De Or. Il 94; Orat. 172; DH. Is. 19; Quint. Il 6. 3; Plut.
Cim. 19. [socrates of Apollonja, according to the Suda (,IOOKp(S(IT]Q sAl.l‘l’J)O\O(), was the Isocrates who
competed at Mausolus’ funeral with Theopompus and the others. Besides the EMUIOPLOC MOWO®AOL the
Suda attributes to him five other epideictic speeches: ’AUCDLKIUOVLK(')Q, T[pOIpEHILKég, nspi 100 I(SL(I)OV
un notnoou DA, Nepl 1oV PETOLKLOBNVOL, NEPL TC EXCVTOV MOATELOC. Cephisodorus thens is
named a student of Isocrates in several places (DH. Isoc. 18; Is. 19; cf. Athen. II 60d). He is known to
have composed in 4 books an GUTOAOYIO! “IOOKPATIOV entitled MPOC ~APICTOTEANY (DH. Isoc. 18; Athen.
I 60d; III 122b) and perhaps T€XVIKOL AOYOL (DH. ad Amm. 1 2). He may also have been the historian
who composed a history of the sacred war in 12 books. So Blass II (1892) 453; but see Jacoby FGrH 112
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All the pupils mentioned by Hermippus or named in later sources as
Isocrateans are literary figures, that is to say they left behind some form of written
work, whether as orators, historians or poets. There is no indication that any of the
actual students named by Isocrates himself, who were primarily private individuals or
political figures were ever treated by Hermippus.®® What Hermippus has presented is
not an actual school of Isocrates but an attempt at reconstructing a literary history of
fourth-century prose writing around the person of Isocrates®®’ Isocrates himself had
claimed that he had taken in students from all over the Greek world, from Sicily,
Pontus and other foreign places$® This allowed scope in recreating a history of the
school of Isocrates. Among such a large unknown following could be included any
number of famous men. In the biographical tradition it is even claimed that Isocrates
had upwards of 100 students,®®” and scholars as distinguished as Dionysius of
Halicarnassus could accept this as true and claim that Isocrates became the teacher of
the most eminent men of Athens and the rest of Greece.’® But for rhetoricians and
biographers alike this meant only literary figures, since, as Dionysius notes, his school

came to represent Athens to all the literary world abroad (xotd tég anowkiog t@v

IIB 350.

696. Reed (above, n. 682) 40-1. In Antidosis 93-4 Eunomus, Lysitheides, Callippus, Onetor, Anticles
Philonides, Philomelus, Charmantides are named; Diodotus in Epistle IV. Although Timotheus is never
called his student by Isocrates (Antidosis 101; Epistle VIII), he is so in Ps~Demosthenes Eroticus 46 and
again in Ps—Plutarch 837c, where, however, he is set apart from the list of literary students, which goes
back to Hermippus.

697. Reed (above, n. 682) 40. See also pages 11-13 (cf. 134 n. 14) where she notes that by the Ist
century B.C, for literary critics like Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 4th century history writing meant an
Isocratean rubric.

698. Antidosis 224; cf. Epistle IV. 2

699. Ps-Pl 837c; POxy 3543.

700. D.H. Isoc. 1
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AOYOV).

In any reconstruction of the literary history of prose writing of the 4th
century the orators would naturally figure prominently. With the names of Isocrates,
Isaeus, Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hypereides and Lycurgus we have the beginnings of
the canon of ten Attic orators. In fact almost all the students of Isocrates, either
named in the fragments of Hermippus or in the later biographical tradition, are called
phtopeg, whether they were among the ten orators or not,/°! or are said to have
written some form of work on rhetoric or epideictic speeches.”®? In the sources a
distinction is clearly drawn between those students of Isocrates who were forensic
orators and those who were epideictic orators, that is between those who appeared in
the political arena and those who simply wrote prose, whether epideictic speeches,
technical manuals or even history.”®® This distinction perhaps was ultimately derived
from Isocrates himself.

In his letter to Antipater (IV), in which he recommends his student Diodotus,

Isocrates describes the character of his students. He places them into one of three

701. Theodectes (Suda); Naucrates (Plut. Cim. 19; Cic. Orat. 172); Lacritus (Plut. Dem. 28); Isocrates of
Apollonia (Suda); Theocritus of Chios (Suda); Theopompus (Suda); Ephorus (Cic. De Or. Il 94; Orat. 172);
Philiscus (Suda)

702. These include Theodectes, Isocrates of Apollonia, Cephisodorus, Philiscus, Naucrates. See above,
n. 689-90, 694-5.

703. In ancient literary criticism history was considered a branch of rhetoric (Cic. De Or. 11 62;
Sext. Emp. Adv. gramm. 268; Marcellinus Vita Thuc. 41) and in particular a form of epideictic oratory,
which may partly explain why so many fourth century historians came to be regarded as Isocrateans.
Early in his essay on Thucydides (Thuc. 2) Dionysius of Halicarnassus notes that the most distinguished
philosophers and rhetoricians regarded him as a model historian and the standard of excellence in
deliberative oratory (Tf¢ NEPL TOVC MOALTIKOUC AOYOUC SELVOINTOC Gpov). This essay represents a good
example of the approach which a rhetorician would take to history. On the influence of rhetoric on the
speeches found in history see Diodorus Siculus’ complaint (20. 1-20) and Fornara, The Nature of History
in Ancient Greece and Rome (Berkeley: 1983) 147-52.
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categories: some are distinguished for eloquence alone, others for their intelligence in
practical affairs and still others are devoid of any natural ability for things practical.’®
Dionysius of Halicarnassus articulates the same distinctions: among the most eminent
men of Athens and Greece who were the students of Isocrates are found the best
forensic orators, those distinguished in politics and public life, and others who wrote
history.”®® But a political figure of any worth, particularly at Athens, needed to be an
able speaker both within and outside the courtroom. Consequently those who were of
note in politics usually meant those who excelled in eloquence, and these two separate
groups could easily be represented under the single category of forensic orators, that is
the Athenian orators.

This left only Isocrates’ final category, those who did not participate in
practical affairs. They would be the historians, and other writers of epideictic oratory.
So we find this very distinction in the sources. Dionysius divides a list of Isocrateans,
which he gives in ad Ammaeum 1 2, into TExVIK®OV CUYYPOQEL KOL QLYOVLOTOL AGYWV
pnropikav. To the first group belong Theodectes, Philiscus and Cephisodorus, to the
second Isaeus, Hypereides, Lycurgus and Aeschines. Cicero, who provides a similar

list of Isocrateans in De Oratore 11 94,% makes essentially the same distinction: from

704. IV 2: €Ol YOp MOAA@Y KOUL TIOLVIOSOJI®Y GUYYEYEVNUEV®Y GVSP@Y Kot SOL0C EVIDY
HEYOAGC EXOVIQY, TOV PEV HAAWY GNAVIWY ol PEV UveC Nepl oOTdY 1OV AdYOY, oL 8 nepl 10
Stovonenvou kol Npatou SELvol YEYOVOLOLY, Of & €ni PEV 10U BIOV COXPPOVEC KOU XOPIEVIEC, MPOC
8 T0IC LAAOLC XPNOELC KOU SLOYWYO DLPVELC TOUVIGUTOLTLY.

705. Isoc. 1: EMUPOVECTOTOC 8E YEVOUEVOC TV KT TOV OVTOV GIKUOICAVIOV XPOVOVY Kou
T0U¢ KPUTIOTOVC TV ABAVNOL 1€ kod €V 1 SAAN ‘EAAGSL VEWY MouSeDoo, MV Of UEV €V TOL¢
SIKOIVIKOTC E€YEVETO APLOTOL ADYOLS, OF & £V T MOMTEVECOOU KO TOL KOV MPALTTELY SLAVEYKOLY,
Kol QAAOL 8 TOC KOLVOC TV EAANVOY 1€ Ko BopBOpmy NMP&EeLc SvEyporyory, Ko The
" ABNVOUWY MOAEWC EIKOVOL TIOLAOO THY EXVTOV OXOANY KOTOL TOLC GUTOLKIOK TV AOY®V KIA.

706. For text see above, n. 231

222



the school of Isocrates, the master of all rhetors, arose those who were distinguished
"in pompa" and those "in acie", that is in epideictic oratory and forensic oratory.””” To
the former class belong Theopompus, Ephorus, Philistus, Naucrates, to the latter
Demosthenes, Hypereides, Lycurgus, Aeschines and Dinarchus. Zosimus makes
essentially the same distinction, when in his list of students he singles out Theopompus
and Ephorus, @v kai iotopiow @époviou, and Hypereides, Isaeus and Lycurgus, oitivég
€L TV U PNTOPWY TV KPLBEVIWY Te KAl Avaytveokopevey.’’® It would seem then
that in constructing a history of Attic prose of the 4th century Hermippus divided it
into those Isocrateans who composed epideictic oratory of some kind, particularly
history, and those who delivered orations. It was to this last group that the Athenian
orators belonged, and from which we have the beginnings of a canon.

Since Hermippus had conceived of the history of 4th century prose writing in
terms of a school of Isocrates, it was essential for him to establish the scholastic
pedigree of the orators treated in his biographies. Often this meant he had to alter or
refute existing traditions on the scholastic affiliation of these orators. In some cases he
departed from earlier Peripatetic tradition that regarded them as students of Plato,
either refuting outright that tradition, as in the case of Aeschines (fr. 79) or blending
it seamlessly into his own account of the orator’s earlier education, as in the case of
Demosthenes (fr. 71-2), whereby the orator followed Plato for a time before taking up

his study of rhetoric. In either case he is likely responsible for many of the notices

707. See Reed, (above, n. 682) 18-19, for the meaning of "in pompa" as epideictic and "in acie" as

forensic.
708. Zos. 256. 91. For text see above, n. 232.
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found in later sources, which often named the orators as students of both Plato and
Isocrates.”®

This concern with establishing the scholastic pedigree of the orator can best be
illustrated in the case of Isaeus and Demosthenes. The evidence indicates that
Hermippus included few details on Isacus, perhaps only by way of introducing his
biography of Demosthenes. Two fragments, with essentially the same content, deal
with Isaeus.’!® Dionysius informs his reader that Hermippus provided him with two
details on this orator’s life, that he was a student of Isocrates and a teacher of
Demosthenes. This incomplete treatment, which seems intended simply to explain the
connection between Isocrates and Demosthenes, at once suggests that Hermippus
mentioned him only in the context of his biography of Demosthenes. The few details
that he did give, according to Harpocration, were to be found in the second book of
Iepl v "Tookpdroue pa®mav, which must be where the Bioc of Demosthenes was
also placed.

Isacus was brought in to establish a link between Isocrates and Demosthenes.
The latter became in a sense a second generation Isocratean. But Isaeus’ association
with Isocrates was not necessarily the only tradition. As we have argued in Chapter 1,
the manner in which Ps-Plutarch singles out Isaeus and Hypereides (¢ 8¢ twvég oot

kol “Yrepeidng kai ‘loatog) from the other Isocrateans listed at 837d suggests that

709. Demosthenes (Ps~Pl. 844b), Aeschines (840b); Hypereides and Lycurgus (841b; Suda 309. 14)

710. Fr. 69: DH. Is. 1: 0USE YOp 6 10U¢ Iookpdtoue poldnuow Severypdyoe “Eppimnoc, GxptBig
£V 10T¢ BAAOLC YEVOPEVOC, UNEP TOVSE PATOPOC OVSEV ELPNKEY £&w SUELY TODIWY, du Sifikouoe
peEv Tookp&toue, kaBnyRooto &€ AnpooBivou. Fr. 70: Harpocr.: looctoc. For text of Harpocration
see below, n. 728,
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Hermippus was the first and perhaps the only author to identify them as such, and
that his view was not always readily accepted as part of the common history by later
scholars.”!! There are indications that Isaeus was at times associated with Lysias.
Although the text at 839e is corrupt, Ps.-Plutarch seems to suggest that Isaeus had
studied under Lysias’'? and notes the stylistic similarities between the two orators.”'?
The stylistic evaluation is essentially that given by Dionysius in Isaeus 2, where he
too cautions that, unless a person is familiar with the two orators, he would find it
difficult to distinguish their speeches from one another.”

As to the passage in Ps.-Plutarch, critics’'® have suspected a lacuna after
oxoAdoag, into which they have inserted the names Isocrates and Hermippus, and
have assumed that what was read there was that Isaeus studied under Isocrates but
imitated the style of Lysias. If indeed, as is generally acknowledged, Caecilius was
responsible for the stylistic comments in Ps-Plutarch, taking his cue from Dionysius

he noted the stylistic similarities between Isacus and Lysias and on that basis inferred

711. See Wehrli Suppl. I 86 and our discussion above, pp. 76-7. Ps-Plutarch indicates elsewhere
(844b), however, that his view did eventually become canonical: (AH0GBEVNC) GXOAGLWY Tookpdaer ¢
uvec Epooty, O¢ 8 of mAetotor oo 1@ XOAKISEL, O¢ NV "IookpATOUC HOBNTAC, Sidyove &v
> ABAVOKC KTA.

712. Wehrli Suppl. I 86.

713 Is. 839%: TooTo¢ XOAKISEVC PEV AV 10 YEVOC, MOIPOYEVOUEVOC & €ic ~ABAVOIC Kol
OX0A&oog <uEV “Tookpaetet @¢ enoty “Eppumnog pEALoToL 8’ fkoA0DBEDT AVOI KOTX 1€ THY TRV
OVOUKTWY GPUOVIOY KOd THY €V T0T¢ MPAYPOSL SetvotToy, GOt €6 WA TC EUMELPOC TIEVY 10D
XOPOKTINPOC TOV VEP@Y €7n, OVK GV SLoryvoin MOAAOVE 1@V AOYWV PS¢ OMOTEPOL TV
PTOPWY ELOLV.

+ Mau following Bernardakis and Diibner.

714. DH. Is. 2 (94. 6): XOPOKTINPOL &€ 1OV AVOIOU KOO TO MAELOTOV €(NAWOE Ko € Uf TUC
EUMELPOC TIALVL TRV VEPDY €1N Kot TPIBOC GELOAGYOUC BUPOTY EXWY, OVUK &V Sloryvoin Posiec
NOAAOVC TV AOY®Y, ONOTEPOV TV PIIOPWY EIGLV KTA.

715. Mau, Bernardakis, Diibner, Westermann.
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a student-pupil relation between the two orators. This seems confirmed by Photius’
adaptation of the notice, which he derived either directly from Ps.-Plutarch or from a
common archetype’'® As in the case of Aeschines, where the scholiast notes
Hermippus’ and Caecilius’ common disagreement with Demetrius of Phalerum over
Aeschines’ Platonic education,”’” Caecilius probaby also found in Hermippus a similar
note of disagreement with an earlier source over the scholastic affiliation of Isaeus.

On the presumed association between Demosthenes and Isaeus, the evidence is
clear that a tradition existed before Hermippus on which he could have drawn. In
chapter 4 of his essay on Isaeus Dionysius of Halicarnassus records a remark of
Pytheas &v t AnnooBtvoug katnyopiqr to the effect that Demosthenes had consumed
the whole of Isaeus and his téxvou.”’® What Dionysius infers from Pytheas’ charge (&g
éwol Soket) is that Isaeus had a reputation as a clever speaker for deception and
chicanery. That such a reputation was deserved seems confirmed by the fact that he
was mentioned by contemporary comic poets.”'® This is the only inference to be

drawn from Pytheas’ remark; it need imply only that Demosthenes exhibited the same

716. Cod. 263 4902 15: AVOIOU 8¢ YEYOVE WUNTAC, OV Kod POBNTRG EXPrATUOE.

7. fr. 79 See above, n. 280 for text.

718. Is. 4 (%. 15): v 8¢ mepl orvtov Cloadov) 6L MPX TOL¢ TOTE Yomueio kod Qudang, €
SELVOC GV TEXVLIEVOOU AOYOUC €Ml T MOVMPATEPQL, KO €iC TOVTO SEBXAAETO. SNAOT & TOUTO
OV APXUGY TC PNTOP®Y €V 17 ANUOCBEVOUC KorTyopice TTVBENC, (¢ ElOl SOKEL. NOVNPIY YO
10 ANUOOBEVEL Ko KOKIOY THY €8 GVEPON®Y MOV EVOIKETY PO, KT TO8E 10 PEPOC OLOV
£ic SIOBOANY EmBnoLy, Su 1OV TootTov 3A0V Kod 1O TV AOYWY EKELVOV TEXVOIC OECITOTOU.

This speech was delivered by Pytheas in 324 B.C. at the prosecution of Demosthenes for
accepting bribes from Harpalus. He was chosen by the state along with Hypereides and others to lead
the prosecution (Ps~PlL 846c).

719. Theopompus in his Theseus (Ps.—Pl. 839f). The poet was active from 410 to 370 and probably
produced the Theseus after 390, by which time Isaeus had become a practicing logographer. The earliest
date assigned to oration 5 is 390 (Jebb, Attic Orators [1875] ii 350) or 389 (Blass II [1892] 488).
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kind of deception and chicanery for which Isaeus was famous in his day.’?* But it
was the type of literary material which could be produced as evidence of a
teacher-student relationship between the two orators. Who better could imitate Isaeus’
techné than his student? Dionysius seems to imply that he actually consulted the
speech himself, which must mean that the koatq Anpoo6évn of Pytheas was extant in
the Hellenistic period and was available for Hermippus to consult in the Alexandrian
library. But the point is that the literary evidence on which to infer such an
association was meager indeed.

The presumed relationship with Isaeus suggested itself from another quarter.
Evidence was forthcoming from the fact that as a logographer Isaeus was chiefly
famous for inheritance cases. All the extant speeches are concerned directly or
indirectly with such matters. Consequently Isaeus would be a natural candidate as the
teacher of Demosthenes, who became embroiled in a dispute with his guardians over
his own inheritance. To be sure, this was precisely the inference drawn by
biographers. In a note on Demosthenes’ education, Ps.-Plutarch informs us that Isaeus
composed the speeches for the prosecution of the guardians.?! The 10,000 drachmas

which Isaeus is said to have charged Demosthenes is the fee that was regularly

720. Hoffmann, De Demosthene Isaei Discipulo Diss. (Berlin 1872) 12-13, notes that the only thing
to be inferred from Pytheas’ words is that Demosthenes had read Isaeus’ oration, learned his art and
imitated him, not that he was his student and studied with him. He does not think that Hermippus had
used or even read Pytheas’ speech.

721 Is. 839f: KONYNOXTO 8 ANUOTOEVOUC, ANOTTOK TNC OXOATC, ENE SPOXLOLLE puploUc 8O
KO POALOTOC EMUPOVIIC EYEVETO. ODTOC 8 ko TOVC EMUTPOTIKOVC AOYOUC CUVETTIE TG
ANWOCBEVEL, (X TLVEC ELTOV. Cf. Phot. cod. 263 490a 28: "ANOOTOC 8¢ MOTE TNC OXOATIC &M SPOLXMOLTC
HUploUg KBNYNOoTo ANHooBEVOUC: 81O Kod HOALOTO! YEYOVEY ETUQOVIC. POOL 8€ ALDTOV KO TOUC
EUTPOTUKOVC AOYOUC ANHOCOEVEL TUVIGEOL.
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demanded by Demosthenes’ teachers.’?? It is better to regard this as a later accretion,
for originally the tradition that Isaeus taught Demosthenes privately (&tootdg tng
ox0ANg), perhaps in Demosthenes’ own home,”®® grew out of the belief that, as a poor
orphan, Demosthenes could not afford the fee demanded by Isocrates. This is
precisely the tradition preserved in Plutarch Demosthenes 5, which is essentially a
large extract from Hermippus.>* The chapter concludes with a direct reference to
Hermippus, who is cited for certain anonymous memoirs, which recorded that
Demosthenes was a pupil of Plato, and again quoted for a certain Ctesibius, who
noted that Demosthenes had secretly purchased from Callias of Syracuse the téxvou of
Isocrates and Alcidamas. The chapter opens with a descriptive account of
Callisthenes’ brilliant defence in the Oropus matter, his success at which roused the
eager and listening Demosthenes to forsake all other boyhood pursuits and to take up
the study of rhetoric. Plutarch himself notes by way of preface that the story was
introduced by his source (paot) to explain the origin of Demosthenes’ desire for

rhetoric.’?® The same story was told by Hermippus, who also presented it as the

722. The actor Neoptolemus was said to have charged Demosthenes this amount for breathing
lessons (Ps.—Pl. 844f).

723. Ps—PL Dem. 844c: €110 xol IOOTOV GVOAXPOY EIC TV OIKIOEY TETPOETN XPOVOV OLDTOV
SLEMOVNOE, IUPODUEVOC XVTOV TOVC AOYOUC.

724. Dem. 5. 6: £xpioto & ‘lociw npo¢ 1OV AdYov Venyn, koinep Iookpdtoug 10te
OXOAGLOVTOG, €167 (¢ TvEC AEYOUOL TOV OPLOPEVOY [OBOY “Tookpduae: TEAECOL ) SUVGYIEVOS TG
SEKOL PVOIC S TNY OpPOVIY, ELTE PXAAOY 10V Iooiov 10V AdYOoV ®¢ SpXoTNPLOY Ko
NoVODPYOV Ei¢ THY XPeioy Gmodexouevoc. “Eppmnoc 8 @noty (fr. 71) XSEONOTOL, VIO VAHOOLY
EVIUXELY, €V 0L¢ EYEYPOUTTO TOV AMpooBEvn GuveaXoAoakévor TTAGT@VL Kod TASLOTOV €l TOUC
AOYOUC OPeANCBou, Kinotpiov 8¢ péuvnrou Aéyoviog nopd KaAAiov 100 Supokoucion Kod Tvwy
AAWY To¢ ToOKPATOUC TEXVOIC KO TOC ~ AAKISEUOVTOC KpUPOL AXBOVIOL TOV ANooBEvn
KOLTOYIOBETV; of. Ps—PL 844c.

725. Dem. 5.1-3: TH¢ &€ Npd¢ 100¢ AGYOUC OPUNC PXNY OV QOGL TOLOCDTNY YEVESSOU.
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motivating factor behind Demosthenes’ decision to study rhetoric.”? It is within the
context of the effect that Callistratus’ oratory had on Demosthenes that Plutarch goes
on to note that Demosthenes employed Isaeus, when he could not pay Isocrates. Also,
the fact that Hermippus went out of his way to note how Demosthenes had secretly
acquired Isocrates’ texvou, suggests that he too described how Demosthenes was unable
to afford a formal education. In all likelihood Hermippus, who is named as a source
at the end of chapter 5, is behind the Callistratus anecdote and this notice on Isaeus.
Confirmation is forthcoming from the Suda.’?” The article on Isaeus repeats
almost verbatim what is found in Harpocration, who, with the exception of the
Chalcidian origin of the orator, attributes everything to the testimony of Hermippus.’?®
The articles in Harpocration and the Suda were derived from a common source that
was largely based on what Hermippus had to say about Isaeus, perhaps the koivn
iotopio.”® The Suda, however, adds one important detail over Harpocration, namely
that Isacus was famous both as an orator and as the one who advanced Demosthenes

ayuoBi. Since all the other details of his notice, except for the Chalcidian origin, were

derived from Hermippus, one would not go wrong in attributing to the same

726. Fr. 72: Gellius NA III 13

727. Suda ‘looToc. €1¢ PEV €0 TRV L PNIOPWY, podntic 8 Tookpdtoue, S8GoRaAOC 8¢
ANLOGBEVOUC, ~ABNVXIOC TO YEVOC ANUATPLOC 88 XoAKISEX PNoiy oDTOV £1VOL.  OVTOC
ENOUVETTOU KOU (¢ PATOP Ko B¢ ANPOTSEVTY GULOBL MPOYOLYEY.

728. Harpocr. (fr. 70) €1¢ PEV E0T TGV { PNTOPWY OVTOC, OO 8¢ IoOKPATOVE, BISHOKOAOC
8¢ ANLooBEvVOoUC, ~ABNVXTOC 1O YEvoe, xaBd @noty “Epputnoc €v B nepl 1@V Iookp&toue
HOONTDY. AnUATPLOC 8 €V T01¢ NPl SUOVOIOY MTOINTRY XOAKISEN NOLY ordTOY E1Vou.

729. One need only compare the opening notice of Dionyius’ Isaeus, which itself was drawn from
the common history: I0(L0O¢ 8¢ & ANLOCBEVOUC KOBNYNOSYEVOC KOU S0t TOUTO UAALOTO! YEVOUEVOC
NEPLPOVIC, ®C WEV TLVEC LOTOPODOLY, ~ABNVHLIOC AV 1O YEVOC, ¢ & £1epoL YP&POUat,
XOAKISEDC.  See above, pp. 38-9.
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biographer the tradition that Demosthenes employed without pay the orator Isaeus.

On certain points, then, the evidence is clear: Hermippus had made Isaeus a
student of Isocrates; he had also considered him the teacher of Demosthenes. An
affiliation with Isaeus readily suggested itself from the fact that, as a logographer,
Isaeus seems to have excelled in inheritance cases, a fact that was particularly
relevant, since Demosthenes himself had once become involved in such a dispute with
his guardians. The tradition that as a poor orphan Demosthenes could not afford
Isocrates, but had to turn to the free services of Isacus, who assisted him in the
prosecution of the guardians, was likely Hermippus’ own creation. This is consistently
how the tradition presents itself in the later biographies of Libanius,”* of Zosimus’!

and again in the Anonymous vita.*? In all three lives Isaeus’ tutelage of Demosthenes

730. Lib. 294. 37: AEyetow S TOV ATUOCGOEVNY TNV NOAANY KOUL OQOSPOY €Ml AOYOUC Opumy
EVIEVOEY OXELY. KOAANOTPOTOC... BkoLo0 § oUW SIETEBN, DOT G’ EXELVIC TNC PO MAVTOL
NOPEPYO MPOC TOVC AOYOUC BECBOU. SISOKCAW 8¢ Xpnodwevoc oo PAAN SEtvE PATOPL, Ei¢
SVEPOLC EYYPOLPELC EVBVC BLYDVOL KOO, TV ETUTPONMV EVETTAONTO KOKDC SLKTKOTWY TNV 0VCIOY
OOTOV.  KOU ELAE PEV ODTOVC, OV PNV ASUVABN NAVTL SMOAXPELY B0 CUTOAWAEKEL.  TOUC 8¢
AGYOUC TOUC £MTPOTUKOVC €0y Of ooty Toodov kod oV AnpooBEVOUC £1vou, S THY NI
100 PATopoC GILoTOVVIEC (tn’ YO £1@Y NV, ST MPOC To0VTOVC AYWVILETO) Kod S SokovoLy of
Adyor 10 100 ‘Iooiov nw¢ EmQoively €180¢. £1EpOL 8¢ VOiLovot ouVIET& B PEV Vo
AMooBEVOUC, SLwpBRoBou & Vo 100 looiov.

731 Zos. 298. 39: PNTIOPIKAY & EMOUVPACHC €K 10V &koVely KHAAGTPAIOU 1OV PATOPOC
PNTOPEVOVIOC 1€ Kol €VSOKIOVVIOC Toaiw E@oitar, €V @Y 7 PNIOPWY IOV KPLBEVIKY
AVOLYLVOOKESOOU. Ko OVTWC ordTOV AEYETou ppnooaBou, (oT ordTOD VORILETBOU TOUC KOTOL TV
EMTPONWY AOYOUC GPTMC YOP NV ELEABMY QIO THC EKELVOU SICTPIRNC.

732. Anon. Vita 303, 27: TOAANY & 0Vl (EMLTPONOL) MOPOANBOVIEC OVOIY, 860V DY £k
¢ EMLTPONTC NMOINOOU NMAELOVOL KO TNPTICOL TOV OpQOVOY TAOVGLOY, 0V HOVOY SIRPROGOLY, GAAX
Kol ¢ ANPOoBEVOUC MousEIo NPEANCOLY, OVSEVOL AOYOV SOTELY TNC EMTPONTC VNOACYIBAVOVIE,
g0V TOV GSIKOVPEVOY TNPNOWOLY GMOUSEVTOY. NV &', (X 0IKEY, O MOLC VMO THC MPOVOIKC TV
BE@Y EMTIPONEVOUEVOC, O NMOPECYOV VTR EMOUMIOY TIOUSEIN AOYOU ... THC TE YOP £YKUKAIOL
KOAOUPEVNC TOUSEIOC PETEANBE, TG T€ PXALOTOL KOXTOL PNTOPIKTIY KO €V 1 StkotoTnpiw
EMOUVOVPEVD NMOPESPEVOEY oo, podnty PEV TookpXToue OV, KEKOOUNKOTL 8€ TV OXOAKTV
NOLVXIOY EVOYWViw ServotnL.
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is connected with the dispute with the guardians; they diverge only on whether or
not Isacus wrote the speeches, a dispute already noted in Ps.-Plutarch 839f. In the
Biot of Libanius and Zosimus, the notice about Demosthenes’ training at the hands of
Isaeus is immediately preceded by an account of Callistratus’ defence in the Oropus
affair. Both authors note that this incident whetted Demosthenes’ appetite for
rhetoric.”?® Like Plutarch and Hermippus before them, they invested the story with
the same motivating force and made it the transition into an account of the
Demosthenes’ association with Isaeus. The various versions are so consistent and the
tradition so uniform that one must postulate a single source behind them all, that
being Hermippus himself. The elements are there: he had told of the defence of
Callistratus, made it the determining factor in Demosthenes’ decision to study rhetoric,
and he had also made Isacus the teacher.

By making Isaeus the student of Isocrates and the teacher of Demosthenes
Hermippus was thereby able to consider the latter an Isocratean, despite certain
anonymous memoirs which he cited attesting to Demosthenes’ association with Plato.
Although the evidence is not quite as conclusive, there are indications that Hermippus
had done the same with Aeschines. According to the scholiast, Demetrius of
Phalerum had made Aeschines a pupil first of Socrates and later of Plato; his view

was criticized by Caecilius, Idomeneus and Hermippus, who maintained that the orator

733, Lib. 294. 37: AEyetoU € TOV AnUOCBEVNY TRV MOAANY KO OQOSPAY ML AGYOUC Opuny
EVIEVOEY OXETY. Zos. 298. 39: PNTOPIKADY & EMOVINCOKC €K TOV dkoVELY KUAACTPXTON T0U PATOPOC.
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had not listened to these two philosophers for his education.’® The scholiast goes on
to say that their arguments were based on the fact that Aeschines preserved nothing
of the character of Plato. The notice in the scholia is, however, somewhat confused;
some manuscripts give @noi and not paoi, which would indicate that the stylistic
comment did not belong to all three authors. Scholars are divided on whether to
regard Hermippus or Caecilius as the source of this stylistic evaluation.”®> Obviously
Caecilius was using Hermippus and must have found in his biography some statement
of disagreement with Demetrius, to which he may have added stylistic comments of
his own as corroboratory evidence.”

Most scholars’’ think that the name Socrates in the text of the scholium is a
corruption of Isocrates, primarily because he was usually named with Plato as the
teacher of Aeschines.’®® But it is not certain that this is a valid argument. It seems
unlikely that Demetrius would have referred to Isocrates as a philosopher or have
linked him with Plato, particularly when he was known to have been highly critical

of that orator.”® In at least one late biography, that attributed to Apollonius, the

734. fr 79: schol. ad Aeschines ii p. 6 Schultz: 5Tt PONTAC EYEVETO (AIOXIVIG), OC UEV AMUATPLOC
& PaANpPeDC PNOoL, TWKPATOVC 10V PLACCOPOV, £18° Vatepov MAGTwvoC, d¢ 8¢ KouxiAtog kod
*I8opevene kod “EPWOC {0TOpoVOLY, OUK HKOUOE TOVTWY TV GVSPMY POBACELC XAPLY.  QOOL
<Enod>t Yo ¢ 8Tt OVEEY 10D XUPOKTNPOC 10V TTAXTWVIKOD GGXEL KTA.

¥ See above, n. 280 for notes on the text.

735. See above, n. 280.

736. See above, p. 92.

737. Schaefer 1 255 n. 1; Blass III 2 (1880) 132 n. 1, Drerup 101 n. 1; Wehrli Suppl. I 90; Jacoby
FGrH TIB 338 89, Kinstrand (above, n. 281) 69-70; cf. above, n. 283.

738. Philostr. VS i 18 509; Ps.-Pl. 840b. Jacoby believes that Socrates stems from a confusion with
Aeschines Socraticus.

739. Fr. 169: Phld. I 198. 9. See above, n. 290 for text.
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corrupt tradition, as we find it in the scholiast, has been preserved.’® Even if we
accept the standard view, it is not entirely certain that Hermippus or Caecilius
rejected an Isocratean affiliation out of hand. As far as can be gathered from the
scholium, their criticism was specifically directed at the supposed relationship with
Plato, which was perhaps all that Demetrius had noted. This may have been the only
point of contention between Demetrius of Phalerum, on the one hand, and Caecilius,
Idomeneus and Hermippus, on the other. This may mean that Hermippus and
Caecilius accepted in some sense the Isocratean affiliation of the orator.

There was the tradition that Aeschines was self-taught.’#* This would certainly
fit the stylistic critique recorded by the scholiast that Aeschines’ form of speech was
dtexvog, having something ebpueg kol e0&ywyov about it, such as happens to someone
€K QLOEWE kol peAftng dpovode. But it was not beyond ancient critics to admit that
an orator who owed much of his skill to natural talent could still study under certain
teachers. This much is conceded of Aeschines by Philostratus in a notice which he
may have drawn from Ps.-Plutarch or a common source.’4? Caecilius did the same,

when he noted that Aeschines was the student of Leodamas. We know of this from

740. Aesch. Vita 266. 33: @Ol PEVIOL TIVEC rDTOV &kovoTY YevEoBou TMAGTwVOC 1€ Kou
TWKPATIOUC PEVSOUEVOL.

741. Ps-Pl. Aesch. 840f: 0f & €{NOV UNdE poONIEVONU TOL TOV ALOXIVNY, GAA" £k TNC
UNOYPOHOTELO QBN £V T01¢ SIKXOTNPIOLC TOTE SIGLYoVTor.  This is obviously a quess from
Demosthenes.

742. VS 118 509: akpoortng 86 NMAGTwVOC 1€ kot “IOOKPATOUC YEVOUEVOC TIOAAG! KOU MO
MG EXVTOV PUTEWC AYOLYETO. See above, pp. 1-2 & n. 5-6; p. 76 n. 245,
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Ps.-Plutarch.’*#* According to Ps.-Plutarch, there were two traditions.’** One went
back to Demetrius of Phalerum, if we accept the communis opinio, and identified
Aeschines’ teachers as Isocrates and Plato. The other named Leodamas, and went
back to Caecilius.’®® But since the latter had followed Hermippus in rejecting the
Demetrian tradition, he possibly also followed him here in associating Aeschines with
Leodamas. We do know that Leodamas appears in the later tradition, as it is
preserved in Ps.-Plutarch (837d) and possibly POxy 3543, as a student of Isocrates, and
what we suspect is again an attempt by Hermippus to create a second generation, just
as he had done when he made Demosthenes the student of Isaeus.’*® In the case of
Aeschines Hermippus cited Demetrius of Phalerum for the fact that the orator studied

under Plato, which he rejected in favour of an Isocratean affiliation, but only by

743. Ps—Pl. Aesch. 840b: XKPOXTING 8 YEVOPEVOC ¢ PEV Ttvee AEyouoty lookp&Toue kod
TIAGtwvOC ¢ 88 KouxiAtog AemS3omvtoc.

Phot. cod. 264 490b: "Hxpodiooto &€, of Pév ooty Iookpdaoue kod TTAGmvoc, KoukiAog
8E AEWSOUOVTOC AEYEL. But cod. 61 20c: Stockovoou 8¢ ordtov MAGTwvoe xod “AVIOAKISH (codd.
*AAKRISGOVIL) Ol MOONTEVOOL. In the last passage of Photius the text is obviously corrupted from
Alcidamas; cf. Suda AloXIVne 347: po@ntne &€ koot TY PNTOPIKTY ~ AAKISoGVIoC 100 EAedtov.

744. Kindstrand, (above, n. 281) 74, follows Jacoby (FGrH 338 IIIB 89) in believing that there were
only two traditions on the assumption that the name Alcidamas found in the Suda is a corruption of
Leodamas. But Usener (above, n. 653) 47 = KI. Schr. 89, though he accepted only two traditions, believed,
however, that the one which was derived from Idomeneus, Hermippus and Caecilius, named Alcidamas.
Cf. Kindstrand 74 n. 27.

745. The student—teacher relationship may have been inferred from the fact that Aeschines himself
praised Leodamas highly, as a speaker no less capable than Demosthenes and much more to his taste (III
138 cf. Dem. XX 146). See Schaefer 1 256 and Kindstrand 74.

746. If indeed the name Alcidamas found in the Suda is a corruption of Leodamas, as Jacoby and
Kindstrand suggest, the notice may conceal further confusion. What was originally said was not that
Aeschines was an actual student of Leodamas (Alcidamas) but that he studied his ICXVﬁ (xoeTox tf]\?
6nIOpLKf]V). just as Demosthenes is said by Hermippus to have purchased and studied the IEXVOLi of
Isocrates and Alcidamas (fr. 7t: Plut. Dem. 5).
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virtue of the fact that he had studied under Leodamas.”*’

raphi i h

L. Demosthenes

At this point we are going to reconstruct three lives, those of Isocrates,
Hypereides and Demosthenes. It is self-evident from the foregoing discussion that
Hermippus was concerned with the education of his orators. This is certainly true of
Demosthenes, with whose biography we begin. The point of departure must be the
article in the Suda, which represents, if only in an extremely epitomized form, an
extract from Hermippus’%® He is cited explicitly as the source for the
characterization of Demosthenes as &émpeAng paArov 1 eOgurg and for his nicknames.

Despite Wehrli’s objections,”® it is best, as scholars generally do,”®® to regard the long

747. Wehrli suggests that the notice preserved in the scholium perhaps came from an excursus in
the Biog of Demosthenes, since the assessment given there precludes the possibility of Hermippus
including a biography of Aeschines among the Isocrateans. But he has failed to note that the criticism
of Hermippus and the others was directed specifically at the student relationship with Plato. Wehrli’s
argument in no way precludes the possibility that the biographer included a separate biography on
Aeschines in his work on the Isocrateans.

748. Suda AnUooBEVNC 454: “ABNVKTOC, Vio¢ AnpooBEvouc kol KAoBoUANG, Prtwp, TV
SAHWY TToovene EMPEANC POAAOY 1) £DQUAC, ¢ “EPULINOC (OTOPEL, KO MPOC TOC NSOVOLC
&xOANOTOC, MC kol TOVTO enoty O adtdc. 3Bev kol VEoC PEV GV B&Iotdog EkANGN, ¢ Kol
YUVOUKEIQ E0OTNTL TOAAGKIC XPNOGEVOC, ~APYOC 8€ PETX 1O €ic Av8po¢ TeEAéoou, Onep £0TIV
Svopor Speme. ENeBLUNOE 8¢ PATOpIkNE, KOAACTPOTOV BEORIEVOC TOV PITOPOL VMEP ~ QPWIWY
Aéyovioe.  Stficovce 8¢ “looiov 100 Iookp&Touc polntol, kod 1ol AOYOLS EXPNTO ZWiAov 10D
* ALQUTOAITOV COPLOTEVOVIOC £V ~ABNAVoue ko IToAvkpdToue kod ~AAKISSovIo¢ 100 Topyiov
pOONTOV Kol 0TV PEVIOL “IooKp&TOUC. CUVEQIAOADYNOE 8¢ Alciwvt 1@  ABnvaie Ko
Oeondune 1@ Xiw PA0ToPE. 8inkpodoto 8¢ xod EVBoLAISou 100 SorAekTikob kod TTAGT@VOC.
ETEAEVINOE 8¢ QUYWY ei¢ Korhorupiory £V 1@ 100 IocEt8@®VoC iep® St 10V MokeSOHVXL
> AVUIIATPOY, TIPOCEVEYKGUEVOC QPOPLOKOY TO £V T SokTUAW, £TN PLidoo EB’.

749, Suppl. I 89

750. Schaefer, "Zu den fragmenten des Hermippos,” Philologus 6 (1851) 427-30, Drerup 68-9, 71
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list of teachers that follows as being derived from him as well, precisely because
many of the same names appear in the fragments of Hermippus. In that case the
Suda’s excerpt can provide, if only in broad strokes, some idea of the parameters of
his biography of Demosthenes.

As is borne out by the fragments, Hermippus was certainly concerned with
establishing the literary lineage of the orator, that is to say with establishing any
connections with earlier rhetors and writers. But his biography went well beyond
that; it included notices on the yévog of the orator, on the Peripatetic characterization
of Demosthenes as £rupeAne paArov 1 evgune and all that that entailed, references to
his sexual proclivity in the Idomenean tradition (ipdg td¢ Hdovag dkdAcoTog), a long
discussion of Demosthenes’ teachers, concluded by an account of his death at Calauria.
How far Hermippus discussed the political career of the orator, cannot be determined

from the existing evidence.

L. 1. The Genos of Demosthenes

b

There can be no question that Hermippus included a note on Demosthenes
yvévog. That goes without saying. But it is uncertain how far he went beyond the
bare details of the Suda, which simply mentioned that the orator was an Athenian, the
son of Demosthenes and Cleobule, of the deme of Paeania. Perhaps he mentioned the
Scythian origin of Demosthenes’ mother; perhaps he repeated the story told by
Aeschines (III 171-2) of Gylon of Cerameis, the maternal grandfather, who gave one of
his two daughters by a Scythian woman in marriage to Demosthenes’ father. In all

the extant biographies of the orator there is a reference of some kind to this episode.
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Ps.-Plutarch (844a) mentions only the fact that Cleobule was the daughter of Gylon,
whereas Plutarch provides a few more details, even referring to Aeschines by name.’s!
The story, however, is only told in an expanded form in the late biographies of

Libanius,’>? Zosimus’? and the Anonymous Vita”>* In the case of Libanius, he may

751 Dem. 4. 1: ANPOOBEVNC & MNP ANUOCBEVOUC NV HEV TOY KHADY KO YOOV Crvsp@y,
O¢ [0TOpET OLONMOUNOC, ENEKOAELTO 8E POLXOUPOMOLOC, EPYNLOTNPLOY EXWY PEYO KOU SOVAOUC
TEXVITOC TOUC ToDTO Mpd&Ttoviog. & 8 Aloxivne 6 pItwp eLpnke nepl Te unTpdc, ¢ ek TOAWVOG
uvoc &’ outiee MPoSosio PEVYOVTOC €8 &oTEoC YEYOVOL Kod POPBAPOV YUVOUKOC, OUK EXOUEV
EINETY €LT YANBDC ELPNKEY ELTE PANCPNUGDY KOTOYEVSOUEVOC.

752. Lib. 293. 14-28 ANPOCOEVEL TOIVUY TG PATOPL MATAP NV ANUOCBEVNC, CVENIATITIOC 10
YEVEL S0K®Y, OC ko AloXIVNe EXBpOC OV POPTUPET (ETpNTOU YOOV OVTWE OrdTOTE PRNOL "TOVTR
noAp PEY AV Anpootévne 6 Mouaviede, Sovip $Ac0BEPOC 0V YO St Yehdeatow.”, EpYoCTHpLOY &
OIKET@®Y HOLXOUPOTIOLDY KEKTNUEVOC EVIEVBEY THY TOV POLXOUPOTOOD KANOLY EACBEY. 1O pEVIOL
UNTP@OY YEVOC TOV PATOPOC OVK NV, B¢ oot kobopde ~Atukdy, TOAwvo¢ 100 némnov 100
ANUOCBEVOUC QUYOVTOC PEV £8 ABNVAY Eni MPodooioe EYKANUOLTL, OIKNOOVIOC 8€ MEPL TOV
[I6VIOY, KOKET YUVOLIKOL CLYOLYOPEVOU SKVBLY 10 YEVOC, €8 N¢ NV T0U AnpooBEvouc N uATnp
KA£oBOVAN.  €ic 10010 YOOV &AAOL T€ AcAotSophikoot Kod ALOXIVIK, EMWYV O¢ &P’ £in TKVONC,
BS&PBOPOC EAANVILGY TN YWV

753. Zos. 297. 11-25: Tl YOp OV PEYOL TE KO BOUUKOLOV TV EKELVOV, OC ~ABMVOIC HEV MPRTOV
£VTOXEL OIS, Snpov 8¢ Touavif, €K YOVEWY € [N MAVU T CEPVY TPOEABRY TOLE BLUTOD
TRKEIVOY CUVERPUYEY. MOIPOC PEV YOP NV OU®VOLOV PEV TNV NPOONYOPioy, TN 8€ EXVN
POLXOUPOTOLOV (B E0TUV EPYOLOTAPLOY E£XOVIOC HOCXOUPOMOLAY, MC ELTOPEY NN MEPL TOV NTIPOC
*lookp&toue), untpdc 8¢ KAoBoUANC pev ovopom, Sxvbisoc 8¢ 10 yévoc. TOAwy yop 6 nduuiog
oDT0V NUPQOUoY Npodovc, TOnov vt &v 1 TToviw, HEAAMY NOLETaBoU THY KPIoLY VNEP TOVTOV,
PUY®V NP T0TC 1oV TTOVIou SUVAOTNLC Kol ToV¢ KaeAoupévoue Kamove 1omouc
TLVOCKOPIIOVCO0U AXPBOY MO’ CLVTRY, YUVOLIKOL €KETOE SKuBisor Aydyeto, €8 Ac €oxe My
KA€OBOVANY TNV UNTEPX TOV PATOPOC. O YO MEPMPOELOO VIO TOU NOTPOC AXBPAL €i¢ - ABAVOLC
KO YOUNBEL OO ATHOGEEVEL T POLXOUPONOLE TIKTEL TOUTOV TOV PATOPCL.

754. Anon. Vita 302. 5-22: G010 8€ 10V YEVOUC OrDTOV NPMIOY GPEMUEBOL. TODTOL TOLVLY 0TIV
& mepi ANUoaBEVOULC MUVOVOpEBa. [VA®Y &vip “ABNVNTOC PBOVNBELC ol St GPETAY
(olkeTov yop ko oUVNBEC TN MOAEL TOVT0 1O NABOC) QUTIONY EOXE NMPOSESWKEVOL NOUPOUOY
xwpiov €v TIOVIw KEepeEVOV. GSoLACOIC € Sior MY €K ¢ KoTnyopiog VPpLy, téxor 8€ ko
QOBNBELC TOVC CUKOPAVTOC ((oXVPOV YO €V ~ABAVOUC TO TOVTWY YEVOC) TNV TOUTWY KpioLy oV
NEPLEPELVE, TNC 88 KOLTITYOPIOC IPOEENABE KO MOPOLYEVOHEVOC EIC TKUOIOY YOUEL TV ENMLXWPLOY
UVOC BUYOTEPOL, TIOAANY MPOTKOL OUY o(OT AcB@Y. 800 86 YEVWACKC Kot BPEYOIC BUYNTEPOL, GX
MY 100 Yoo Hpory ENEANBOV, ETOGONC NPOLKOIC OLOTOLLC EIC ~ABAVOIC ENEE, KOMIoKOB0U TNV
ROTPLSOL BEANCOC € KO PN 81° E0XUTOD, SIX YOOV TV BUYXTEPWY. EYTHE 8E TNV PEV DrAOXPTK,
My 8 £1€pay AnpooBEvng, OV PEV Snuov Mouoviete, porxouponotd 8 My Exvny. €& ¢
£YEVVNOE TOV PATOPOL ATOTBEVIY KTA.
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have directly consulted the passage of Aeschines, whom he actually quotes but only, it
seems, to confirm an account which he has taken over from a biographical source.”>*
The accounts of Zosimus and the Anonymous Vita are more detailed; both show a
close correspondence to one another and a striking dependence upon Aeschines’
account of III 171-72, repeating many of the same details found there. Both refer to
Gylon’s betrayal of Nymphaeum, while Libanius does not. Zosimus alone makes
mention of the Kepoi or Gardens, while only the Anonymous Vita notes that Gylon
had two daughters; the latter even goes so far as to identify, erroneously however, the
husband of the second daughter as Philochares, a point on which even Aeschines
remains silent, as he admits, for political reasons.”®

The inclusion of a name which was not to be found in Aeschines suggests that
the author of the Anonymous Vita has drawn on an earlier biographical work.”*’
Though Zosimus was a commentator,”® who might be expected to have consulted the
text of Aeschines directly, in fact, like the others, he has drawn on earlier biographies;
for one detail, which appears in his account and for that matter in all the biographies,
points to earlier attempts by biographers to combine scattered elements relating to

Demosthenes’ yévoc. This is the inclusion of the nickname poxouponotdc, which was

given to Demosthenes’ father because he owned a factory of slaves employed in the

755. That Libanius relied on an existing Biog of the orator seems confirmed by his introductory
words: XPEOPEBO: 8 TOV CUVIYHOTOC GUTO TOV BIOV TOV PATOPOC, OVX OAOY ODTOV SLEELOVIEC
(MEPLTIOV YAP TOVTO), XAAQL TOCOVIWY UVNPOVEVOVIEC, 00 SOKET KOU MPOC KOTXANYLY
AKPIBECTEPOLY TV AOYWY CUVIEAETV.

756. Demosthenes uncle was Demochares. cf. XXVII 14,

757. Note the Anonymous’ introductory words: OBEV SO0 MEPL TOVEPOC MUVBOVOUEBO! AEYWHEY
SIOL CUVIOUWY... TODTOL TOLVUY $0TIV O TEPL ANpOOBEVOUC TTUVBNVOLEDOL.

758. On Demosthenes and Lysias (Suda); on Isocrates (Dem. Vita 297. 7)
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business of making swords. It is not mentioned in the present text, which is the basis
of the notice on Gylon, but only elsewhere (Il 93) by Aeschines, nor is it attributed to
the testimony of Aeschines, as is the Scythian origin of Demosthenes’ mother, either
by Libanius (294. 26) or by Plutarch.

In fact Plutarch actually attributes the notice to Theopompus, who seems to
have made explicit reference to the factory of slaves owned by Demosthenes’ father,
something which Aeschines does not. Despite the fact Libanius quotes from
Aeschines III 171, he does so only to confirm the testimony of his biographical source.
Indeed, when he begins his account of Gylon and the Scythian origin of Demosthenes’
mother, he refers anonymously to that source (¢ @aot). What we must assume is
that earlier biographers had already gathered together the scattered and various
notices on the orator’s family, on the occupation of his father, on the Scythian origin
of his mother, perhaps even referring to the testimony of Aeschines and others
(Theopompus). This is what we find in Plutarch and, as we shall see, his account
through chapters 4 and 5, and again the parallel account in Libanius, are largely
dependent on Hermippus. It is quite possible, then, that Hermippus himself included
in his own biography similar notices on the occupation of Demosthenes’ father and on
the Scythian origin of his mother.”” This conflation of various sources by Hermippus

we have already seen in his treatment of Hermias and we shall see it repeated in a

759. The nickname "cutler” perhaps has a parallel in the nickname given to Isocrates’ father.
Hermippus is known to have quoted the comic poet Strattis, who called the rhetorician OthAOIpUIIﬁ,
which seems to allude to the fact that his father was an 0(137\01'[0L6§. Certainly in the later biographies
we find mention of that (Ps—Pl 836e; DH. Isoc. 1; Zos. 253. 3). At least one biographer saw the parallel
between Demosthenes’ father and Isocrates: Zos. 297. 15: & €ouv épYOLOIf]pLOV EXOVIOQ LLOLXOLLpOT[OL(:N
@C £LMOPEV HSN MEPL TOV NATpAC ~ IooKpAToK.
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number of other accounts.

L. 2. The Sexual Mores: the Idomenean Tradition

Each and every biography, after an account of the orator’s yévog, mentions the
fact that he was an orphan’®® Plutarch, Zosimus and the Anonymous Vita, after
noting that Demosthenes was entrusted to guardians, describe how the same guardians
neglected his education, even at times refusing to pay his tutors.’¢! But as Plutarch
notes, this was but one tradition to explain why Demosthenes did not pursue the
studies and activities of other Athenian youths. According to the other tradition it
was his sickly body which prevented him and earned for him the nickname Batalus.
Here the accounts of Plutarch and Libanius converge and show a mutual dependence

on a source based on Hermippus.’s?

760. Ps~PlL 844b; Plut. Dem. 4. 3; Lib. 294. 28; Zos. 298. 24; Anon. Vita 303. 23; Suda (456) 310. 42.

761. Plut. Dem. 4. 3: QUIOAELPOEIC 8 O ANPOTBEVNC VRO 0V NATPOC EMTOETNC €V EVIOPICK ..
VMO IOV EUIPONWY ASLKAON, 1O PEV VOOPICUPEVRY, T 8 PEANCHVI®Y, HOTE Kol 1OV
SISORAADY OUTOD TOV LOBOV AMooTepToou St 1€ 81 TUDIO TV SPUEADY KOU TPOCTKOVI®Y
EASVBEPW TOUSL LOBNUATWY CITOUSEVTOC SOKET YEVECBOU KOU SO TNV TOV CMUOTOC XOBEVELOLY KTA.

Zos. 298. 25-37: KOTOLAELPOEIC & OpPOvOC VMO 100 MOTpOC OrOTOC EXVTR TN (PPOVACEL TE Kod
OUVECEL TOLTAP EYEVETO. (¢ YOIP £DPO TOUC KOTOASIPBEVTOG QLU VMO ToD NOTpOC EMTPONOUC
OVK EMLIPONWY POAAOY EPYOV MOLODVIOK, GAAX MOAERI®Y T KOKDC KEXPNOBUL T LUTOV OVOIK
... 81O KOU GOC PLOPOL TLVEC OL EMTPONOL TOVTO VTO EVOUUNBEVTEC KOU TRV SISORGADY DTOD TOVC
HLOBOVE GUIIECTEPOLY, ENWC EUNOSMY YEVOLTO TOVTO OrdTO MPAC TO HOLVERIVELY OTIOUSOUGX EKEL VOV.

Anon. vita 303, 29-3L: GAAX Ko TN¢ AnpooBEVouc moudeiog AUEANCOLY, OVSEVXL AOYOY SMDOoELY
¢ EMUTPONNC VNOACBAVOVIES, £V TOV GSIKOVPEVOY TNPACHOLY GUTOUSEVTOY.

762. Dem. 4. 4 8L 1€ 81 TOOTOL TV EPPEADY KOU TIPOONKOVIWY EACVBEP® MOUSE POBMUATWY
AMOUSEVTOC SOKET YEVEOBOU, Kod IO TV 10U OOUNTOC QOBEVEIY ko BpOYLy, 0V MPOiEPEVNC TOTC
NOVOLE TNE UNTPOC LVTOV OVSE MPOOBLOCOPEVDY TRV NOUSHYDYDY. NV YOP €8 pXTC KATUOXVOC
Ko YOOMENE, 8O kol TV AOLSOPOVUEVNY ENWYVHIOY, TOV B&ToAOY, gic 10 oduo Afyetou
OK@NTOUEVOC VMO TV NMoidwy AcPely. Ny 8 6 Bdrorog, O¢ pev #viol ooty (“Eppumnoc?),
OOANTAG TV KOTEXYOTWY, Kod SPOUATLOY €i¢ TOUTO KOUWSHY ODIOV ~AVHEAVNC NEMOINKEN.
€repor € UVEC MC MOLNTOD TPUPEPOL KO TIOPOIVLOL YPAPOVTOC TOU BOTAOU pépvnvrod. Soker 8¢
Kol TV OUK EVMPEN®DY Tt AEXOMVOUL TOU OMUOTOC MOPIKY MOPX TOLC ~ATUKOLC TOTE KOAELOBOU
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As the underlined phrases show, there is a commonality of expression that at
first glance would suggest that Libanius had used Plutarch. But there are noticeable
differences. Libanius, unlike Plutarch, makes no mention of Antiphanes, or of the
poet Batalus, who composed tpugpepa kai napoivia, or of Demosthenes’ other
nickname Argas. These differences perhaps could be accounted for by the fact that
Libanius was simply excerpting, except that he offers other details not found in
Plutarch, such as the fact that the Ephesian Batalus was the first to wear women’s
clothing on stage and to sing effeminate verses, or the fact that Demosthenes earned
the nickname as a man from his enemies for reasons of his effeminacy (ei¢ poAokiav),
not, as Plutarch states, as a child from children for reasons of his body (gi¢ 10
owmpoa). These differences mean that Libanius did not draw on Plutarch. Either the
two authors drew separately on the same source or they drew on different sources

that had a common origin and shared many common features.”s?

Bdtoidog. 6 8 CApYOC - xod TOUTO YOP QOOL T ANPOCBEVEL YEVECBOL MOPMVULLOY — i MPOC
1OV TPONOY, OC BNPLOSN Kod TUKPOV ETEBN TOV YO SPLy EVIOL TV NONTDY PYRY dVOUSLovoLy fi
NPOC 1OV AdYOV, B¢ AVDVIO TOUE GKPOWPEVOUC Ko YO&P ~APYOIC TOVVOUGL IO AV VOU®Y
NOVNP®Y KO GPYOAEWDY.

Lib. 294. 28-37: OpQOVOC 8¢ KOTAELPOEC VMO TOV MATPOC KOMST VEOC NV PEY, & poaLy,
QOBEVIC T® OOUNTL KU YOORSNC QOTE PNS’ €l MOAICTPOLY QOLTNOOU, KOOGIEP NOVIEC Of TV
" ABNVOLUOY NOLSEC ElBETOY. B30EV ko GvSpwBELC VMO TV EXOPOV ElC LOANKIONY EOKMNTIETO Kol
BAtotAog Enwvupiony €oxev totdpnton Yo uvor Bdrordov “EQECLOV GtOANTAY YEVESBOU, OC NPMTOC
VNOSNUOIOL YUVOUKEIOLC £ML TNC OKNVIC EXPAONTO KOU PEAECL KOTEQYOOL, Ko SAWC TV EXVNY
EUGABOEEY GO TOVTOL & TOVC EKAVTOUC Kol BrvevSpou¢ BatdiAoug EkdAouv.

763. Drerup (207-8) notes several points of contact with Plutarch on the one hand, and with
Ps.-Plutarch on the other.

Callistratus story: Lib. 294. 37: Afyetou 8& 1OV ANUOCBEVNY TNV NOAANY KOU CQPOSPOY €Ml
AOYOUC OpUNV £VIEDBEV OXELY and Plut. 5. 1 TC 8€ MPOC TOUC AOYOUC OPHNC GPXNY VTR QOOL
TOLCOTNY YEVECBOU; Lib. 41: £5€1T0 TOU EQECTOTOC OIKETOV and Plut. EMECE TOV £XXUTOV NMOUSOYWYOV
SEOUEVOC.

Demosthenes’ exercises: Lib. 295. 62: 3T TPOVAOC HEV AV THY YAGDTIOWY €k QUOEWC, TO 86
NVEDPN XTOVOTEPOC €% OV YUPOTEP®Y CUVERBOULYVE QXUAOTHINY oDIOV THY DNOKPLOLY
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According to the Suda, Hermippus had described Demosthenes as €mupeAng
poAAov 1 evpurg and mpog tag ndovag dkdAcotog. The first part of this description
reflects the Peripatetic characterization of the orator, whose implications for
Hermippus’ account we shall discuss later. The second half of the description is the
concern now; it recalls the Idomenean characterization of the orator as sexually
licentious. It is within this context that Hermippus mentioned Demosthenes’
nickname Batalus: kol npo¢ ta¢ Mdovae AkOANOTOC, G¢ Kal TOUTO PNOLY O ALTOC
(“Eppuninog): 068ev kol vEo¢ pEv @v BatoAog €kNAOT, ¢ Kol Yuvaukelo £00mT moAAdKLC

XPNOGUEVOS, ~Apyag 8¢ LETd 10 ei¢ Evdpag teAtoon, Onep Eotiv Ovopo Opewg.  Virtually

NOPEXOUEVOY KTA. and Plut. 6. 4 NV 8€ TUC WC FOIKE KOU PWVNC KOBEVELXL KOU YADTING GOXPELX
KOU TIVEDUOTOC KOAOBOTNG, EMLTOPATION0N TOV VOUY TV ACYOUEV®Y 16 SIONOB0U TR NEPLOSOUC.

Cave: Ps.—Pl. 844d: Afyouot & oDTOV £t VEOV OVIX €i¢ OMNAGUOY QUULEVOL KOKEL
PIAOAOYELV TILOV TNC KEPUATIC ELUPTIEVOY, [VOL LT} IPOEPXOLTO" KoL €M OTEVIC KALVIG KOOoBoL,
Tvor 8100 TorXE@Y GVIOTNTOU and Lib. 295. 75 LVNHOVEDOVIOU 8 QCOTOV KOU OIKNOELC KOTOLYELOL KOl
¥ upNoele QMPENELE, [V 8 odoXVVNY PN MPOioL ToV ¢ OIKIO SWPNTIOV, KOl MC OVSE TOKC
VOKTOIG ERAOEVSEY, AAX SIEMOVETTO MPOC PAC NEPL AOYOUC, where the last part recalls Ps—PL
848c: {GTOPOVOL § MC OVSE AVXVOV £OBECEV, UXPL MEVIAKOVIO! £V EYEVETO, SLOKKPLBEY TOVC
AOYOUC.

Derision of Pytheas: Lib. 295. 78: 86ev ko ITuBéciC OKGONI®Y £Qn T0UC AOYOUC 10D
ANUOCBEVOUC AUXVWY GIOLELY and Plut. 8. 4: TTUBEOC EMOKMONIWY EAAVX VWY EPNOEY OLELY arOTOD
0L EVBLUTOTOL).

Compare also Ps.-Pl. 845b and Lib. 295. 67 on Demosthenes’ testimonial about the importance of
delivery; 844e and Lib. 296. 88 on the exercises under the sword; 844f and Lib. 295. 70-75 on declaiming
by the seashore. Two separate notices in Plutarch on the derision of Pytheas (c. 8) and that of a thief
Chalcus (c. 11) are condensed together by Libanius (295. 80) and Demosthenes’ reply "ol80 STt oE AUN®D
AUXVOV KoUwY" to Chalcus he applies to Pytheas.

Based on these comparisons, together with the accounts of Demosthenes’ YéVOg and nicknames,
which compare closely in Libanius and Plutarch, Drerup (208) concluded that these points of contact with
Plutarch and Ps-Plutarch were caused by a "Quellenvorlage”, which was based, as with Plutarch and
Ps.—Plutarch, on Demetrius Magnes. Sturm, De Fontibus Demosthenicae Historiae Quaestiones Duae. Diss.
(Halle 1881) 43-4, also notes the points of contact between Plutarch and Libanius and from this concludes
that, just as Ps.—Plutarch and Photius drew on a common archetype, so the same can be said of Plutarch

and Libanius.
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the same notice appears in the "auctaria" of Ps.-Plutarch’s Demosthenes.™ The same
connection is made between Demosthenes’ dissolute life, evident in his wearing of
women’s clothing, and his nickname. So it is best to regard the anonymous source
cited here as Hermippus himself. Indeed many notices of the "auctaria” were derived
from the biographer.’s

In his account Libanius also links the nickname Batalus to the illicit behaviour
of the orator, when he comments that as a man Demosthenes was ridiculed by his
enemies €i¢ poAaxiav;, in these last two words is a veiled reference to the orator’s
effeminate behaviour which showed up in his cross-dressing. This is confirmed
beyond doubt by the immediate connection which Libanius draws with the Ephesian
Batalus, who was the first to wear women’s clothing on stage and to sing effeminate
songs, and by the fact that one of the enemies whom Libanius had in mind must have
been Aeschines, who ridiculed Demosthenes for doing just that’®¢ According to the

Suda, Hermippus also had noted that Demosthenes received the nickname Batalus

764, Ps—Pl. 847f OOl 86 TIVEC KOU GOMTHIC OCOTOV BIdVOU, YUVOUKEIOK T £0BNMOL XPWHEVOV
KOU KWUOLOVIOL EKXTTOTE, 88V BATOAOY EuKANBNVOU: Of 8’ UNOKOPIOTIKMS GO TOV OVOUOTOC TNC
1POPOV AEYOUOLY XDTOV oUW ALAOLSopNoBoy; cf. Phot. 205 495a 31, who adds to the notice found in
Ps—Plutarch a verbatim excerpt from Libanius.

765 In the "auctaria” of Hypereides (849d) the account of the orator’s hetairai and the trial of
Phryne; at 839a the notice on Lagiscé. On the Hermippan origin of Dem. 847f see Drerup 67.

766. In Libanius’ account two separate traditions have been conflated, resulting in a certain
confusion, which, however, is avoided by Plutarch; though he was called Batalus as a man for his
effeminacy, the nickname stemmed from (36g£V) the fact that in his boyhood Demosthenes’ weak and
sickly body prevented him from attending the palaestra. This second version is the only one adopted by
Plutarch. The apologetic tone was no doubt intended to counter a polemic version which referred the
nickname to the dissolute life style of the orator. The same apologetic tone is taken in Ps—Plutarch
847f, where against the view of Hermippus that Demosthenes earned the nickname from living
&0(.'0'[0.)@ and wearing women’s clothing, the other held (according to a misunderstanding of Aeschines I
126) that Batalus was a diminutive of his nurse’s name. The apologetic version must have stood in the

common source of Plutarch and Libanius, both of whom show evidence of it. See Drerup 186 n. 2.
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from wearing women’s clothing. Drerup is right to suggest that Hermippus himself
had introduced the Ephesian flute-player to serve as a model’®” The effeminate
behaviour of the Ephesian Batalus is certainly what is being stressed by Libanius, as it
is of Demosthenes in the Suda.”®

Plutarch informs us that the Ephesian flute-player had been satirized by
Antiphanes. This comic poet was an important source of biographical material on the
orators.”®® It certainly would have been consistent with Hermippus’ method to have
used him. On more than one occasion he derived biographical details on the
lascivious behaviour of the orators from the comic poets.”® Plutarch further adds that
Batalus was a poet of tpugepa kai napoivia or the euphemism for a private part of
the body. Again Hermippus is likely the source; such notices are in keeping with the
type of rarified erudition found in his biographies. The reference to napoivia or
drinking songs which were called BatdAeia after a certain poet suggests a work of

etymology; Batalus as a euphemism for a part of the body suggests a source of comic

767. Drerup 67, cf. 186 n. 2, 212 n. 1.
768. The same connection between Batalus the flute-player and Demosthenes’ nickname and
effeminacy is repeatedly noted in the scholia of Aeschines:

I 126: iiowc StortpiBorc: Bérodog 8¢ 6 xivoudoc Aéyetoun. BAtorAog 8¢ ¢ yEYOvEV &vip
OOANTC NTOUPNKGC. 1) 0DV €k T00TOV BATAOC & ANUOTBEVNC EKAETTO, KOOTL PEYXAN
KOBIoPOTOL £1XEY, N 6K TOU PBOTOAILETBOU, OIOVEL TUNTEGOOL.

BAIorAOV: KOTOTOYW@VOL KO HOAGKOY.  @Voudadn &€ ooty ol PEV 6utd BorrdiAov
OOANTOV HOAGKOD, Of 8¢ QMO NMOINTOD KATEXYOTO! KPOVROTOL YPXPOVTOL.  SLOMEP Kod ATpoo6évn
L0 LOACKIONY OVTWEC OVOUOITBN VL.  AEACISOPNVTOU YO (VTR MOLVIEC Ei¢ POACKioy. €iol 8 o
B&TOXAOY IPOONYOPEVOY TOV NPWKIOV KO AMUOCBEVNY €K HETOUPOPAC St HOACKIONY BAIOAOY
EXBAETOOY.

I 99: BRTOXAOC: EKAVTOC KO QVOLVEPOC, GUTO QrDANTOV TLvOC OvOport Boctdidou of 8¢ dud
NOLNTOV HEADY KOTEXYOTWY. €K 8 TOUTOU OKMMIEL QCUTOV €i¢ HOACKIOY.

769. Plut. Dem. 9. 5, Ps—PL. 845b.
770. Fr. 62 (Athen. 592d): Strattis; fr. 68all (Athen. 342c). Timocles; cf. Ps~Pl. 849¢; Athen. VIII 341f.
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origin”"!

Certainly the notice on the nickname Argas was derived from him, for
Plutarch refers to Argas as the name of a snake, which, as we are informed by the
Suda, was precisely what Hermippus had said. The biographer perhaps noted, as does
Plutarch, that Demosthenes earned this nickname from his harsh and bitter manner
(OnpL&dn kol ruxpdv) and compared him to the Argas-snake, just as he had compared
his effeminate behaviour to that of the Ephesian flute-player Batalus.””? Plutarch adds
two other details besides, that Argas the snake was mentioned by the poets and that
Argas was also the name of a poet of vopot. These additional details provide a
symmetry to Plutarch’s account, a balance between Batalus mentioned by the comic
poet Antiphanes and the Argas-snake named by certain poets,”’> and between Batalus
the poet of tpvpepa kal napoivio and Argas the poet of vopor novnpol kal
apyaAtor. This symmetry recalls the artistic arrangement of the Hermias episode,
which was based on Hermippus’ own account. All the evidence here points to him as
Plutarch’s source for the notices on Demosthenes’ nicknames.

The starting point of all the notices on Demosthenes’ nicknames was

Aeschines. At I 131 he charged that Demosthenes was called Batalus €¢, avavspiog kai

771. Harpocr: EUMOAC 10V MpeKIOV BAIXAOY AéYEL: PANOTE ODY EVOEV TOUC KIVOUSOUC
BOIXAOUC AEYOUOLY; cf. Schol. Aesch. I 126: B&tothov: Sokel 8¢ pot AeAéxBou BototAog mopdt 1o
EUNOAS0C OROPMO: EKELVOC YOP VNO TV Bortidy SVOHOTOL KETOBOU TOLC 0UOXPOTC KO TLYpAvIY
B&ATIOXAOV U oXOT@V KOAETOB0u. Holden, (above, n. 574) 155, notes the suggestion of Meineke (Hist.
Com. 334) that no such person as Batalus existed but that Eupolis in his Baptae transferred the name
which was used to designate a class of "molliculi et dissoluti homines” to some "voluptuosus et
effeminatus tibicen".

772. Cf. Bekker Anecdota 442. 30: “ApYoC & SEvOTOTOC oY’ MAKIOLY BPYOC KOAETTOU. OVTWC
EAEYOV KOU TOV ATOCBEVIV.

773. Argas is mentioned by the comic poets Anaxandrides (Kock, CGF II 141, 152) and Alexis (304).
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Kivoudiag, even suggesting that he wore women’s clothes.”” Again at II 99 Aeschines
connected the name Batalus with Demosthenes’ lewd and effeminate behaviour, and
on this occasion mentioned the other nickname, Argas’”®> The second passage is
important, not only because it mentions both nicknames, but because it clears up
some confusion in the various accounts. Plutarch notes that Demosthenes had been
nicknamed Batalus as a boy uno twv naiSwv. On this point Hermippus apparently
agreed: 60ev kai vEog pEv wv BdtoAog ikAnBN kTA (Suda).

Libanius, by contrast, notes that Demosthenes was called this Uno v £xOp@v,
when he was a grown man (Av8pw6eic), albeit he does connect (66¢ev) the nickname
with Demosthenes’ boyhood, when he was prevented from attending the palaestra for
reasons of his sickly disposition. The confusion on the part of Libanius must have
stemmed from a misunderstanding of what Hermippus’ actually said, whose own
account, however, was based on Aeschines. According to the Suda, Hermippus had
denoted a clear chronological progression: Demosthenes was a boy (véog) when he was
called Batalus, but after he reached manhood (ueta w0 ei¢ dvdpag teAéoau) he was
called Argas. This points to the time when Demosthenes had graduated from ephebic

service and begun prosecuting the guardians, something indeed mentioned by

774. 1 131: €nel xod NeEPL TNC ANUOCBEVOVC ENWYLIIK, OV KOKDC VMO ¢ Qrune, SAA™ ovx
VMO ¢ UTONC, BATAOC MPOCHYOPEDETOU, £F, GrvorvSpiolg Kod KIvousiorg EVEYKAUEVOC TOVUVOUOL. €]
Y&P TIC OOV TO KOUYK TOOTO! XACVIOKIO! NEPLEAGHEVOC KOd TOUC POAKOVC XLTWVIOKOUC, £V 01¢
TOUC KOTOL TV DIADY AOYOUC YPOUPELC, IEPLEVEYKOC SOIN EIC TOC XETPOLC TV SIKKOTRY, OLpOL BV
oOTOVE, €1 TLC PN MPOELMWY TOVIO MOLACELEY, XTOPNO0U ELTE AVEPOC ELTE YUVOUKOC EIAFKPOLOLY
£o6nToL.

775. 11 99: €V NMOWOL PEV YO @OV EKANGN 8 UOXPOLPYIOY VO Kod Kivousiory Béroidog, €k
MOUSWY 8 UMUAAXTIONEVOC KO SEKOTOAXVIONC KOS EKXOTW TOV EMIPONWY AXYXAVDY,
TAPYOS, QTP 8E YEVOUEVOC MPOCEIANPE TNV AV OVPMY KOLVIY ENWVUIOY, CUKOPAVING KTA.
Cf. I 127 and 179, where Demosthenes is called XVEPOYUVOC and GXVSPOC KO YUVOLKELOC QLVEPWITOC.
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Aeschines.’’® The latter had also noted that Demosthenes was called Batalus &v nouoi.
Hermippus clearly had accepted Aeschines’ chronology, and this same chronology
formed the basis of both the accounts in Plutarch and Libanius, who obviously drew

on a source dependent upon Hermippus.

L 3. The Education of Demosthenes
i. Teachers
After noting in some detail the origins of Demosthenes’ two nicknames,
Hermippus proceeded to a discussion of the orator’s teachers. In the biographies of
Libanius and Plutarch, whose accounts are based on our biographer, this is precisely
how they proceed. If the extract in the Suda is any gauge of the original, Hermippus
devoted considerable space to a discussion of these teachers. In doing so he combined
erudition and anecdote, as can best be illustrated by the example of Callistratus.
According to Gellius, Hermippus had told the story of how Demosthenes came

to hear Callistratus deliver his famous defence in the Oropus affair.””” One day as he

776. Aeschines uses the expression €K NMOUSWY to denote this stage of Demosthenes’ life in contrast
to the expression &Vm Yevéusvog, which refers to the present time when he was called sycophant. Cf.
Plut. Dem. 6. 1: “Q¢ 800V &V NI YEVOUEVOC TOTC SMTIPONOIC HPEOTo KTA; Ps.—Pl. 844c: TEAELWOELC
8¢, EANTIO MOPX TV EMTIPONOY NUPAANBDY, EKPIVEY ODTOVC EMLTPONNC KTA; Lib. 294. 45: €ic
AVEPOLC EYYPOLPELC EVBVC XYDVO KOTO TV £MIPONMY EVECTAONTO; Zos. 299. 51 EYYPOLPELC
OKTOKOUSEROLETNC E€1C AVEPOLC ... KPIVOIC TOUC £TLIPONOVC ELAE TNV SIKNY KTA; Suda (456) 311. 47:
NOUSEVBELC & ELAE TNE EMLTPONTC TOVC EMTPONOC.

777. Fr. 72: Gellius NA III 13: Hermippus hoc scriptum reliquit Demosthenen admodum
adulescentem ventitare in Academiam Platonemque audire solitum. atque is, inquit, Demosthenes domo
egressus, ut ei mos erat, cum ad Platonem pergeret complurisque populos concurrentes videret,
percontatur eius rei causam cognoscitque currere eos auditum Callistratum. is Callistratus Athenis orator
in republica fuit, quos illi 5n|.l0(¥(.0Y0fJg appellant. visum est paulum devertere experirique, an digna
auditio tanto properantium studio foret. venit, inquit, atque audit Callistratum nobilem illam my ncpz

k] -~ ’
Qpwnov 8ikny dicentem atque ita motus et demultus et captus est, ut Callistratum iam inde sectari
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was on the way to the Academy to hear Plato, he was drawn aside by crowds
gathering to hear Callistratus. According to Hermippus, as translated by Gellius,
Demosthenes was so moved and captivated by his speech that he left the Academy
and began following Callistratus. The story at this point has assumed a familiar form,
a virtual biographical topos: it was regularly noted how great literary figures were
often attracted to their art by such an incident. Plato gave up tragedy after listening
to Socrates before the theatre of Dionysus.””® Thucydides took up the writing of
history after hearing Herodotus recite a passage from his work;”® Isocrates the
teaching of rhetoric after the trial of Theramenes.”®® Hermippus had introduced the
Callistratus story, then, to provide the needed motivation behind Demosthenes’
decision to take up rhetoric. Despite the differences in particulars, each subsequent
retelling of the story has this same unifying and motivating theme. In each case, we
are told, after hearing Callistratus, Demosthenes conceived a desire for rhetoric.”®!

The uniformity of the tradition on this one point suggests a common origin, which

coeperit, Academiam cum Platone reliquerit.

778. DL. Il 5. See Riginos, "Platonica,” 43-8.

779. Marcellinus Vita Thuc. 54.

780. Ps-Pl 837a; Zos. 254. 8-30. See below on the Hermippan origin of this story.

78l. Hermippus (Gellius): motus et demultus et captus; Ps—Pl 844b: &KO'I'JOOLQ & épOLOIﬁg éYé\’EIO
10V AOYWY; Plut. Dem 5. 1: TN¢ 8€ IPOC TOVC AOYOUC OPUNC GPXNY OOIE POCL TOLOCOTNY YEVECBOU;
Lib. 294. 37- A£YEt0U 8 TOV ANPOOBEVIY TNV NOAANY KOU OPOSPAY €Ml AGYOUC OpUTY EVIEDBEY
OXELY; Zos. 298. 39: PNIOPIK@DY & EMBVUNCOC €K 10V AkoVELY KOAAOTP&TOU 100 PATOPOC; Suda
309. 7 (454): €nebLUNCE 8¢ Pnropiknc, KOUAAOTPOTOV BECOPEVOC TOV PATOPO VREP  QPWRIWY
AEYOVIQL; cf. Schol. Dem. XIX 297 (524) & KOAAIOTPOTOC TV MEVU SELV@OY NV PNTdpwy, O¢ kod
£PUYSEDBN 8L TV ServoTTor OV Kod GkoDoNC O PTwp ENEBVUNCE Ko PETEABETY TNV TEXVNV.

Both Plutarch and Libanius use the same expression (MPO¢ 10U¢ AOYOu¢ Opun). That plus
other common expressions in their account (Plut. &Yw\?iC,EOBOLL T,ﬁV T[Epi ’prnoﬁ KpiOLV £V IQ)
Sixootnplew PEAAOVTOC: Lib. EPEAAE Snuooiory Ve SIkny SywvileoOou, POOLY Olpow TV MePL
‘Qpwnov; Plut. ENEiCE 1OV EXVTOD MOUSHYDYOV SEOUEVOC: Lib. £8£T10 100 EQPECTDTOC

OIKETOV) suggest that the two authors drew on a common source,
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must be found in Hermippus.

Before attempting any comparison of various versions of the story, one should
identify the features of Hermippus’ account. According to Gellius’ translation,
Hermippus had noted that Demosthenes was "admodum adulescens”; he was attending
the Academy at the time of the trial, but after hearing Callistratus deliver a speech in
defence of his involvment in the Oropus matter, left the Academy and Plato and
began to follow Callistratus, presumably to study rhetoric. In his version of the story,
Hermippus had grafted together two separate traditions, one which saw Demosthenes
as the student of Plato, the other as the student of Callistratus. He had found
recorded in certain anonymous memoirs that Demosthenes was a pupil of Plato, from
whom he received help in his oratory.’®> These unnamed documents must have
resembled something along the lines of Demosthenes’ letters, which according to
Cicero proved "quam frequens fuerit Platonis auditor.”®® Seizing upon evidence such
as this, Hermippus spun the tale, in full anecdotal form, that Demosthenes studied
under Plato until he was drawn to the study of rhetoric by the magnificent display of
Callistratus at the Oropus trial.

For the other tradition, which formed the second part of the story, that

782. Fr. 71: Plut. Dem. 5. 7: "EpINOC 8¢ Qnoty GSEOTOTOUC OMOUVAHOOLY EVIUXELY, £V 01¢
EYEYPOMTO TOV ATHOTBEVN CUVEOXOANKEVOY TTAGT@VL KOd MAELOTOV €iC TOUC AOYOUC GXPEATIOBOK,
KtnotBiov 8¢ pégvntou AEyovio¢ nopd KaAAov 100 TUPOKOVOIOU KO TUVWY HAAWY TOK
*ToOKPATOUC TEXVOC KOd TOC T AAKISOUGVTOC KpOMOL AXBOVIOL TOV AMpOOBEV KOTOYOOBEL Y.

783. Brut. 121, Orat. IV 15; cf. Olymp. scholia ad Plato Gorgias 515d. The letter referred to by
Cicero must be 5.3 which indeed mentions Demosthenes’ instruction under Plato, but is generally
regarded as a forgery. See Schaefer I 312; Goldstein, The Letters of Demosthenes (New York 1968) 6 n. 1
& 261-2. Both Drerup (67-8) and Schaefer (I 312) connect in this context the testimony of Mnesistratus
of Thasos, who noted that Sabinus €V 8" MEAEMUKNC VAN made Demosthenes Plato’s student (DL. III
47).
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Demosthenes was a student of Callistratus, Hermippus’ source was perhaps Hegesias of
Magnesia, the third-century historian and contemporary of Demochares. He seems to
have been the first to report the incident.’®® The citation is preserved in a passage of
Ps.-Plutarch which deals with Demosthenes’ education and bears a remarkable
resemblance to Plutarch chapter 5. Both drew on sources dependent on Hermippus.
To this we shall return. For now it must be noted that Hegesias’ account shows
certain similarities and certain notable differences from Hermippus’ version. As to
similarities, Callistratus’ speech is said to have produced the same effect on
Demosthenes, as we find reported in every other version of the story, to create in
him the desire to study rhetoric. Hegesias apparently noted, as Plutarch and Libanius
did not but as Hermippus did, that Demosthenes became an actual student of
Callistratus.

As to the differences, if Ps.-Plutarch can be trusted, Hegesias spoke generally

of Callistratus delivering a speech before the assembly (uéAAoviog &v t@ Shpw Afyewv),

784. Ps-Pl. Dem. 844b: ax0AGwv “Tookpdaer (¢ wvec Epoooy, ¢ 8 ol MAEToToL lood® 16
XoAkieT, o¢ v Tookpdaou podnthc, Sidyov &v " ABAVoUC, LNA@Y Goukudidny kod TTAGTwVoL
1OV DIAOCOQOY, ® TLVEC ELNOV NMPONYOUREVOC QVIOV OXOA&owl. ®¢ 8 “Hynoioc 6
Mdyvnet @noty, £8en6n 100 noudoywyoV, [vor KoAAiotpdrov  Eunésov ~A@LEVOLUOL, PRTOPOC
SOK{IOV <T0V> Kol IMMOPXNOOVIOC Kod SVOBEVTOC TOV Bepdy 10 Epul) 16 Gryopoie, HEAAOVIOC £V
10 SNUE AEYELY, QkoVOTy XKOVO0KC & EPOOTIC EYEVETO TOV AOYWY. KOd TOVTOU PEV £ OALYOV
fKouoey, €w¢ ENedhpeL. Enetdn 8 & PEV Epuyey €ic Opdikny & § £yeyover €8 EPNBWY, TVIKOWLTN
nopEBAAAEY “Tookpderer kod MAGTwvE €Ltor kod “ToTov GVOAXB®Y €i¢ THY OIKIOY TETPOETN
XPOVOV OtUTOV SLEMOVNOE, WIPOVPEVOC ODTOV TOUC Adyouc. ¢ KnoiBio¢ onoty £v 1@ mepi
PLA0COPLo, 51t KOAAIOU 10U TUpakousion Mopioo ToU¢ ZABoU 100 ~ARPUIOATON AGYOUS, Lo
XopikAEoug 100 KopuoTtiov 1oU¢ ~AAKISOUOVIOS, SVEAGBEY orDTOUC.

+ For the "Hynoio 0 M&YVIC transmitted in the manuscripts Ruhnken (ad Rutulius Lupus I 7 p.
27) has suggested ANUnIpio¢ 6 M&YVNK, a correction accepted by Westermann (281, 8), Scheuleer and
Roesiger (36 n. 2), but generally rejected by scholars: Lozynski (117), Droysen (Philologus 4, 428), Schaefer
(I 276), Blass (Dem. 12 n. 3) Gebhard (10), Sturm (57), Drerup (58 & n. 2).
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whereas Hermippus spoke of a judicial speech connected with Callistratus’ defence in
the Oropus affair (tv nepl "Qpwnot diknv). But it is some form of judicial speech in
the context of Oropus that is mentioned in all subsequent accounts.’®® On this point
alone the influence of Hermippus is evident on all subsequent retellings of the story.
Hegesias, as far as we can tell from Ps.-Plutarch, made no mention of Oropus and
seems less likely to have been the source of Plutarch and Libanius than Hermippus, or
the source of a common account on which the two have drawn.’

Callistratus’ reputation as a speaker in both the courtroom and the assembly is
attested by Aristotle’®” He was also highly regarded by Demosthenes himself.”%8
Here we have the beginnings of the tradition that connected the two together as
teacher and pupil’®® Hegesias was the first to do so. What Hermippus did was to
specify a particular time and event, when Demosthenes was present to hear
Callistratus, and a specific speech at that, his defence in the Oropus matter. In 367/6
B.C. Athens dispatched a force against Themison, tyrant of Eretria, and Theodorus,
who had seized Oropus. Thebes responded by sending a force of their own to check
the Athenians.”®® Apparently Callistratus had advised the Athenians not to contest

their claim immediately but to allow Thebes temporary possession, until the matter

785. Plut. Dem. 5. 1; Lib. 294. 39, Suda (454). Zosimus (298. 38-42) alone makes no mention of the
Oropus case, but does refer to Demosthenes as a student of Plato, which clearly reflects the hand of
Hermippus.

786. Drerup (206-8) believed that the common source for Plutarch chapter 5, Ps.—Plutarch 844b and
Libanius was Demetrius Magnes.

787. Rh. 1 14 (1374b 25); Il 17 (1418b 10).

788. XVIII 219, XIX 297, XXIV 135.

789. Cf. Phid. II 150. 12; 156. 17, 234. 26, 244. 3; 229. 14, where the two are repeatedly connected.

790. Xen. Hell. VII 41; Dem. XVIII 99 and schol; Aesch. II 164, III 85; Diod. XV 761. See Sealey,
"Callistratos of Aphidna and his Contemporaries," Historia 5 (1956) 195-6.
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could be settled later through arbitration. Chabrias carried out the orders. For this
the two men were prosecuted by Leodamas.”™"

This is the common view, but doubts have been raised whether Callistratus
was ever involved in the Oropus trial” It is certain from Meidias 64 that Chabrias
was prosecuted and acquitted on a capital charge relating to Oropus.””® The mention
by Aristotle of a speech by Leodamas against Callistratus and Chabrias is generally
regarded as a reference to his prosecution of the two in the Oropus affair.’® The fact
that Gellius speaks of a specific speech (1 nepl "Qpwnov 8ikn) suggests that
Hermippus found one by that title listed in the Pinakes. Similarly Plutarch refers to 7
nepl "Qpwnov Sikm;, Libanius to a Snuooia nepi "Qpwnov dikn. The speech probably
bore the simple title nepl *Qpwiov.

In the Pinakes speeches were divided into public (Snpooic) and private (i8io)
Sixkn. If the evidence of Libanius can be trusted, this speech was listed under the first
category. Perhaps one should even suspect a corruption in the text of Ps.-Plutarch so
that what is actually being referred to by the words £v 1@ Snu@ Afyewv is not a speech
delivered in the assembly but a dnpooia Sikn. The one difference noted between
Hegesias’ and Hermippus’ accounts has now disappeared. What this means is that

Ps.-Plutarch’s account also preserved traces of one of the most enduring features of

791. Arist. Rh. 1 7 (1364a 19).

792. Drerup 59 n. 3. But see Sealey (above, n. 790) 195-7.

793. Demosthenes names Philostratus of Colonus as one of the prosecutors.

794. Rh. 17 (1364a 19). Drerup (59 n. 3) notes that FA. Wolf, Demosth. adv. Leptin. (Halle 1789) p.
368 ad 146, had thought of this as a reference to the trial mentioned by Demosthenes in Leptines 146,
where we are told that Leodamas prosecuted Chabrias. Sealey (195) understands Aristotle to mean that
the two men were prosecuted in two separate trials, and believes that the trial of Chabrias followed that

of Callistratus.
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the Callistratus story, as it left the hands of Hermippus, that the speech which so
inspired Demosthenes was Callistratus’ defence in the Oropus affair. It means that the
author of Ps.-Plutarch did not take over the Callistratus story directly from Hegesias
but simply found him cited as a source by Hermippus, just as later (844c) his citation
of Ctesibius most assuredly came from the biographer.””

The possibility that the author of Ps.-Plutarch has mistaken a public suit, as it
was reported by Hermippus, with a speech delivered in the assembly, leads one to
wonder how much of Hegesias’ account has assumed other Hermippan features, and
how much the whole passage (844b-c) on Demosthenes’ education, in which the
Hegesias citation is found, is Hermippan in origin. The answer is nearly all. Drerup,
however, follows Sturm in accepting that all the words from @&¢ 8 “Hynoiog up to o¢
8¢ KtnotBiog go back to Hegesias.’®® This would include the notices which
immediately follow the Callistratus anecdote, namely that Demosthenes was a student
of Isocrates and Plato and finally of Isaeus, whom he took into his house for four
years. Drerup argues that these notices likely go back to Hegesias, since Ps.-Plutarch
has already mentioned Isocrates, Isaeus, Plato and Thucydides in the context of
Demosthenes’ education.

But there are serious problems in attributing everything in this extract to
Hegesias. In the first instance, the real Callistratus, son of Callicrates, the orator

prosecuted in connection with Oropus, has been wrongly identified with Callistratus

795. Cf. fr. 7. Plutarch Dem. 5. 7. For text see above, n. 782,
796. Drerup 60 & Sturm (above, n. 763) 57. For the text of Ps—Plutarch see n. 784
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son of Empedus, a cavalry commander in Sicily.””” Despite Drerup,’®® this mistake
seems less likely due to Hegesias, a third-century historian, who was a contemporary
of Demochares, than to a later writer. The notice that this Callistratus had set up an
altar to Hermes Agoraios points to a Periegetic source, which was used either by
Hermippus or Caecilius.””® Moreover, Ps.-Plutarch’s version of the Callistratus story
shows Hermippan elements; the story not only accounts for Demosthenes’ desire to
study rhetoric but also concludes, as in the Hermippan version, with the orator
actually following Callistratus for a time.

Nor can it be said that Hegesias differs from Hermippus as to Demosthenes’
ageld% According to Ps.-Plutarch, Hegesias told how Demosthenes requested his
pedagogue to take him to hear Callistratus (€560 100 nouSayyov), something which
we find mentioned in similar language by Plutarch (tov £€avtoV naudaywyov
Seduevog) and by Libanius (Anpoo8évng naic Qv 286110 TOU EQPECTRTOC OLKETOV).
Gellius mentions no pedagogue but only notes that Demosthenes was "admodum
adulescens”, which, however, could refer to an age when Demosthenes was still under

a pedagogue. Indeed Ps.-Plutarch (Hegesias?) further adds that the orator followed

797. Cf. Pasuanias VII 16. 4.

798. Drerup 58-9.

799. Many such Periegetical notices in Ps~Plutarch were derived by Caecilius from Heliodorus of
Athens. See Keil, "Der Periget Heliodoros von Athen" Hermes 30 (1895) 199-246, especially 222-24.
Hermippus was known to have used the Periegetes, Diodorus of Athens. See fr. 67 (Athen. XIII 59le) and
our discussion below,

800. Roesiger, (above, n. 784) 36, accepts Ruhnken’s correction of Demetrius Magnes for Hegesias
Magnes and believes that Demetrius was responsible for the change from "admodum adulescens” of

Hermippus® account to that of a mere boy of Ps-~Plutarch’s.
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Callistratus only for a short time up to his exile in 361 B.C8?! This takes him into
and beyond the ephebic years, if indeed he was born in 384 B.C.,, as Hermippus
maintained®? Such an age could easily be described as "admodum adulescens". So
there is nothing inconsistent between what Hegesias/Ps.-Plutarch and what
Hermippus/Gellius had written. In fact the extract from Hegesias simply appears to
be an extract from Hermippus, who was citing the historian as his source.

This leads us to the final notice. According to Hegesias, or so we are led to
believe, after Callistratus had been banished to Thrace and Demosthenes had finished
his ephebic duties, the orator went over to Isocrates and Plato and then took Isacus
into his house for four years. The note on Demosthenes’ graduation from ephebic
service looks towards the prosecution of the guardians, which Demosthenes would
undertake under the direction of Isaeus, when he came of age. In fact the tradition is
completely consistent on this matter. Almost every biography notes that
Demosthenes, after hearing Callistratus and determining to study rhetoric, took up
with Isaeus, who assisted in some way in the prosecution of the guardians. This
chronological sequence, as we have argued, goes back to Hermippus and is found
here, except for the minor disturbance in the text in the words napéBaAey “Iookpdtel

kol IMAdtwvr elto kad, which may be regarded as one of the many additions to the

801. This meant that he studied under the famous demagogue for about four years (Drerup 59,
Swoboda, RE X 1734), a figure which provides a neat balance to the four years he spent with Isaeus,

802. See below pp. 280-1. Demosthenes was born in 385/4 and initiated his suit aginst the
guardians in 364/3, immediately after graduating as an Ephebe. According to Ps—Plutarch, he was still
under the instruction of Callistratus; this leads to some confusion, since Demosthenes was said to have

used Isaeus’ assistance in the prosecution of the guardians.
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primary life that had so often crept into the text of Ps.-Plutarch3®

The impression, then, is that the extract from Hegesias, as it was preserved in
Ps.-Plutarch, differs little from what was transmitted into the common tradition from
Hermippus. Indeed Sturm is right when he notes that taken as a whole the passage in
Ps.-Plutarch 844b-c on Demosthenes’ education follows in the tracks of Hermippus, but
only as it has been reduced into the present form in which we find it by an author
subsequent to Demetrius Magnes8* This was probably Caecilius, who we saw made
extensive use of Hermippus for the life of Isocrates.

At the beginning of the passage in question Ps.-Plutarch notes that some
maintained that Demosthenes went to the school of Isocrates (oxoAd€wv Iookpde ¢
uveg £paoav), but the majority held that he was a student of Isaeus (¢ 8" ol nmActotot
"Toaiw e XaAkider, o¢ v “Iookpdtove padntik, Sideyovit év “AOfvoug). The latter
was in fact the view of Hermippus and, as Ps.-Plutarch’s words underscore, this
became the prevailing tradition or common history. Indeed the other extant
biographies transmit nothing different. The anonymous manner of the citation clearly
indicates that the author of Ps.-Plutarch has drawn on the xotvn totopia for his
material. This much is confirmed by a comparison with the text at the beginning of
Dionysius’ Isaeus?" 1In the common history Dionyius found noted that Isacus was

Demosthenes’ teacher and was either Chalcidian or Athenian by birth. But as the text

803. Prasse (8) suspects that whole excerpt from @¢ 8 "Hynoio to SIEANBEY orOTOUC is a later
addition which disturbs the sense of the text.

804. This last point by Sturm is confirmed by the fact that at the beginning of the passage
mention is made of the Chalcidian origin of Isaeus, which was accepted by Demetrius Magnes.

805, Is. 1: Toxto¢ 8 AnUocHEVOUC KONYNOKUEVOC Ko 810 TOVTO PGALGTOL YEVOPEVOC
EPLPOIVIC, MC HEV TUVEC {OTOPOVOLY, ~ABNVXTOC NV O YEVOC, O 8’ E1epol Yp&Pouat, XoAKISeC.
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of Harpocration shows, all those details, except the Chalcidian origin, were derived
from Hermippus, who is thus proved the source for much of the common history of
Isacus.®’® These included the notices of his Athenian origin, his affiliation with
Isocrates and his teaching relationship with Demosthenes. All these details are found
in Ps.-Plutarch, whose author must have drawn on the kowvny totopio. For essentially
what is given by Dionysius is found in Ps.-Plutarch, who, however, chose to reconcile
the conflicting views of Hermippus and Demetrius by noting that Isaeus was
Chalcidian but was a student of Isocrates residing in Athens.

Ps.-Plutarch adds next that Demosthenes emulated Thucydides and Plato, the
latter of whom he followed, some say, with special zeal: {nA@v @ovkvéiény kol
[MA&twvo. 1OV PLAGCOMOV, @ TLVEG ELTIOV TPOTIYOUREVWS aUTOV oxoAdoow. The last part
of the notice recalls what Plutarch (5. 7) says about the anonymous memoirs in which
Hermippus found recorded that Demosthenes had studied under Plato and got
tremendous help from him in his rhetoric: “Eppinno¢ 8 onowv &deondtorg
VIOPVALLAOLY, &V OL¢ &YEYpanto TOv AnpooBivn ouvveoyodaxévor ITAGwwL kol NAELoTOV
elg ToU¢ AdYoug wEeAioBa.t” Plutarch appends to this notice one further citation
from Hermippus; the latter had quoted Ctesibius as saying that Demosthenes had

secured secretly through Callias of Syracuse and others the téxvor of Isocrates and

806. Harpocration: IoaloC: €1¢ péEV €0t 1@V ¢ PNdpwy oVToC, padNIic 8¢ IookpdToug,
SISAOKRAAOC 8€ ANIOCBEVOLC, “ABMVKTOS 10 YEVOC, ko pnoty “Epjunnog £v B nepl Tookpdtoug
HOBNT@AY. AMUNTPOC 8 €V 101¢ Nepl UYLV TOMIY XoAKISEN Qnoty atdTOV €1 VouL.

807. Wehrli Suppl. I 87. Only one other source, Zosimus (298. 44), mentions Thucydides: ?:Cﬁ?\o)oc
8€ HAALOTO TV TIPO KUTOV TOV CUYYPOPEX AOVKLSIENY KO TO MAELOTRL £K TV £KEIVOU ADY@Y
& 1 MOALUKMTEPOY HETEPPOOE.  Sturm, (above, n. 763) 55, thinks that both Ps-Plutarch and Zosimus

have followed the same Hermippan tradition on this point.
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Alcidamas®® This concludes Plutarch’s account of Demosthenes’ education.

In like fashion Ps.-Plutarch (844c) concludes his discussion by directly citing
Ctesibius; the account here enlarges on Plutarch and represents a truer picture of what
Hermippus had originally written8® It is more specific: Ps.-Plutarch notes that the
citation came from Ctesibius nepl @uAocogicg, and that Demosthenes acquired through
Callias the speeches of Zethus (Zoilus?) of Amphipolis and through Charicles of
Carystus those of Alcidamas®?® Plutarch is less precise, referring only to Callias and
certain others (wvwv &AAwv), who provided Demosthenes with rhetorical handbooks.
He adds one important detail, however, not found in Ps.-Plutarch, the name of
Isocrates. That Isocrates was mentioned by Ctesibius among a list of rhetoricians
whose speeches Demosthenes secretly acquired and used is confirmed by the Suda,
whose own list of teachers, both direct and indirect, was based on Hermippus®!! His
notice supplements our information from Plutarch and Ps.-Plutarch. He adds that
Demosthenes used the speeches of Zoilus of Amphipolis, something which indicates
that the Zethus of Ps.-Plutarch’ text is corrupt; those of Polycrates, a completely new
detail; those of Alcidamas, something noted already by Plutarch and Ps.-Plutarch; and

finally of Isocrates himself, a detail only mentioned by Plutarch. Apparently

808. Dem. 5. 7: Ktnopiov &8¢ péuvntow (“Eppniog) AEyovioc nopd KaAAiov 100 Tupokousiov
KO VOV HAADY T TooKp&TouE TEXVOC Ko TOC ~AAKISPOVIOC KPOPOL AXBOVIOL TOV
ANHOOBEV KOTOYLOBET V.

809. Drerup 68.

810. Ps.—PlL 844c: w¢ 8¢ KtnoiPtog onowy €v 16 nepl griocopioc, 8tx KaAAiov 100
JUPOKOVGLOV NOPIOOIC TOUC ZNBoV TOV  APPUIOATOV AdYoUC, Sior 8€ XopikAgoue 100 Kopuotiov
T00¢ ~ AAKISOUOVTOC, AVEACBEY OCOTOVC.

811. Suda 309. 8 (454) Stkovoe 8 “Ioaiov 100 “I0oKPATOUC POBNTOV, Ko TOLC AGYOIC EXPNTO
Z®iAoV 100 APPLTIOAITOU COPLOTEVOVTOC £V ~ABRVouc kod TToAVKPATOVS xod ~ AAKISAYOVIOC TOV
Topyiov poBntol Kol orDTOV PEVTOL ~I0OKPATOVC.
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Hermippus had found in Ctesibius’ nepl @tAocooiog a long list of prominent
rhetoricians of the 4th century, whose works Demosthenes supposedly used®!? This
list was in turn excerpted from Hermippus’ biography with varying degrees of
precision by both Plutarch and Ps.-Plutarch.?!?

With the citations from Ctesibius both Plutarch and Ps.-Plutarch conclude their
respective discussions on Demosthenes’ education. The similarities here and in other
aspects should by now indicate that they drew on a common source, which was for
the most part based on Hermippus. Both included versions of the Callistratus
anecdote, which show points of contact with Hermippus. Both noted that, after
hearing Callistratus, Demosthenes was motivated to study rhetoric, an element also
found in Hermippus’ account. Plutarch expressly connects the episode with
Callistratus’ defence in the Oropus affair, another Hermippan feature; Ps.-Plutarch
notes that Demosthenes actually followed the demagogue for a time, something which
Hermippus had himself noted. Both note that Demosthenes then took up with Isaeus.

Finally, both concluded with a citation from Ctesibius, which they found in

812. Both the Suda and Ps—Plutarch speak only of AOYOL, Plutarch of actual T€XVou, which,
however, is appropriate of Hermippus who had modeled his ncpi WV ,IOOKD&IOUQ HOBNIOV after the
8tot8oxn of a philosophical school. Isocrates, like other heads of schools, would have passed on his
instruction in handbooks.

813. Drerup (74) goes too far when he doubts that a historical personality stands behind the citation
from Ctesibius. Cresibius O XOAKISEVC PIAOGOPOC, student of Menedemus and teacher of Antigonus
(Athen. 1 15c; IV 162e; D.L. IV 37), is generally identified with the author of the Mepi
QLAOCOQIOC named by Hermippus. Drerup suspects that Hermippus had simply attributed to a well
known personality a fictitious work. Whether we accept this or not, we should suspect the testimony of
Ctesibius, since it would be expected of the most famous orator of the 4th century to have incorporated
all the skills and techniques of the greatest rhetoricans of his day. In the case of Isocrates it was indeed
a matter of dispute in antiquity whether his rhetorical handbooks were genuine (Cic. Inv. Rhet. I 2. 7,
Quint. II 15. 4); f. Wehrli Suppl. I 86-7.
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Hermippus. Indeed the only difference comes in their placement of the notice on
Plato, which Ps.-Plutarch introduces before the Callistratus episode, Plutarch after.
But, as we have seen, the content of Ps.-Plutarch’s notice is essentially that found in
Plutarch, who directly cited Hermippus for the evidence of the anonymous memoirs.
The impression is that the two accounts are essentially the same and essentially based
on Hermippus.

According to Gellius, Hermippus had noted that at the time of the Oropus
affair and the prosecution of Callistratus, Demosthenes was attending the Academy.
Only Zosimus makes this connection;?!* though he mentions, as do all the others, that
Demosthenes’ desire for rhetorical studies arose from hearing Callistratus, he makes
no mention of the Oropus trial or of Demosthenes following the famous orator for a
time, as Hermippus had. But these omissions may be the result of nothing more than
epitomization and as such are of no real signifcance®® Of greater import for scholars
is the failure of Plutarch and Libanius, whose accounts share a common origin, to
mention that Demosthenes was a student of Plato. Plutarch may, however, be
alluding to this fact, when he notes that, after hearing Callistratus, Demosthenes
decided to give up all other studies to pursue declamation®® To what other studies

could Plutarch possibly be referring than to philosophy, when he had already noted in

814. 298. 38 OUWC MAVIX MOV O BETOC BVIP PLAOCOPWY PEV EXVTOV TOPESISOV TIAKTGWL,
PNTOPIKDY & EMBVPACHC £k T0D &kOVELY KOXAALOTPATOL TOU PATOPOC PTOPEVOVIOC TE Koul
£0SOKILOVVIOC Too £oitor KTA. The scholiast to Dem. XIX 297 must be thinking of Plato, when
he states that after hearing Callistratus Demosthenes conceived of his desire and changed arts (UETEABELY
my XV

815. But see Sturm, (above, n. 763) 56, who seems to think they are important.

816. Dem. 5. 5 30ev £XOMXC TO AOUTOL LOBMMOTOL KOU TG MOUSIKOE SIOTPIBAE, OrdTOC OCOTOV
NOKeL Kod SLEMOVEL TOLLC PEAETOUC.
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chapter 4 that Demosthenes could not pursue physical exercises because of his bodily
fragility, and when at the end of chapter 5 he makes the point of quoting Hermippus
for the very fact that Demosthenes studied under Plato?!’

It is this citation at the end of the chapter that has proven the crux of the
problem for scholars. Since Lozynski, the similarities between Gellius’ account and
that of Plutarch have suggested to more than one scholar that Plutarch had
Hermippus’ biography before him8® Gebhard for one has recognized them, believing
that, when Plutarch narrates how Demosthenes, after hearing Callistratus, abandoned
all other studies and took up rhetoric, then in passing (in transcurso) cites Hermippus
for the detail that Demosthenes studied under Plato, he was in fact following a similar
line to the one taken by Hermippus. Gebhard believes that he took over either
Hermippus’ account directly or more likely an account of another author reported in
Hermippus®® That story, he suggests, was likely found by Hermippus in Hegesias of
Magnesia. Gebhard rightly notes that many times Hermippus cited his source
anonymously adding &¢ £viol @oot and the like; he suggests that Hermippus had
introduced the Callistratus story in this manner; this is perhaps confirmed by the

manner in which Gellius introduces it: "scriptum est.” Even Plutarch himself

817. Wehrli (Suppl. I 87) connects the words T AOUTO. MOBMUOTOL with Hegesias’ version of the
Callistratus story (Ps.~Pl. 844b), which he believes Plutarch and Libanius followed. The latter two make
no mention of any instruction under Plato. Instead of a defection from philosophy to rhetoric, as told
by Hermippus, this form of the tradition recognized a simple choice of profession.

818. Lozynski, Hermippi Smyrnae peripatetici fragm. (Bonn 1832) 43, 117, Miiller, FHG 111 50; Haug,
Die Quellen Plutarchs (Tub 1854) 75; Scheurleer, De Demetrio Magnete (Diss. Lugdun. Batavi 1858) 64;
Gebhard, De Plutarchi in Demosthenis vita fontibus ac fide (Programma Gymnasii Guilemini Monacensis,
Munich 1880) 11.

819. "Plutarchum Hermippi vestigiis institisse certum est ita ut aut eius sententiam comprobaret aut

alius scriptoris apud Hermippum allatum relationem probabiliorem atque commodiorem esse putaret.
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introduces his version anonymously (poot), though Gebhard fails to note this.

Sturm, by contrast, sees nothing Hermippan in Plutarch’s version of the story’2°
If the story, he argues, was found in another author cited by Hermippus, the
significance of the citation of Hermippus at the end of chapter 5 is completely lost.
He believes that the Plutarchean version has a completely different origin, which can
be recognized in Ps.-Plutarch 844b, where Hegesias Magnes is cited. On the one hand,
Sturm is right to point out the parallels between Plutarch’s and Ps.-Plutarch’s accounts,
which we have already argued go back to Hermippus. On the other hand, Sturm’s
main objection to regarding Plutarch chapter 5 as Hermippan fails to take into
account Plutarch’s method of excerption.

By the time Plutarch wrote, the Callistratus story was already part of the
common history of the orator, something attested by the fact that it is mentioned in
some form in nearly every extant biography. Since the Callistratus-anecdote was
already recognized as a standard element of the common history of Demosthenes’ life,
even if it was Hermippan in origin, Plutarch did not have to cite him by name,
especially when Hermippus’ version and that of the common history did not differ
substantially. He only referred to him when something peculiar was brought to his
attention. What struck Plutarch was Hermippus’ reference to certain anonymous
memoirs which attested to the Platonic affiliation of the orator and to a certain
Ctesibius who noted that Demosthenes acquired rhetorical handbooks of various

renowned orators. Indeed it may well be, as Gebhard suggests, that Hermippus simply

820. Sturm (above, n. 763) 56-7.
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cited the Callistratus story anonymously, as Gellius’ words would seem to indicate. Or
perhaps even Plutarch’s immediate source cited the story anonymously but referred by
name to Hermippus for the other details. In the end it is best to accept Drerup’s
conclusion that the whole of chapter 5 of Plutarch’s Demosthenes should be regarded
as Hermippan in its "Hauptinhalte". The same holds true for Ps.-Plutarch 844b-c and
Libanius.

It is possible now to reconstruct the section on Demosthenes’ education, as it
was found in the biography of Hermippus. According to Hermippus, Demosthenes
began as a pupil of Plato, on the evidence of the d8tonota Unopvhpata; but was
drawn to study rhetoric after hearing Callistratus deliver his famous Oropus speech.
For a time he followed Callistratus, perhaps until the latter was exiled. From
Ctesibius Hermippus had learned how Demosthenes acquired secretly through various
agents the téxvat and Adyot of Isocrates, Zoilus, Polycrates and Alcidamas.
Presumably he adopted this course of action because he could not afford personal
instruction. Indeed Demosthenes’ poverty was the reason given by Hermippus to
explain why the orator turned not to Isocrates but to Isaeus, employing him
privately®?! What we find in this account of Demosthenes’ early education is a free
mixture of erudition and anecdote, citations from obscure sources which have been

elaborated and embroidered anecdotally.

82l. According to Drerup (70 n. 1) this explanation, which is offered by Plutarch in chapter 5,
must be claimed for Hermippus because it is a necessary requirement of Kp{)CDOL AOLMB(SLVELV.
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ii. Training: the Demetrian Element

The long discussion of Demosthenes’ education partly illustrated Hermippus’
general characterization of the orator as eémupeAng paAdov f coeungt?? This recalls
what Plutarch has to say about the orator in chapter 8. 3: £k 8¢ toUtov 86tav £oxeEv G
oUK EVQPULNE WV, GAA, £k nMOVOUL ovuykeipevy devotnut kal Suvduer xpopevoc. The
context (8. 1-2) of this statement, the source of Demosthenes’ reputation, is the
painstaking preparation that went into Demosthenes’ speeches, as he studied in his
cave. For Plutarch the evidence that Demosthenes was not evpung was his refusal to
extemporize, something for which he was ridiculed by his contemporaries, particularly
by Pytheas, who scoffed that his arguments smelled of the lamp??* In view of the
fact that Plutarch echoes Hermippus' characterization of the orator, more than one
scholar has considered the contents of this chapter as Hermippan 824

What this means is that Hermippus included within his biography a section in
which he described Demosthenes’ habit of study. His characterization of the orator as

erupeAng poAAov 1) evgung is Peripatetic. This raises the question how much of the

822. Drerup 67.

823, Dem. 8. 3: £k 8¢ T0VTOV 80tV EGXEV ¢ OVK EVPUIC WV, CAA” £k NMOVOU GUYKEEVD
SELVOINTL Kol SUVPEL XPOUEVOC, £80KEL TE TOVTOV OMUETOV €1VoU PEYX Kod TO PR POdiec
AKOVOOL UVOL ANUOTBEVOUC £l KOUPOD AEYOVIOC, GIAAGL KOU KOBMUEVOY &V EKKANCIO: TOAAGKIC
100 SAUOV KOAOVVTOC OVOUOOTL PN MOPEABELY, € PN TUXOL MEPPOVIIKIC KOU TIOPECKEVOLOHEVOL.
€lc 10V10 & GAAOL TE MOAAOL IOV SUAYOYDV EXAEVNLOV oVTOV, kod TTUBEoC EMOKORIWY
EAALXVIWY FENOEY SLELY OrDTOV 0! EVOULAUOTOL  TODTOV PEV OV PELOTO TUKP@C O ANpoCBEVTC
"o0 oI YO £Lney "Bol xod ool & Abxvo¢ @ [Tueto oUVOLSE.”

In this same context may have been paired Pytheas’ other criticism of Demosthenes that he
drank water, ridicule known to Plutarch, who elsewhere cites them together (Synmkrisis 1. 3). In a
comparable passage to Plutarch’ chapter 8, where Libanius describes Demosthenes’ night-long preparation
on his speeches, he too mentions that Pytheas ridiculed the orator for speeches that smelled of the lamp
and for drinking water (295. 78-83).
824. Sturm (above, n. 763) 60; Gebhard (above, 818) 18; Drerup 66 n. 2.
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Peripatetic tradition Hermippus incorporated into his own biography? Did he include
Demetrius’ description of Demosthenes’ physical defects and his exercises to correct
them? Perhaps the Suda can provide a clue. Its extract from Hermippus contains a
note that Demosthenes studied philosophy with Aesion and Theopompus and was a
student of Eubulides the dialectician and Plato’?® Now Hermippus was known to
have cited Aesion for his opinion of Demosthenes’ delivery. The fragment is
preserved in Plutarch, where it is cited alongside Demetrius’ own criticism of the
orator’s delivery. 82 As the story goes, when asked about the differences in delivery
between the older and contemporary orators, he replied that the former declaimed in
a decorous and grand manner but Demosthenes’ speeches only showed their superior
arrangement and power when read.

As we have already shown, that remark is decidedly Peripatetic and is closely
connected to the criticism of Demetrius, who regarded Demosthenes’ delivery as

base, ignoble and weak?®” This means that Hermippus dealt with Demosthenes

delivery along Peripatetic lines, perhaps even citing Demetrius as a source. Indeed

825. OUVEQLAOAOYNOE (CUVEPIAOCHPNTE) 8¢ Aloiwvi 1@ ~ABNVoi® kod Oonouny 1@ Xiw
PLAOCOPW.  Stnkpodoocto 8€ kod EVBOVAISOL 10V StockektikoD ko TTAGtwvoc.

826. Fr. 74: Plut. Dem. 11. 4: TOTC PEV OVY NMOAAOLC VROKPLVOUEVOC HPEOKE BOUMOIOTAX, Of 8¢
XOUPLEVIEC TOITELVOY NYOUVTO Kot GYEVVEC OrDTOV TO MAKOHOL KO POAKOY, OV Kod AMpATPLoC 6
PaANPEDC oy,  Aloiovor 8 enoty “EpILTIOC ENEpOINBEVIOL MEPL TV NGACL PNTOPWY Kod TV
KB oOTOV EIMETY, MC GKOVMY PEV BV TC EOODUOLTEY EKEIVOUC EDKOOUWC KOU PEYAOTPENW 16
SNHE SLAEYOUEVOUC, CLVOLYLVWOKOUEVOL & 0L ANHOGHEVOUC AOYOL MOAD 10 KOTOIOKELT KO
SUVOYIEL SIUPEPOVOLY.

827. See pp. 92-6. As Wehrli (Suppl. I 88) notes, this idea that Demosthenes was only the master of
the artistic form of speaking (KO(IOLOK‘EUﬁ) and not of the spontaneous means of expression, as
declamation and gesturing, goes back to the contrast between practice (émus?xﬁc) and nature (eﬁq)vﬁg),
which in Plutarch forms the basis of the comparison with Demades (c. 10) and is connected with

Demosthenes’ fear of extemporizing (c.8).
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delivery along Peripatetic lines, perhaps even citing Demetrius as a source. Indeed
Hermippus may have been Plutarch’s direct source for much of the content of chapter
11. 1-4. This would include the opening part of the chapter, where Demetrius of
Phalerum is cited for an account of Demosthenes’ speech impediment and the various
exercises used by the orator to correct it. It is hard to imagine Hermippus not
including some such section, as we find in all the later biographies of the orator, on
this subject. In fact his description of the orator as érupeAng poAAov f evQUAC suggests
this, since many of the late biographers preface their own discussions of the subject
with virtually the same characterization of the orator.?

That Hermippus did indeed include such a section in his biography is perhaps
confirmed by the Suda, which records that Demosthenes was a student of Eubulides
the dialectician. After Hermippus more than one author connected the two together3?
In at least two cases this association was expressly connected with Demosthenes’
inability to pronounce the letter rho, a problem first noted by Demetrius of Phalerum.
Diogenes Laertius quotes a certain comic poet who had called Demosthenes a
pwnonepnepndpa, and concludes from that that Eubulides had helped the orator

overcome his faulty pronunciation.?® Plutarch must have this same verse in mind,

828. Lib. 295. 62: £t KOKEIVOY PVIUOVELTEOY, 3Tt TPOUADC LEV AV TV YADTIY £k QLOEX,
10 8€ MVEVPO! HLTOVRTEPOC...AAX KO TODTOL HEAETY KOLTOPBWOE. Zos. 299. 60: TOAX 8’ €K (PUOEWC
EXWV EACTIEOUOT T KO VOOTWOTO! ETUPEAEI TV GUOLY EVIKNOE.

829. Phid. IT 206. 9; Lucian Enc. 12; Apul. Apol. 15; Ps—Pl 845b; D.L. II 108.

830. II 108: oUpLotkOC 8 EVBOVAISNC KEPATIVO EPWIDV/ Kol YEVSXANLOGLY AOYOLC TOVC
PNTOPOC KVAIWY/ &INAS’ EXWV ANPOOBEVOUC TV PWIONEPTIEPNBPOLY. ERKEL YOP OMDTOV Kod
ANHOOBEVNC AKNKOEVOUL KOU POBIKOTEPOC MV MOLDONCBOLL.
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when he too notes that a certain comic poet called Demosthenes this name®*! As
noted, the comic citation comes in a long extract from the nepl xwpwdiog of
Eratosthenes.

The same extract is found in Ps.-Plutarch (845a-c), where it concludes with a
notice on the student-teacher relationship between Eubulides and the orator: oxoAdoog
& EuBovAidn tw StoAexuk® Midnoiw EnnvepBhoato ndvia. Obviously Ps-Plutarch’s
source inferred this scholastic relation on the basis of the same comic verse as
Diogenes’ source had, and, as Plutarch’s text indicates, that verse he found cited in
Eratosthenes’ work. We have already suggested that Hermippus was probably
Diogenes’ source for the comic fragment, and probably the source of the excerpt from
Eratosthenes preserved in Plutarch®®? We may rightly regard him as Ps.-Plutarch’s
source, not only for the notice on Eubulides but also for the whole of the
Eratosthenes-Demetrius passage. It would certainly be consistent with his method to
turn to such rich source-material as Eratosthenes’ nepi xwpwdicc. Whether
Eratosthenes or Demetrius had deduced a formal relation between Demosthenes and
Eubulides is not certain. Hermippus, however, certainly had; this much is confirmed
by the article of the Suda, and in the later tradition it is connected with his inability
to pronounce the letter rho.

The evidence is sufficient to suggest that Hermippus dealt in some manner

with Demosthenes’ articular problems and, by consequence, the exercises used to

83l Dem. 9. 5 10V 8 XWWKRDY O PEV TUC ADTOV AUMOKOAEL PWIOMEPTEPTBPOY KTA. See above,
pp. 142-4.
832. See above, pp. 119-20; 143~5 & n. 429.
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overcome those problems. Based on certain passages in Ps.-Plutarch, Plutarch and
elsewhere, which show definite Hermippan influence, an idea of his treatment can be
gathered. In fact Libanius, who elsewhere has drawn largely on a source dependent
on Hermippus, may provide some idea as to how Hermippus proceeded, even if
Libanius’ own account is extremely concise and the order of material somewhat
displaced.

The section began with the mention that Demosthenes was 1paLAO¢ TNV
yAQTiow £k @uotwe (Lib. 295. 62), 10 nvevpa dtovirepog, and suffered from tov opuov
anpend kiverv (296. 87). Hermippus noted that the orator corrected the first of the
three problems by reciting speeches with a mouthful of pebbles (Plut. 11. 1; Ps. PL
844e; Zos. 299. 68), the second by discoursing as he ran or climbed or by reciting
entire speeches in a single breath, and the final problem by practicing his declamation
before a large mirror. This much came directly from Demetrius of Phalerum, whose
account Hermippus perhaps embellished further by noting that Demosthenes employed
the actor Neoptolemus to assist him in his breathing (Ps.-Pl. 844f) and, as he practiced
his declamation, would suspend a sword or dagger from the ceiling to correct his
awkward shoulder movement (Lib. 296. 85; Ps.-Pl. 844¢; Zos. 330. 80). All these
exercises were conducted in his cave (Ps-Pl. 844d-f).

From here Hermippus went on to describe how the first two problems

impaired his delivery and his ability to project over the din of the assembly (Lib. 295.
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64; Plut. 6. 3; Zos. 299. 61)83* He told how, at his first meeting of the assembly,
Demosthenes became overwhelmed by the din of the assembly and was forced to
leave (Lib. 295. 70; Plut. 6. 5; Ps.-Pl. 845a). Whereupon he was met by Eunomus, who
chided the orator for squandering his talent (Plut. 6. 5; Ps.-Pl. 845b). On yet another
similar occasion Demosthenes was met by the actor Andronicus, who convinced the
orator of the importance of delivery, when he recited from memory the speeches
which Demosthenes had just delivered in the assembly (Ps-Pl. 845b). For a time the
orator studied under the actor, and as a witness to his training, once when he was
asked what was the most important thing in rhetoric, he replied, "delivery, delivery
and delivery" (Lib. 295. 66; Ps.-PL. 845b). Finally, to learn how to cope with the din of
the assembly he would go down to the shores of Phalerum and recite his speeches to
the crash of the waves (Lib. 295. 71; Ps.-Pl. 844f)8%

At this point, or perhaps earlier in the context of his discussion of
Demosthenes’ exercises, Hermippus described how Demosthenes would go down into
his subterranean study, where he would stay for long stretches at a time, shaving one
side of his head to prevent himself from leaving out of shame (Lib. 295. 75; Ps-PL
844d; Plut. 7. 3). Here he would not sleep but work on his speeches to daybreak.33s
For this he was ridiculed by Pytheas, who charged that his speeches smelled of the
lamp (Lib. 295. 77-82). At this point Libanius’ account comes very close to what is

found in Plutarch chapter 8, which, as already noted, was of Hermippan origin.

833. See Chapter 2 pp. 104-7.
834. See pp. 103-6.
835. Perhaps in this context mention was also made, as in Ps—Plutarch 844d, of the narrow bed on

which Demosthenes slept to force himself to rise quickly.
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Plutarch mentions the cave where Demosthenes worked diligently on preparing
his speeches. Such diligence earned him the reputation of being an orator 0Ok £VQUTG
aAX’ €k novov. This is precisely how Hermippus had characterized him: €ruyeang
poAdov 7 evgurc. The proof, according to Plutarch, was his inability to extemporize,
something for which he was criticized by Pytheas, who charged that his arguments
smelled of the lamp-wick. The similarities are such that a common source lies behind
both Plutarch and Libanius, which was largely dependent on Hermippus?®¢ Pytheas’
criticism of Demosthenes’ habit of study, which showed its mark in his inability to
extemporize, brings us naturally to the opinion of Aesion, which was recorded by
Hermippus. A contemporary, like Pytheas, he is credited with saying that the orator’s
skill was only evident in the written portion of his speeches. In this context
Hermippus also repeated the criticism which Demetrius of Phalerum raised against
Demosthenes’ delivery, particularly the theatrical side of it. Perhaps he even copied
from Eratosthenes the long pasage on the orator’s theatrical mannerisms, on the
metrical oath and such. From one of the comic citations found in Eratosthenes’ text
Hermippus had concluded that Eubulides was Demosthenes’ teacher and helped in
overcoming his faulty pronunciation of the letter rho. This would have rounded off
the section.

Much of what has been said is conjectural, but, nevertheless, gives an

836. There is, however, one important difference, in the reply which Demosthenes was said to have
made to Pytheas. According to Plutarch, he responded bitterly: "00 T éuoi Kol ool O )\ﬁxvog ®
ITuBéor GUVOISE”".  According to Libanius: "0180¢ 81t 0 AUNG AUXVOV KOUwY". The latter is found in
Plutarch 11, where it is made to the thief Chalcus. But it comes in a chapter, much of whose content
was largely drawn from Hermippus’ biography. In this case Libanius has simply confused or condensed

two separate anecdotes.
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impression of the possible content and the extent of Hermippus’ treatment on this

matter, which was considerable to say the least.

L. 4. Demosthenes’ Death

The final section of his biography concerned Demosthenes’ death. There is no
way of knowing whether or not Hermippus included anything on Demosthenes’
political career in between. Libanius’ biography is worthless here; after discussing
Demosthenes’ exercises, he proceeds to summarize the political situation when
Demosthenes came €ni 10 Snuaywyetv (296. 91). These details were garnered from a
historical rather than a biographical source. In any event Libanius’ biography is
incomplete, breaking off in mid-sentence, making it impossible to know how he
treated the rest of Demosthenes’ life. As Libanius himself admits by way of
introduction to his biography, there was much that could be said about Demosthenes’
Biog, but he would mention only things that contributed to an accurate understanding
of his speeches®?’ Libanius’ criterion for selection may in fact have been determined
by the biographical material available to him. Indeed Hermippus himself may have
noted nothing of Demosthenes’ political career, seeing that he was concerned with the
orator as a literary figure. But one would still expect him to include the more salient
moments: the incident with Meidias (Plut. 12. 3; Ps.-Pl. 844d; Anon. 305. 91; Suda [456]

311. 55) or the Harpalus affair (Plut. 25; Ps.-PL. 846a; Zos. 301. 109; Anon. 307. 48; Suda

837. Lib. 293. 11: &ptOpedor 8E T0V CUVIAYMOTOC GO TOD BIOV 1OV PATOPOC, OVX BAOY QLBTOV
SIEELOVIEC (MEPLTTIOV YOP TOVT0), AAAX TOOOUVTWY UVNUOVEVOVIEC, SO0 SOKEL KOl MPOC KOTANYLY
AKPIBECTEPOLY TV AOYWY CUVIEAELY.
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[456] 311. 67)3% But the extant fragments do not include these items. What can be
said is that Hermippus went into detail on the death of the orator.

Two fragments are preserved in Plutarch on this topic. The first comes in
chapter 28, where Hermippus is quoted as making Archias the student of Lacritus, the
Isocratean3® The context of such a statement was, as it is in Plutarch’s account,
Archias’ pursuit of Demosthenes and his associates, Hypereides, Aristonicus and
Himeraeus, to Aegina and Calauria. Demetrius is cited alongside Hermippus for the
variation that Archias belonged to the school of Anaximenes®4® If this is the

Magnesian, he may in fact be Plutarch’s immediate source here, as Drerup contends,

838. Hermippus may have mentioned, as we find in a number of biographies, that Demosthenes
taught rhetoric and practiced as a logographer before entering politics (Lib. 295. 58-62; Zos. 300. 838-101;
Anon. Vita 304. 55-66). Two incidents are noted in this context, the affair with his student Aristarchus
and the slander of composing speeches for the opposing parties of Phormion and Apollodorus. The
Aristarchus affair had been described by Idomeneus, and traces of his account are still evident in these
later biographies. He was an important source for Hermippus and from him the latter derived the
characterization of the orator as NPOC TOC NSOV XKOAXOTOC. The two notices in the later tradition
may ultimately be derived from ldomeneus through Hermippus. See pp. 182-7.

839. Fr. 76: Dem. 28. 3: GAA®Y (1Y nepl 1OV ANHooBEVNY) 8 HAANXOD SLOLOMOPEVIWY, O
> AVINOTPOC MEPLEMEUNE TOVC TUAAUBAVOVTOG, GV NV AYER®Y ~Apxioe 6 KANBEIC PUYaSoBNPOLC.
T0UTOV 86 @oUPLoV OVIK T YEVEL AOYOC EXEL TPOLYWSIO VIOKPIVECEOE MOTE, Ko TOV AlytvAtny
TIDAOY TOV DNEPBAAOVIO T TEXVN NOLVIOG EKEIVOV YEYOVEVOL POBNTIY ioTopototy. “Epurnog 8¢
10V CApXIoy £V 10T¢ AKPiTOV 10D PATOPOC POBNTINTC Gvorypdper ANUNIpioc 8& TNC
" AVOLEPEVOUC SIOTPIBTC HETECXNKEVOL PNOLY QUTOV. OVTOC OUV O “ApLXioig “YMepeidny PEV OV
PNtopo kol “APLOTOVIKOY TOV MopoBOviov kol 1OV ANUNIpiov 100 DPUANPEWC ASEAPOV
‘TuepotToy, €V AlYivn Kotoipuyovto €ni 10 Aidketov, Enepyey doondwoo gic KAswvo npoc
* AVIOTPOY, KOKEL SIe@Edpnoory: “YREPEISOU 8¢ kod THY YADTIY EKTUNONVOU {DVTOC AEYOLOL.

840. The identity of the Demetrius is unspecified. On most other occasions Plutarch specifies
whether it is the Phalerian (9. 3; 1L 1, 3;) or the Magnesian (15. 6; 27. 7). But here (28. 3) and at 14. 2 he
is silent. The latter records the charge of cowardice and corruptibity raised against Demosthenes in
contrast to the bravery and integrity of Phocion. The Demetrius in question here is obviously the
Phalerian, and Jacoby would assign the citation in 28. 3 to him as well (FGrH 228 F 20). The gratuitous
remark that Himeraeus was the brother of Demertius of Phalerum possibly points in that direction. If
this is true, Plutarch found Demetrius of Phalerum cited by Hermippus and the whole account in 28 was

derived from the latter.
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but the content of the whole passage most certainly goes back to Hermippus. The
detail at the end of the chapter that Hypereides had his tongue cut out was told by
Hermippus, albeit he placed Hypereides’ death in Macedonia®*! The variation
accepted here by Plutarch (cf. Phoc. 29. 1), that the orator was taken to Cleonae and
executed there, may well have come from Demetrius, but the tale is essentially the
same; only the location varied®*? If, on the other hand, the Demetrius in question is
the Phalerian, as seems more likely (see n. 840), Hermippus has simply reworked his
account of the orator’s death, offering his own variations.

Other details of the passage most assuredly were derived from Hermippus: that
Archias was nicknamed ®vyadodnpag, that he was a Thurian, a tragic actor by
profession and the teacher of Polus of Aegina. The same details appear in
Ps.-Plutarch 849b, where Hermippus’ own version of Hypereides’ death is given. Since
he had occasion to mention Archias and his pursuit of Demosthenes’ to Calauria, he
must also have described in some manner the famous encounter between the two men
in the temple of Poseidon, where the orator had taken refuge. In chapter 29 Plutarch
describes such a dramatic encounter.

As the story goes, the night before their meeting, Demosthenes had dreamt

that he was acting in a tragedy and contending with Archias; the next day Archias

841. Ps-Pl 849c.

842. This point is confirmed by Ps.—Plutarch 849c, who after detailing Hermippus' version of
Hypereides' death, adds the Demetrian version: 0L 8" &€V KAEWVOTC GUMOBOVELY QDTOV AEYOUGLY,
AMOCXBEVTOL PETH. TV HAA®Y, SMOV YAWTIOTOUNONVOL KO SIBNONVOL OV TIPOEIPTTOL TPOTON.
The manner in which he died must be that just described by Hermippus, that Hypereides had his tongue
cut out, that his body was left unburied, but recovered by Alphinous, burned and then returned to
Athens for burial.
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attempted to persuade Demosthenes to leave the temple peaceably, but the latter
replied "oU8’ Unokptvopevog pe nenot ENeloog, oVte VOV neioelg EnayyeAAopevog” 843
The scene ends with Demosthenes committing suicide by sucking poison from a
stylus, as he feigned to write a letter to his family. His dying words to Archias again
have the touch of the dramatic: "obk &v @Bd&voic HdN OV €k TNC TpAYWSiog
vnokpivopevoe Kpéovia kol 10 odpa touvtl pintwv dtopov’. But this account was
derived from another source, either from Satyrus, who is known to have reported the
orator’s death in the manner described by Plutarch, by sucking poison from a pen,?
or from Ariston (Ceos?). At the beginning of Chapter 30 Plutarch remarks thus: To
8¢ pdppakov “Apiotwv HEV £k ToL koAduov gnol AoPety autov, ¢ eipntow. His
words either mean that his source for chapter 29 was Ariston or that the philosopher
gave a similar account to the one which he has just described in that chapter.
Hermippus’ version of Demosthenes’ death comes in chapter 3034° The

account has the characteristic blend of anecdote and erudition. There are obscure

references and vivid description. According to Plutarch, Hermippus had got his story

843. Essentially the same reply is recorded in Ps—-Pl. 846f: "ovte, S1E étpOLYC'pSSLQ, %’nueég pe obte
YOV rtsioctg OWBOU?\E{)Q)V." Ps.—Plutarch’s account of Demosthenes’ flight is contaminated; first he has
the orator take refuge in sanctuary of Aeacus on Aegina, which was where Hypereides and the others
sought refuge, before fleeing to Calauria. Plutarch makes no mention of this. The same contamination
is apparent Ps—Plutarch’s account of Hypereides' death (849b).

844. Ps-Pl 847b; cf. Drerup 75-8.

845. Fr. 73 TIdutnoc & ¢, oV v iotopioey “EpUNIo SVEIATKpE, PNOEL NEGOVIOC OrDTOD NP
1OV BOPOV €V UEV TG BIBAID YEYPOUPEVNY ETUCTOATIC &PXTV £OPEBNVOU "AUNUOCBEVNC ~ AVundipe”
Kot UNSEV BAAO- Borupoll opévng 8¢ e Mepl 1OV BvoToy S8 VTNTOC, SINYRONGO0U TOUC OO TOLLC
BUpoUC OPAKOE, B¢ X TIVOC POKIOV ACB®Y EIC TV XELPO IPOCBOLTO 16 CTOUOTL KOU KOTOJTOL TO
PAPUOKOV OrDTOL 8 BpOL XPVCIOY BABNOOLY £1V0U TO KOTOUUVOUEVOY 1] 8 UNNPETovOoOL Noudiokn,
TTUVBOLVOUEVGDY TOV TIEPL TOV ~APXLOY, QOUn TTOAVY £1V0U XPOVOV ££, 0V POPOIN TOV GNOSETHOY
EKETVOV O ATHOOBEVIC X PUANKTAPLOY.
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from a certain Pappos, who is an obscure figure, entirely unknown, perhaps a
Hellenistic historian®® or a figure of fiction®’ At any rate, the story he told was
based on oral testimony, which Hermippus is known to have used as evidence on
occasion®®® According to this Pappos, the Thracians guarding the temple told how
Demosthenes had taken poison concealed in a rag, though oddly (&pa) they first
thought that he was simply swallowing gold. Their story seemed confirmed by the
testimony of Demosthenes’ maid, who revealed to Archias’ inquiry that the orator had
long worn a sachet (anodtopov) as a protection®® The manner in which the story is
told leads one to think that Hermippus had expressed some reservations about the
whole thing. Indeed Pappos or Hermippus clearly imply that the Thracians had
simply invented their story to explain the speed of Demosthenes’ death at which they
were caught off guard, and to account for their own negligence. The suspicion
hanging over the story leads one to wonder whether Hermippus had offered other
more plausible explanations for Demosthenes’ death.

The surviving account in Plutarch is incomplete, but two things are prominent.
First, Demosthenes is already described as fallen by the side of the altar with a scroll

in his hand. This must mean that Hermippus had described the moments leading up

846. Lozynski in Miller, FHG IH 50; Seel, RE XVIII 3 (1949) 1084; Leo 126.

847. Wehrli Suppl. I 104 & Drerup 73, n. .. But Wehrli is cautious and rightly notes that the
character of Hermippus’ biographies prevents us from dismissing outright Pappos’ name as a guise for his
own invention.

848. Fr. 50 (Plut. Alex. 53), where Hermippus cites Callisthenes’ secretary. Jacoby, FGrH 328 F 164
Suppl. B I 541, believes that Hermippus' ultimate source was a Macedonian archival document, the report
of Archias to Antipater, in which may or may have not be recorded the name of Pappos. But, as
Wehrli (Suppl. I 88) notes, the anecdotal character of the whole episode speaks against this.

849. That the maid was tortured is to be understood; cf. Lucian Enc. 49.
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to this point: the encounter with Archias within the temple, Demosthenes’ voluntary
departure to avoid polluting the temple with his death, and finally his collapse by the
side of the altar, as he was overcome by the effects of the poison. This is precisely
how Plutarch describes his death at the end of chapter 29, and, as the evidence will
show, Hermippus followed an account similar to that. Secondly, much is made of the
fact that the only thing written on the scroll found in Demosthenes’ hand was the
words AnpooBévng “Avundipw and nothing more (kai undev 8AAo). If anything, this
emphatic denial implies a knowledge on the part of the reader of a version of the
letter which contained something more than this mere greeting,

There was much speculation in antiquity as to the content of that letter. In
Satyrus’ account, the basis of chapter 29, apparently Demosthenes never got down to
actually writing a letter; he simply feigned it (&¢ Ypdoev péAAwv). Demetrius Magnes,
on the other hand, claimed that the distich later inscribed on Demosthenes’ statue was
actually written by Demosthenes before he poisoned himself;?*® for this he was rightly
ridiculed by Plutarch8! But the fact that Demetrius made such an obvious error is a
clear indication that the content of that letter was entirely unknown and open to
speculation. Yet, as the Pappos story shows, Hermippus accepted the existence of such
a letter and even speculated as to its content. As the words kol undev dAAo seem to
suggest, he was also aware of more than one version.

Before recording Pappos’ version of Demosthenes’ death, Hermippus included

850. Ps—PlL 847a.
851. Dem. 30. 5: oL YO&p oDIOV 1OV AnpooBEvny 10010 nonoot Aéyoviee £v Kohorupeior,
HEAAOVTIOL TO PAPUOKOY NIPOCPEPECBOLL, KOWLST] PAVOPOVOL.
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an account which described the orator’s encounter with Archias in the temple, noted
how he poisoned himself and referred to a letter written to Antipater. This follows
the lines of the vulgate, which was given by earlier writers, such as Philochorus, who
himself may have simply noted that Demosthenes died from drinking poison.??
Demochares was certainly aware that this was the prevailing view about the manner
of his uncle’s death, when he claimed, so we are told by Plutarch, that Demosthenes’
speedy death was due not to poison but to the kind favour of the gods?®? In the
same passage Plutarch notes that there were many other divergent accounts, but, as
Demochares’ words seem to imply, all were variations on the theme of poisoning.
Indeed the only other version noted by Plutarch is that of Eratosthenes, who claimed
that Demosthenes kept the poison in a bracelet.

In a passage that bears a marked resemblance to chapter 30, Ps.-Plutarch
provides a series of variations, which are probably the kind of things Plutarch had in
mind®** First he began with Hermippus, who is cited anonymously for the note that

Demosthenes’ letter consisted of nothing more than the greeting "Demosthenes to

Antipater”. Next he refers in succession to the versions of Philochorus, Satyrus,

852. Ps~Pl. 847a; cf. Jacoby FGH 328 F 164 Suppl. 1 541.

853. Dem. 30. 3: "EpOTOOBEVNG &€ @NOL Kol OrOTOC €V KPIKW KOIA® 1O PAPUOKOY PUAGTIELY
10V 88 KPIKOV €1 V0OU TODTOV CLDTP POPNUOL NEPIBPOLXLOVIOY. TRV & FAAGY S00L YEYPAPOOL MEpL
QOTOV - NEUNOAAOL 8 €l0i- TOC SLOUPOPAC OVK GvoryKoLLov Enetiévo ANV S Anpoxdpng © 100
ANPOGBEVOVG OIKELOC OLEBOE PNOLY ALDTOV OVX VMO POPUAKOV, BEDV 8¢ TN KO TPOVOIL THC
MOoKeSOVOY DUOTNTOC ELPIOYNIVOL, CUVIOHMS KUTOCTPEYOVIOL KOl YAVIGK.

854. Ps—Pl 847 a-b: (¢ 8 EVIOL OO, TODIO EVPEBN YEYPOUMEVOY "ANMOTBEVIC A VUNATD®
XOUPELY."  AMOBOLVELY & arDTOV DIAGXOPOC HEV QNOL POROKOY TEOVTOr THTUPOC 8’ & SUYYPUPELC
TOV KOUAQUOY MEQOPUAXOOU, § YPXPELY HPLATO TNV EMOTOANY, OV YEUOKUEVOV QUTOBOVEL Y
"EpatocBévng 8 €x MoAAOD 8edotkoTor MorkeSOVOC TEpL 1@ PPaeXiovt Kpikov mepikel oo
NEQPOPUOYHEVOY. €i0L 8 of POt CLOXOVIOL CDTOY 1O NIVEDUY! GITOBVELY OF 8 £LTIOV TOU KO
MY 0EPOLY LSO PAUPPAKOV YEVOGYIEVOV.
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Eratosthenes, and finally to two anonymous sources, one which held that Demosthenes
died from holding his breath, the other, by sucking poison from a seal ring. The
passage recalls the extract of notices on Demosthenes’ theatrical delivery, found both
in Plutarch (9) and Ps.-Plutarch (845b), derived from Eratosthenes’ nepi kwpwsiog.
Here is a similar extract, this time on Demosthenes’ death. Again Hermippus may
have provided Ps.-Plutarch with this particular series of notices.

Among the variations listed by Ps.-Plutarch, and presumably known to
Plutarch, was the version that Demosthenes sucked poison from a signet ring. In fact
this became the prevailing tradition in the later biographies. Both Zosimus®** and the
Anonymous Vita give this version of the orator’s death®¢ It is found in the first
entry of the Suda (454), where it concludes the long extract from Hermippus?*’ and
again in the third entry (456)3%® It appears then that this version of Demosthenes’

death became the common tradition. That it originated with Hermippus seems

855. Zos. 301 133 £QuyeV €i¢ 10 iepdv 100 IMooetd@dvoc 10 €v 10 KaAorupioe T VAGW T NP
m Tponve. PEAAWY & GyeoBou mPOC ~AVIINOIPOY VI “ApXIOU T0U UNOKPLTOV NEUPBEVTIOC NPOC
oOTOV KO TIOPOLKPOVOREVOD OLUTOY, MC OVK €i¢ BAVOTOY LyoLto, Sekpiveto it (¢ Su "ote
VNOKPLVOREVOC TIPECOLC POL TTOTE OVTE VOV NMEBWY." Kol TOUT €MV, PIKPOV MOPELEABDY, VoL
pIéevn 10 BV 1O (PO, ANBGOY O VMO 17 CPPOLYTSL €L XE PAOUNKOV €I TOUT £k MOAAOD CrUTR
KOLTEOKEVOLOPEVOY €KWV QIIEBoLvEV. EBiwae & £t xod Y .

856. Anon. Vita 308. 165 UNOTO(OGOPEV®Y SE TOLC MPAYHOGLY ~ABNVOUL®Y ANLOCBEVNC
EVANPBNBELC €ic Korhorupioey Sunéspor kod 100 TTooeiS@VOC IKETNE EYEVETO 1O & {EpOV BIGVAOY £80KEL.
NEPPOVIOC 8 1OV MovNPdTToy AVIIAIPOV TAV LNOCTUOI®Y ~Apxioy, (Vo aDIOV, €6 pn
SOVNTOUL TEXVN, PO KOTOLYOLYT), YONOOC O ATOGBEVTC TOV KIVSUVOY GITESPORIEY EML TOV BOROY KL
MOAAQL KOLTELTQY ~ AVURKTIPOU, TEAEVTUOY TOTC “EAANGLY £VIOATY KOTOAMOY EASVBEPOUY TOC
NOAELC, ELEPOIYE TNC OPPOYLSOC TO TOLIKOV PAPUOKOY YEVOUEVOV QLUTQ HET MPOVOin €l
TOLOCOTNY BIOV PETOPOANY, KOL MPO TOV MELPOEN VoL SOVAEIOG GIEBNVEY O ~ ABMVOLLOC.

857. Suda 309. 14: £1EAc0TNOE 8¢ YUYWV £ic Kothorupiory €v 1§ 100 TTooet8@VoC iEp® Sict 1OV
MokeSOVQ * AVEHNILIPOY, IPOTEVEYKGYLEVOC PXPUOKOY TO €V T SOKTVAIW, £1n Brdoo B’

858. Suda 311 72: £k8OVIWY ABNVimY & AnuoobEvne ic Korhorupiony EQuyey. ~Apxiog 8 6
VNOKPLTNG GUTOOTHAELC & ctDTOV VI’ " Avundapou Bice domoond Smod 100 igpol TToceld@voc, 6 AV
S&ovAoY. 6 8 VN T OPPOLYTSE PAPPOKOY EXWY PUACOC COTEBOVEY.
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confirmed by the Suda 454, which, as we have argued throughout, in reality is
nothing more than an extract from his biography, unless of course the rest of the
article was derived from him but not this notice on Demosthenes’ death. What it
means is that Hermippus included at least two accounts, the one told by Pappos and
another along more familiar lines which told how Demosthenes concealed the poison
in a signet ring, from which he drew it out, when he came to seal his letter to
Antipater. Now Pappos’ words kai pndév dAAo become more pointed.

The later biographies which follow this version show clear points of contact
with Hermippus. Both the Anonymous Vita and the Suda 456 introduce the episode
leading up to Demosthenes’ flight and subsequent death, by noting that Antipater
demanded ten orators. The tradition with ten names was Idomenean and was picked
up by Hermippus, who seems to have confused the demand by Alexander to which
Idomeneus referred with the similar demand by Antipater®® Zosimus concludes his
entry by noting that Demosthenes lived 63 years, a calculation consistent with what
Hermippus gavel¢® Zosimus’ account is by far the most detailed of the later
biographers and may in fact preserve something of what Hermippus himself had
narrated.

It recalls certain features of the Satyrus-Ariston story, as it was given in
Plutarch 29, such as Demosthenes’ reply to Archias’ attempts at persuasion "oUte
LIOKPLVOUEVOS Fipeoa poi mote obte vov meiBwv”, and his departure from the temple

precinct to avoid polluting it with his death. That this last detail was also included by

859. See above, pp. 172-3.
860. See below.
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Hermippus is implied by the fact that Pappos’ description begins with Demosthenes
already dead and fallen by the side of the altar (Readvio¢ abtod napd OV Pwpov),
which was just how Satyrus-Plutarch ended their account (kol nopaAAdor tov Papov
£neoe kol otevétag agnke thy Yuxnv). It seems that Hermippus drew on the same
tradition as Satyrus had, and both biographers included very similar accounts, each
describing a dramatic encounter between Archias and Demosthenes, recording some
part of their conversation, and noting that the orator died by poisoning. Hermippus,
however, claimed that the poison was concealed in a ring and this became the
prevailing tradition. To this he added the story of Pappos and perhaps other
variations.

Hermippus rounded out his account by noting that the orator died at the age
of 62, perhaps adding as some biographers do that his death came on the 16th of
Pyanepsion during the Thesmophoria,®®' and certainly quoting, as all do, the epigram
inscribed on his statue: einep fonv PpOUNY YVoORN, AnuooBeveg, foxec,/ obrmot &v
‘EAfvev mptev “Apne MaxeSov.862

That 62 was the figure given by Hermippus is confirmed by the Suda, which
we have seen is essentially an extract of his biography?¢? This is a departure from

the Apollodoran chronology which placed Demosthenes’ birth in OL 99. 4 (381/0) and

861. Plut. Dem. 28. 1; 30. 5; Zos. 302. 149.

862. Plut. Dem. 30. 5; Ps.-Pl. 847a; Zos. 302. 147, Anon. Vita 308. 79; Suda (455) 310. 39, POxy 1800
Fr. 3. 36.

863. Suda 309. 14 (454) ANLOCBEVNC ETEAEVINOE 8¢ QuUYWV £i¢ KoAorupiory €v 16 10D
TTooEL8@VOC LEp® SLat 1OV MOKESOVAL ~AVIINAIPOY, NPOCEVEYKAUEVOC PAPPOKOY TO €V T
SOIKTUALW, €T PLdooC &B .
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his death at age 6086* Hermippus, by contrast, had favoured Ol. 98. 4 (385/4) as the
date of birth and traces of his chronology are preserved in Ps-Plutarch3®® There it is
noted that Demosthenes was 37 years of age in the archonship of Callimachus (349/8),
when he delivered the first Olynthiac. Calculated from this date Demosthenes died at
age 62 or 63, depending on whether the date of death was placed in the archonship of
Cephisodorus (323/2)*% or in the archonship of Philocles (322/1)37 This is precisely
the calculation which is preserved under Hermippus’ name in the Suda, which states

that Demosthenes lived 62 years

864. DH. Ad Amm. 13, 5, DL. V 10. See above, pp. 47-53 for the Apollodoran chronology, used
both by Dionysius and Diogenes.

865. 845d: EnTaL 8¢ Ko TPLAKOVIKL £Tn YEYOVAC, Aoyilopévoic &md ActiBEou (385/4) €ic
KoAAiporxov (349/8), €9’ 00 nap’ "OALVBIiwY ke npeoeior mepl e BonBeio, Enel EmELovIo Vnod
DAoL 1 NMOAEUW, ENELOEY EKNEUToL TV BONBELOLY.

866. As in DH. Ad Amm. 15

867. As in DL. V 10. Both these calculations are based on exclusive reckoning, but by counting
backwards inclusively 63 years from the archonship of Cephisodorus one still arrives at the date of 385/4.
Blass (III [1893] 7 n. 3) following Schaefer (Dem. IIl B 51) notes that Ps—Plutarch at 845d has reckoned
inclusively, that is, has included the year of birth to arrive at 37 years in the archonship of Callimachus
(349/8). For this reason one cannot accept Jacoby’s distinction (Jacoby 331) between a Caecilian date
preserved here in Ps—Plutarch 845d, and a Hermippan date preserved in the Suda which gave the
duration of Demosthenes’ life at 62 years. According to Jacoby the figure 62 places Demosthenes’ birth
in OL 99. 2 (383/2) or by exclusive reckoning in OL 99. 1 (384/3). That the latter year was right was
confirmed for him by a notice of Zosimus (302. 141), who apparently accepted Hermippus' estimate, but
by reckoning inclusively gave the figure 63. But curiously Jacoby (337 n. 28) also believes that Caecilius
accepted the Hermippan number of 63, but in place of the inclusive reckoning used by Hermippus
calculated exclusively, thus yielding the date of 385/4. However, it may be the other way around.
Hermippus reckoned exclusively, thus the 62 years; Caecilius inclusively, thus the 63; both taking their
point of departure the year 385/4. Both Blass (III 8-9) and Jacoby (335-6) set the date of the orator’s
birth in OL 99. 1 (384/3); the former, on the basis of Demosthenes own statement in Onetor 1 17, places
the year of his SOKIUOOIO in the archonship of Cephisodorus (O 103 3 366/5), this being the 18th after
his birth, counting backwards 18 archons to Ol 99. 1 (384/3); the latter (Jacoby 331 & 336) makes this the
date of birth given by Hermippus. Cf. Schaefer I 269 n. 2; Golden, "Demosthenes and the Age of
Majority at Athens," Phoenix 33 (1979) 25-38.

868. Cf. Zosimus 302 141W: £Biwoe &' §m & xod y', EYEVWABN & EVIOUTIR MPOTEPOV THC P
6?\1J|JHL(3(60§. Zosimus apparently has combined two traditions, that of Hermippus—Caecilius who gave the
length of Demosthenes’ life at 62 or 63, and that of Dionysius who placed the orator’s birth in Ol 99. 4.
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Apparently Hermippus, followed by Caecilius as he is preserved in Ps.-Plutarch,
had based his calculations on Demosthenes’ own statement in Onetor 1 15 that he had
entered his Sokipaoio in the archonship of Polyzelus (367/6): éyfhpato uev yap eni
IMoAv¢hAou BPXOVIOC OKLPOPOPLAVOS UNVOC, T) & GIOAeLi £YPAPN TIOOLSEWVOE UNVOS
Tiypokpdtoug £yw 8 eDBEwC HETQ TOUC YALOUC SokipaoBeic évekdAouv Kai Adyov
anfiovy, kol naviwv &dnootepovuevoc ta¢ dikoag £Adyxavov £nl tol ovToU
apxovto¢. Demosthenes’ words can only mean that he was enrolled as a citizen
immediately after the marriage, that is in the archonship of Polyzelus (367/6) and
initiated his suit in the archonship of Timocrates (364/3). This is confirmed by what
Demosthenes says immediately following at 17: petd toivuv toLTov TOV dpYOviQL

(TToAGENAOV) Knpioddwpoc Xiwv. &nl tovtwv tvekdAouv Sokipaobeic, £Aaxov 8¢ Tty

Sixnv eni Twokpdtoue®® From the archonship of Polyzelus (Ol 103. 2) one arrives at

The last half of Zosimus' statement comes directly from Dionysius Ad Amm. 1 4 (O{JIOQ I:ZYE\NT']GT] ué\?
EVIOCLTE NPOTEPOV TNC £kaTooTne ~OAVUASOC). Little help can be gained from the passage in
Ps.—Plutarch 847b, which was supplied by Salmasius from Photius cod. 265 495a 2: <EBiw & (¢ PEV oL 1oL
NAEI AEYOLOLY £1n EBSOUAKOVIO, ¢ 8 Of TO EAXTIW, ERTOL Kod EENKOVIOL  ENOALTEDONTOS 8E SO
Kol £(kOOLY. The only words preserved in the manuscripts of Ps—Plutarch are 800 kod £[koOLY, which
makes no sense alone. Obviously Photius found something more than this originally standing in the text
of Ps—Plutarch or in his archetype. Perhaps the easiest solution is the emendation of Schaefer from ¥’
to &Y ", a solution, however, rejected by Jacoby (Jacoby 332 n. 11) who suggests that the figure 70
emerged from a synchronism with Aristotle whose death at the age of 70 was given by Eumelus (DL. V
6). Guvigny, (above, n. 3) 77, notes in the apparatus criticus that the lacuna consists only of a single line
and perhaps Lambinus’ simple solution should be accepted, when he fills the lacuna of A with £plw 66
§vo éEﬁKOVIot E'm; cf. Westerman 287 apparatus criticus; in this case Ps.-Plutarch had originally
preserved the figure of Hermippus.

869. Blass (III [1893] 7-8) believes that Dionysius own statement that Demosthenes was 17 in the
archonship of Timocrates (Ad Amm. I 4) is based on the same passage in Onetor. Dionysius, he argues,
had read €VBEWC SOKIOOBEIC EVEKXAOUY without the words PETO! TOUC YOWOUC, which he suspected as
an interpolation and understood the passage to mean "immediately after the SOKLMOLOiOL Demosthenes
lodged his suit in the archonship of Timocrates” There is the possibility that Dionysius also believed
that Demosthenes entered majority at age 16, that is in his 17th year. See Golden (above, n. 864) 31 n. 24.
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Ol. 99. 1 or 98. 4 for the birth of the orator, depending on whether Demosthenes
entered majority at 17 or 18 years of age?® In either case the Hermippan date has
proven more reliable and based on more certain evidence than the Apollodoran date
preserved in Dionysius, and as such proves that our biographer could on occasion be a
careful scholar. Beside his highly anecdotal accounts could be found research of a
serious nature such as this3"!

From this examination of the Bio¢ of Demosthenes, we can identify certain
features which we might expect to find in his other biographies of the orators: a free
mixture of anecdote and erudition and an extended treatment of one particular aspect
of an orator’s life, in this case Demosthenes’ rhetorical studies. All these elements are

to be found in the biographies of Hypereides and Isocrates.

IL. Hypereides

The Biog of Hypereides came in the third book of nepi twv “Icokpdtouvg

padnwv. The point of departure in reconstructing this life can once again be an

870. Blass III (1893) 8. A figure of 17 is based on Demosthenes’ own statement that he had lived
under his guardians for 10 years and had lost his father at age 7 (Aphobus 1 4, 6). However, the
Athenaion Politeia 42, 2 indicates that Athenian youths were enrolled at age 18 (OxTKNISERL €Tn
YSYOV()TSQ). For the most recent discussion of the problem see Rhodes (above, n. 470) 497-8, who
against Sealey (CR 7 [1957] 175-7) argues for age 18. Perhaps the best solution is still that of Golden
(above, n. 864) 30-8, who suggests that Demosthenes was 17 when he was enrolled in his deme, but 18
when he underwent his dokimasia before the boule.

871. Jacoby (336) suspects that Hermippus only moved the date of Demosthenes’ birth back to OL
99. 1 to synchronize with that of Aristotle, who according to Apollodorus was born in that very year
(DL. V 9) and who died in Ol 114 1 in the archonship of Philocles (322/1), the same year in which
Demosthenes died at Calauria (D.L. V 10). Thus, according to Hermippus, the orator died in 114, 1 at the
age of 62 or 63, yielding a date of either Ol 99. 1 or 98. 4 for his birth.
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article of the Suda®”? Though Hermippus is not named, there are at least three points
which indicate that we have a substantial excerpt from him through a secondary
source. He is known to have gone into detail on the erotic affairs of the orator
(yovouk@v MehBn) and to have noted that Hypereides had his tongue cut out and his
bones transported back to Athens for burial®”® So the entry in the Suda may provide
an outline of the content of Hermippus’ own biography of Hypereides. It began with
the genos and early education of the orator, followed by a section on his sexual
mores, concluding with a detailed account of his death, As in the case of
Demosthenes, there is no conclusive evidence that Hermippus ever went into the
political career of Hypereides. He may have mentioned his prosecution of
Demosthenes over the Harpalus affair, or his involvement in the Lamian war, which
naturally led to his demand by Antipater. In the case of the latter there is some

indirect evidence at least.

872. Suda 315 1: Ynepeidne, vidc IAokimmov 100 phtopoc (ol 8¢ TTuBokAEouC), ~ABNVXTOC,
PP, TOV MPOTWY KEKPWEVWY § £1¢, podnTedon Spor AvkoDpyw kod TTIAKTOVL 16 PIA0COPm
Tookp&TEL TE T PATOPL.  Kod OUTERN MEV SeB1OC PMIWP, YUVOUK®Y & NIBN. Gvnpéen &€ kou
oOTO¢ O~ AVURATPOU 10V BAOIAEWC, E20YOrYOVIOC atDTOV 10V €V ‘Epidvn vool The AUntpog
8 "Apxiov 10V EmKANBEVIOC PUYNS0oBNPo, xod CMOTUNBELC THY YARTIOY GUTEBorvey. & & viog
TACCOKITTNOC 0 0T AcBBV €ic 10 MooV £00afe pvnuee. €iot 8 of NV AdYoL BEDTOV V¢

873. Hermippus had noted it was Alphinous who secured the bones, either a cousin of the orator
or the son of his own son Glaucippus. The Suda’s source speaks simply of Glaucippus. This source was
later than Hermippus, but dependent upon him for biographical details. The reference to Hypereides as
member of the canon of ten of orators points to a period after Caecilius, who wrote on the character of
the ten orators and who may have established or standarized the canon. Certainly by the 2nd century
AD. it was fixed. That the Suda’s source was not Caecilius may be inferred from the fact that he gave
56 speeches, while Caecilus, on the evidence of Ps~Plutarch (849d), presumably only numbered 52, unless
of course the text of the Suda is corrupt. For a discussion of the problem of the canon of ten orators,
when and by whom it was established, see Brzoska, De Canone Decem Oratorum Atticorum Quaestiones
(Breslau 1883); Hartmann, De Canone Decem Oratorum (Goettingen 1891); Radermacher, "Kanon," RE X 2
(1919) 1873-78; Regenbogen, "I'Ii\?OLEJ," RE XX 2 (1950) 1428-30; Douglas, "Cicero, Quintilian and the Canon
of 10 Attic Orators,” Mnemosyne 9 (1956) 30-40; Shoemaker (above, n. 13) 11-28.
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IL 1. The genos and Education

The biography undoubtedly began with an account of Hypereides’ genos. At
the very least it was noted that he was the son of Glaucippus, Athenian by birth and
of the deme Collyte3® Next followed a section on his education, in which Hermippus
described him as a student of Isocrates, perhaps against an earlier Peripatetic tradition
that regarded both him and Lycurgus as pupils of Plato®”> In the later biographical
tradition on Hypereides, limited as it may be, the two orators are presented together
as fellow students of Plato and Isocrates3® The two notices are virtually identical and
a common source must be assumed. The Suda, as we have suggested, preserves an
extract from a biography dependent on Hermippus. What we suspect is that
Hermippus stands behind the tradition that linked the two, and, as in the case of
Aeschines and Demosthenes, noted where he departed from early writers that had

regarded them as students of Plato®’” This is all that can be inferred about

874, Cf. Ps-Pl. 848d.

875. Chamaeleon: DL. I 47: £VtoL 8¢ xou OOPPAOLY XKOVOOU POGLY oUTOV (TTASHWVOC).
xod “Ynepinv 10v pAtopoc XoouAéwy enot xod Avkovpyoy. Opoie TToASumY {otopel.

876. Hyper. 848d: Gkpootng 8¢ TMAKTWVOC YEVOUEVOC TOD MIAOGOPOV Sor AUKOUpYOU kod
"I00KPATOVC TOU PATOPOC EMOMTEVONTO ~ABAVNOCL KTA.

Suda: “Ynepeidne, Uid¢ FAocukinmov 100 PAtopoc (of 8¢ TTuBokAéows), “ABNVOLLoc, PrTwp,
1OV MPOTWY KEKPPEVWY 1 €1¢, padnredooe Guor AvkoUpyw kod MAKTOVL 10 PLACCOPE
"IoOKPALTEL TE T PATOPL KTA.

877. Hermippus may have introduced Hypereides and Lycurgus together for reasons of their
contrasting nature, just as Theopompus and Ephorus almost never appear apart in the biographical
tradition. The two historians exhibit completely contrasting temperaments and writing styles; to the one
Isocrates had to apply the spur, to the other the bridle. See Cic. De Or. II 57, Ill 36, Brut. 204; Philostr.
VS i 17 506; Phot. cod. 176 121a; Suda s.v.  EQOPOC s.v. OconOunoc. For a critical review of all such
testomonia see Reed (above, n. 682) 7-50. There is an obvious parallel in the case of the two orators.
Lycurgus was known for his high moral standing; Hypereides for his dissolute way of life. The latter

Hermippus treated in some detail (frs. 68al—68all).
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Hermippus’ treatment of Hypereides' education, which clearly was of less concern to

him than that of Demosthenes.

IL. 2. The Sexual Mores: the Idomenean Element

By contrast, what fascinated Hermippus about Hypereides was tales of his
sexual escapades. On this proclivity Hermippus went into detail. Indeed all four
surviving fragments (67-68b) touched on this theme in some way; fr. 67 refers to
Euthias’ speech against Phryne; fr. 68al, which comes from Athenaeus, gives an
account of his relations with the hetairai Myrrhiné, Phila and Aristagora, as they were
described by Idomeneus, his affair with Phryne and subsequent defence of her in
court;®” fr. 68all mentions his daily trips to the fish markets®” Fr. 68b, which comes
from Ps.-Plutarch, falls into two parts; the first half deals with the orator’s death; the

second, found in the "auctaria”, is simply an abridgememt of frs. 68al-IL*3° The

878. Fr. 68al: Athen. XIII 590cd: ‘YRepeidng & O PATWP €K TNC NOIPQROI OIKIOKC TOV VIOV
AoBoA@y TAathkimoy Muppiviy Y TOAVTEAECTHINY E£TOUPOY GVEACPE, KO TOCOTNY PEV £V
&oter €1xeV, €v IMepouel 88  Aplotorydpory, DiAay 8 £v "EAEVOTVL, iV TOAARY @VNOOUEVOC
XPNUATOY €L XEV EAEVOEPOTOC, VOTEPOV 88 Ko 0IKOUPOV QLUTAY ENOINCNITO, MC “ISOPEVEDC
lOTOpEL. £V 8¢ 10 Vnep PpOVNC AdYw “YRepeidne SLOAOYDV EPOLY THC YUVOUKOC KOU ODSEN® 10V
EpWTOC CUTNAACLYREVOC TRV TIPOELPTEVNY Muppivny €ic v oikiory glofyoryey. v 8 1 dpivn &k
Ocom®dy. xpLvopévn 8 Vo EVBiov v &ni Borvdaw Gmépuyey Stonep opytoBeic & EvBio ovk £u
gLnev QAANY 8ixny, &¢ pnoty “Epwnnog. 6 88 “YRepelSng cuvayopedmy ) dpivn, ¢ oSEY Hvue
AYwy €niSotol 1€ MOV Ol SIKOOTOU KOTOYPLOVHEVOL, MOPOYOYWDY OOV €lC TOVUPOVEC Kol
NEPIPNEOC TOVC XLTWVIOKOUS YUUVK TE TO( GTEPVOL OO TOVC EMAOYIKOUC OLKTOUC €K TNC SYEwS
ODTNC ENEPPNTOPEVTEY SELCISOUPOVIONL TE EMOINCEY TOVC SIKAOTC KO THY VNOPHUY Kol
LAKOPOY "APPOSLTIKC EAEW XOPLOOMEVOVC N CUTOKTELVOU. KOU QUPEBEIONC £YPO@N PETX TOLUTOL
UNPLOPO!, UNSEV OIKTILECOBOU TRV AEYOVIWY UNEP UVOC UNSE BAEMOUEVOY TOV KOTTYOPOVEVOY 1)
MV KOTNYOPOWEVNY KpivecHou.

879. Athen. VIII 342c: xo “Eppunno¢ 8¢ enoty €v 1pitw nepl 1@V Iookp&Ioug podni@y
£0BIVOV 1OV “YNEPEISNY NOIEL0B0U GEL TOVC NMEPLIATOVE £V T01C IXOVOL.

880. Hyper. 849de: £YEVETO 8¢ KO MPOC TO APPOSIOIOE KOTUPEPTC, (¢ EXPOAELY PEV TOV VIOV
€loorYOrYELY 8& Muppivy TNV NOAVTEAECTHINY £1odpary, €V Telpouct 8 Exety ~ ApLatoryOpory, €v
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correspondence between the second half of fr. 68b and fr. 68al is such that there can
be no doubt that the author of Ps.-Plutarch has also drawn on Hermippus® Whereas
Athenaeus expressly cites him by name as his source, Ps.-Plutarch mentions the daily
trip to the fish market, something which indeed was told by Hermippus (fr. 68all).
What we have here are two different extracts from the same section of Hermippus’
biography dealing with Hypereides’ sexual mores. As the text of Ps.-Plutarch shows,
the anecdote on Hermippus’ trips to the fish market formed part of that section.

Both Ps.-Plutarch and Athenaeus (fr. 68al) include the notices on the orator’s
liaisons with Myrrhiné, Phila and Aristagora as part of a much longer account,
portraying Hypereides as the man about town, a portrait which included among other
things a reference to his affair with Phryne and a detailed account of her trial. As
for the notices on Myrrhin€, Phila and Aristagora, Athenaeus expressly names
Idomeneus. But every indication points to Hermippus as the source in later antiquity
for anything on the orators which originated with Idomeneus®¥? So in fr. 79 (schol
Aesch. ii 1), Hermippus and Idomeneus are cited together against Demetrius of
Phalerum, who had regarded Aeschines as a student of Plato. Caecilius, who is noted

by the scholiast to be in full agreement with them, apparently found Idomeneus cited

‘EAcuoTVL 8 €V T0L¢ i8lolg KTHUoot DIACY TV OnBodoy, £1K00L VDY AVTPOOCUEVOC.  ENOLETTO
1€ 1OV NEPLNOLTOY €V T} [XBLONMALSL OOMUEPOL. QIANKDC 8E, OC €ikOC &R, ko PpOVN T EToipet
QLOEBETY KPLVOPEVY CUVESTAON oDTOC YOP TOVTO €V &PXT TV AOYOU SNAOL: HEAAOVOTK 8 OdTIC
QALOKECBOU, TOPUYOY@Y EIC HECOV KO MEPIPPAEOC TNV E0BNTOL ENESELEE TOL TTEPVOL TIE YUVOUKOC:
Ko 1OV SIKOOTOY Ei¢ TO KAAAOC CTUSOVIWY, CUpeion.

881. In Ps-Plutarch appear the three hetairai, Myrrhiné, Aristagora and Phila, the note that
Hypereides’ son was turned out of his father’ house, that Myrrhiné was the most costly prostitute of her
day, the detail that Phila was purchased for 20 minae, the large sum noted by Athenaeus, the mention
that Phryne and Hypereides were intimate and finally an account of the trial.

882. Jacoby, FGrH 338 IlIb 85 & RE 91l
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by Hermippus. The same is the case here. Athenaeus found his name recorded in the
text of Hermippus’ biography. The author of Ps.-Plutarch, most likely Caecilius,
derived the notices on Hypereides’ erotic affairs not directly from Idomeneus, but
from Hermippus.

The latter had accepted the Idomenean characterization of the orator as
akoAaotog. Ps-Plutarch begins his extract from Hermippus by describing the orator
as npo¢ T Appodioln, katogepng, precisely how Demosthenes and other demagogues
were characterized by Idomeneus, who no doubt spoke of Hypereides in these same
terms. What follows this description of the orator are the series of characterizing
anecdotes taken from Idomeneus, who told how Hypereides expelled his own son
Glaucippus from the ancestral home to make room for Myhrrin€, the most costly
hetaira of his day, how he kept Aristagora in the Peiracus and Phila at Eleusis.
Hermippus also derived from him a description of some kind of the affair and trial of
Phryne, to which he added details of his own, usually of a pinacographical character.
The composite scene, as it was put together by Hermippus and preserved in
Athenaeus, shows the characteristic blend of anecdote and erudition. Idomeneus was
cited for stories on Hypereides’ erotic affairs; the text of the nepi @pivng was used to
deduce biographical details relating to Phryne; the Pinakes were consulted for details
on Euthias, the prosecutor in the trial; even a Periegetical source was used. All this
material was brought together and described in a highly vivid manner.

The obvious context for any reference by Hermippus to Euthias and to
questions about the authorship of his speech against Phryne (fr. 67) was the trial,

which without question Hermippus described. If he took the occasion to mention
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Euthias’ speech, presumably he did so of Hypereides’. The reference to the vnép
dpivng, so precisely titled, could suggest a pinacographical source, on which
Hermippus drew from time to time. But, as we have seen, the text of that speech
was probably first used by Idomeneus to infer that an illicit affair had existed
between the orator and the hetaira®®*® Hermippus may have simply accepted this
inference and referred to the text as evidence, as we find Athenaeus doing, without
actually citing or verifying it himself.

He presumably also derived from Idomeneus some account of the trial,
including a description of the disrobing. Those details which, however, can only be
attributed to Hermippus relate to Euthias and are of a decidedly erudite character.
First Hermippus had noted that Euthias’ speech against Phryne was in fact composed
by the rhetorician Anaximenes®%* Hermippus’ source seems to have been the
Periegetes Diodorus, who had noted the very same thing®® That Hermippus was
familiar with his work is confirmed from fr. 68b, where his name has been plausibly
restored to the text of Ps.-Plutarch 849a.

But the idea, whether Hermippus’ own or Diodorus’, that Euthias had hired a
logographer was inferred from the fact that Hypereides in his Unép ®pivne had
charged Euthias with sycophancy. Indeed Harpocration, the source of fr. 67, makes

this connection. But it was an unsubstantiated conclusion, just like the other details

883. pp. 189-94

884. Fr. 67: Harpocration EVBioc: ‘Ynepeidng Onep dpiuvne. 1OV €Nl CUKOPOVTIK
SLoPEPANUEVLY NV O EVBIoie. 1OV PEVIOL AOYOY 0rdTE TOV KT Ppovre ~ A VO IEVNY TEMOMKEVOUL
enoiv “Epuutnoc.

885. Athen. XIII 59le (FGH 372 F36): 0UK Oyvo® 8¢ &1 10V EmypoupOpeEvoyY KT oOTNG
EUBiov AGYOV AioSwpoc O epmyntic ~AVOEHEVOUC POLY £1 VOu.
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relating to Euthias. According to Athenaeus, Hermippus told how Euthias became so
enraged at the acquittal of Phryne that he gave up the practice of law and never
pleaded another case3® This little anecdote was probably based on the fact that no
other speech was recorded under Euthias’ name in the Pinakes of Callimachus. What
we are left with is the impression that the whole of the Phryne episode, both for
details of the trial and Hypereides’ alleged affair with her, was based on false
inferences from the text of the Unép Ppovng.

Although Idomeneus may have been the first to describe the trial, his account
was only known to later antiquity through Hermippus, who expanded and reshaped it
by adding to it. But his hand is evident in other details besides those few dealing
with Euthias. Although the two accounts in Athenaeus and Ps-Plutarch are extracts
from Hermippus and contain essentially the same material, there is one significant
difference. In Athenaeus’ account the acquittal of Phryne is secured more through
Hypereides’ tears than through the disrobing of the hetaira, and this point is
emphasized by the decree which supposedly was passed after the trial forbidding the
speaker from indulging in lamentation or the defendant from being present at the
time of voting: kol G@eBeiong £ypden Hetd tavto YNELOopa UndEvo oikuleoBor twv
AeYOVI®WV UnEp Tvo¢ UNSE PAETOPEVOV TOV KOTINYOPOUUEVOV T} TAV KOATNYOPOUREVTIV
kpiveoBour. The decree may have been Idomeneus’ own creation88’

In Ps.-Plutarch the emphasis falls more on Phryne’s beauty (10 k&A%0¢), a detail

886. Athen. 590d: NV & 1 Ppovn €k Oeom@y. KpLvopévn 8 Vnd EvBiov my &nl Borvérw
Snépuyey 81onep dpyodelc & EvBiog 0Ok £u £Lney JAANY Sikny, ¢ enoty ~Epuunnoc.
887. See Chapter 3 pp. 199-200.
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which probably reflects the hand of Caecilius, who was a rhetorician. The disrobing
of Phryne was used in rhetorical works to illustrate that more than just rhetoric
possessed the power of persuasion®®® In these examples the stratagem is Phryne’s
own; she disrobes herself and by her beauty persuades the jury, when the orator’s
words fail. As the context of the passages in Quintilian and Philodemus show, the
persuasive power of Phryne’s beauty was a stock argument against defining rhetoric
simply as the art of persuasion®® The emphasis on her beauty in these later accounts
may be due to a tradition that grew in the Hellenistic period about her remarkable
beauty. We find references to her modelling for Apelles’ Anadyomene and for
Praxiteles’ Knidian Aphrodite®° or descriptions in works such as Alcetas’ nepl t@v €V
Aedgotg of votive offerings produced by Praxiteles but dedicated by her.#! During
that same period works nepi 1@v ~A6fvnor ‘Etoupidwv appeared, recording the sayings
and escapades of famous hetairai, written by such distinguished scholars as
Aristophanes of Byzantium and Apollodorus of Athens?®? In fact book 13 of
Athenaeus, in which the account of her trial occurs, contains a number of extracts
from such works??® The hetairai of these works are characterized as witty,

sophisticated women who are quick with their repartee and who associate with

888. Quint. II 15. 9, Sext. Emp. II 4 & Phild. 1 20. 4.

889. This argument seems to be answered by Alciphron Ep. [V 4 (I 31), when Bacchis tells Phryne:
HNSE T0T¢ AEYOLOL oot 8, € PN 1OV XLIWVIOKOV MEPIPPNECHEVN TO HOCTHPIOL TOTC SIKOOTOLLC
ENESELL g, OVSEY <AV> & PRtwp, MEiBov. kol YOp OOTO TOVTO (Vo €V KoUp® YEVATOU got M
EKEIVOV NTOPEGXE CUVNYODLOL.

890. Athen. XIII 591a

891, Athen. XIII 591¢

892. Athen. XIII 567a

893. See above, n. 591
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philosophers, poets and politicans alike. It is in the company of such hetairai that
Phryne finds herself.

It was within the context of these works on hetairai that the tradition grew up
of her remarkable beauty and her association with great artists. Indeed the very idea
that she was the model of Apelles’ Anadyomene and Praxiteles’ Knidian Aphrodite
may have suggested itself from the disrobing scene®* We know from Athenaeus that
Apollodorus in his nepi £toupv and Herodicus in his nepl kwpedouvuévevy thought that
there were actually two Phrynes, and Herodicus noted that the Phyrne mentioned by
the orators was distinct from the Thespian Phryne®® There is the possibility that the
Phryne of Hypereides’ speech and the Thespian Phryne were two different figures
who at one point in the tradition became identified. It was this composite figure who
became known for her beauty, modeled for great works of art and was defended by
Hypereides. Already in Athenaeus’ account we see the process at work. Phryne was
¢k Oeom@v and at her disrobing the jurors grew superstitious at the sight of this
handmaiden and priestess of Aphrodite, which clearly links up with the tradition that
she had modeled for Apelles’ and Praxiteles’ Aphrodites. It is not impossible that
Hermippus in giving his account of the trial was influenced by a number of these

writers on hetairai, who were his contemporaries.

894. This need to associate Phryne with every great artist is a common assimilation. In the case of
another hetaira, Lais, Hypereides noted in his speech against Aristagora that she excelled all women who
ever lived in beauty (Athen XIII 587d). In the Hellenistic treatises on hetairai this same Lais becomes
the mistress of Apelles and is sought after by artists who come far and wide to copy her breasts (Athen,
XIII 588de). In this respect Phryne was her rival, who gathered about her a company of artists and
whose beauty was equally renowned.

895. Athen. XIII 591d
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His account of the trial formed part of a longer section of the biography in
which Hermippus described the licentious behaviour of the orator. In portraying the
orator as npo¢ t& agpodicta kataeepng, he included the stories about his erotic
affairs, as they were told by Idomeneus. In the same section he also depicted the
orator as an oyopdyo¢, who would daily visit the fish markets®¢ In the derivative
text of Ps.-Plutarch 849de (fr. 68b) this habit is mentioned in close connection with the
notices on his love affairs and so was intended to complement the general image of
the orator as the man about town?®’

This characterization of the orator as a gourmet is of comic origin. In the
very same passage of Athenaeus in which fr. 68all is preserved, several comic
fragments are given which refer to it. But, when the comic poets called Hypereides
an oyo@dyog, they were insinuating something more than just having a taste for fine
foods. Timocles connected it with Hypereides’ bribe taking, in the Delos specifically

with taking bribes from Harpalus?®® and in the Icarians generally®%® There he is

896. Fr. 68all: Athen. VIII 342c: ko “Eppuunoc 8& enoty v 1pitw nepl v  Iookpdoug
HOONIOY EMBIVOY TOV “YRepeldnv notetobou Gel ToUC MEPMATOVS £V T0L¢ IXBVOL.
897. Wehrli Suppl. I 85.
898. Athen. VI 341f: xoi “Ynepeidng 8¢ 6 piwp dyopdyog MY, (¢ enot THOKANK O KkepkdC
£V ANAG SIYOUHEVOC TOUC MO “APNAACY SWPOSOKAOOIVIOK. YPXPEL 88 OVTLXC.
A. ANLOGBEVIC THAQVIOL TEVIKOVT EXEL. B. pokGpLog, nep PETSISmOL UNSEVL.
A. xoi MOIPOKATIC ETANPE XPUGIOV TOAD. B. &vontog 0 81800¢, EDTUXTC & O ACYPOLVWY.
A. €IANPE xod ATp®Y Tt kol KoAMOBEVK.  B. mévntec noowy, (OTE ouyyvauny £xw.
A. 8 U &v Abyoior SetvOc “Ynepeidne €xet.  B. TOUC {XBUONGMAGC OVTOC TH@Y MAOVTEL:
dYopdtyoc Yo, (OOTE TOUC AXPOUC E1 Vo ZVPOUC.
899. 342a: xod €V Ixorpiote € & ordTdC nontic Pnat:
OV T IXBLOPPOVY NOTOOV “YREPEISNY NEPO,
Oc ANioUC PWVOLIOLY, EHPPOVOC AOYOV
xOUnot¢ NOPAGLWY, VMO MUKV
TIPOC MOLY AMOVIDY KANGP' Stoey Avoog €xn,
HLOBWTOC BPSEL NESIOL TOV SESWKOTOC.
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described as a river teeming with fish, open for hire, ready to water any briber with
his flood of speaking. Another comic poet, Philetaerus, in his Asclepius, described
Hypereides not only as an 0yo@dyoc but also as a gambler’® Apparently he had
characterized Hypereides just as Axionicus v @uAevpuidn had the orator Callias.

The fragment is a parody of a Euripidean monody. It begins by celebrating
the great catch that was landed by Glaucus and will be food for oyopdyor. Moschion,
the parasite,’?! will eat it in hot pickle, but not Callias, who prefers only figs and
salt-fish. Either Athenaeus or his source divined from this reference to figs and

salt-fish that the comic poet was actually reviling Callias for sycophancy and lewd

900. 342 b-c: PLAETOUPOC 8 &V TAOKATIU®D [1OV “Ynepeidnv] npdc 160 SYoporyeLy kol KUBEVELY
oOTOV PNot, koBomep kod KorAAiory 1OV pritopor ~AOVIKoe €v DIACLPUTESTY
A0V & ixBUV
PEYEBEL MLOVVOY UVOL TOLOSE TOMOLC
AKEL KOpIoO
TA0OKOC UG €V MOVIW Y GAOUC,
oTtov SYoPoLywy.
Kol ALXVOV GVSPOY SYCmNuoL pEPmY KO (Y.
V0L 108" EVENW THY OKELOOIOLY;
NOTEPOV XAWPED TPIPPOTL PPELOC
Al g Seypio
AL TIOLOPOOL OO ALTIOLVOLC
TTUPL MOUPAEKTE TOPOLEDOW;
fpot e, i €v SAun
BepiT TODTO PAYOL Y EPBOV Gvip
Mooxiwy QIACCVAOL.
Boy & BverSoc 1810V, & KoAALoL.
N OV PEV Sl <1e> UKL Kod Sl TOPiXL SYSAAD,
100 & €V GApN NMOPEOVIOS
00 YEUN XOPIEVIOC OOV,
T HEV ODKOL, G BV CUKOPAVINY AOLSOPMY, T 8 TOPIXT), MITIOTE KOU (¢ OLGXPOMOLOVVIOC.
kot “Eppnnog KTA (fr. 68all).
901. Athen. VI 242¢
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behaviour.”®> The charge comes close to the characterization of Hypereides presented
by the other comic poets and by Hermippus, as an orator ready for hire and a
frequenter of women of ill-repute. The passage in Athenaeus in which all of these
comic fragments are found is rounded off by the citation from Hermippus relating to
the orator’s daily strolls in the fish markets. It is best to assume that the whole is an
excerpt from the biographer, who had cited several comic poets for evidence that

Hypereides was indeed an oyopdyoc.

IL 3. The Death

It is clear from the above discussion that Hermippus provided a full and
detailed treatment of the orator’s licentious character. This in fact may have
constituted the main part of his biography. The only other aspect of the orator’s life
which there is evidence that he treated in any detail was his death. Certain events
leading up to it must have been noted, particularly Hypereides’ active role in
promoting the Lamian war, which predictably led to his demand by Antipater. This
was confirmed by the POxy 1800. As noted, the papyrus contains a collection of
miscellaneous biographies, among which is preserved a fragment of a life of
Hypereides®®® It was suggested that this fragment was an epitomized extract from

Hermippus’ own biography, since it includes his version of Hypereides’ death’%* In

902. Gulick, Athenaeus: The Deinpnosophists IV (Loeb 1930) 53 compares Athen. II 116d—f, where
salt~fish are called horaia, an adjective applied to a beautiful boy.

903. See pp. 172-3 & n. 534 for text.

904. The papyrus may be taken as evidence that Hermippus actually included a biography of
Aeschines; it contains a genos; a reference to his acting career as a trigagonistes;, a note that Aeschines

was ﬁnorpwéusvog ef)cpur']q, a characterization consistent with that found in fr. 79; mention of his

295



the same fragment mention is made of Hypereides’ involvement in the Lamian war,
of being the oUvepyo¢ of Demosthenes and one the ten rhetors demanded by
Antipater. What was suspected was that Hermippus was responsible for the confusion
that occurs in later sources between Antipater’s demand after Lamia and a similar
demand by Alexander after the destruction of Thebes, where there indeed existed a
tradition that specifically mentioned the surrender of 10 Athenian politicians. The
papyrus may also be taken as evidence that Hermippus included a reference to
Hypereides’ involvement in Lamia, perhaps as a lead up to his account of the orator’s
death.

This account is preserved in Ps-Plutarch 849a-d°® It is clear from this passage
that variations abounded, each giving different versions of where Hypereides was

captured, where he died and how he died. At least three distinct versions are

indictment of Ctesiphon which failed to secure a fifth of the votes and led to his exile; an anecdote in
which Demosthenes is said to have sent his rival a talent for expenses on his journey; and finally a note
on the school he set up in Rhodes.

905. VOTEPOV 8E PETRL TOL MEPL Kporvwdvor oupBavTor €80utnBeic D'~ AVIIIGIPOV KOU PEAA®Y
£x8i80080u VO 100 SMpov FPuYEV €k e NOAEWC €ic ATYIvory SQor TOT¢ KOTEYN@IOPEVOLC Ko
OUUBXA®Y ANUOOBEVEL KO MEPL TNC SLOLPOPAC TOAOYNOXMEVOC, GUTOAAOYEIC €KETOEY, VI
*Apxiov 100 PUYNS0BRPOV EKANBEVTOC, BOUPIOV UEV TO YEVOC VNMOKPLIOD 8¢ T NPT TOTE 8¢
10 AVUIAIpE BonBobVIoE, EARPEN Mpoc Blory €V 10 iepw 100 Tooetd®dVoc EXOUEVOC <TOD>
AYXAPOTOC KO QXBeElC TPOC AVINATpoy £i¢ KOPLvoov, Eneltor BooorviLONEVOC, SEQOYE Y
YAQTIOY, DOTE UNSEY EELEMELY 1OV TNE NOAEWC GLTOPPATOY SUVNBNVOL Kol OVTWC ETEAEVTNOE,
MTuoveyt@voe Evan totogévou. “Epuntnoc 86 @noty adIov yAWTtotoundnvou €ic Mokesovioy
EABOVIOL Kod PLONVOUL ATOIPOY, AAPIVOLY & GVEWOV dvior Ot 1, &¢ Tvee, TACCUKINIOL 100
VIOD 1OV VIOV 810t PIAOTEIBOVC TIVOC ITPOD ACBOVICL EEOVCIOLY TOD CIPOTOC KODOOU OVTOV KO
10 0O kopioow €ic “ABAVOC TOTC MPOCHKOVOL MOPX T ~ABNVOU®Y Kod MOKESOVWY SOYIOTor
00 POVOY YOP KEAEDOOU OrDTOVC QUYELY, GAA UNnd” &V T oikeior Toupfivou. of 8 &v KAewveic
AUMOBOVELY VIOV AEYOUOLY, QUXOEVTIO HETX TAY KAAWY, OOV YAWITOTOMNONVOU KO
SLoupBopiivoe OV NPosipNTo TPONOYV ToVC & OIKEioVC Tor BTl AcBoOvioe Bdafou [te] Spor T0L¢
YoveDOL MPo 1@V TMnédwy nuA®y, ¢ enoty HAOSwpoc €V 10 Tpitw mepl pvnudawy. ol &
KOTEPAPELTTTIOL. TO VIO KOU £0TUY ABNAOY.
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recorded by Ps-Plutarch. The first places his death in Corinth, the second, Hermippus’
account, in Macedonia and the last in Cleonae. The first two versions, at least,
described how the orator first fled to Aegina, where he met Demosthenes and excused
himself for his disagreement®® From there he was pursued by Archias to Hermione.
The personal details, that Archias was nicknamed ®Puyadodnpog, came from Thuria
and was once an actor, were certainly to be found in Hermippus’ account’®’ In the
first version, Hypereides was seized by Archias in the temple of Poseidon and brought
to Corinth, where he was tortured but bit off his tongue to avoid divulging the
secrets of his city. Ps.-Plutarch only notes where Hermippus differed from this
account, namely that Hypereides went to Macedonia, where his tongue was cut out
and his body was left unburied. This implies that Hermippus included all the other
details of the previous version, including the pursuit by Archias the "exile-hunter" of
Hypereides from Aegina to Hermione. That Hermippus had placed the capture of the
orator in Hermione is perhaps confirmed by the Suda, who notes that he was seized
there in the temple of Demeter®® In this one other point Hermippus may have also
differed, placing the capture not in the temple of Poseidon but of Demeter. But these
were minor variations and the stories were essentially the same.

This is also true of the final variation recorded in Ps-Plutarch. According to it

Hypereides died at Cleonae, where he had his tongue cut out, just as Hermippus told.

906. This is an obvious reference to Hypereides’ prosecution of Demosthenes over the Harpalus
affair (Ps.-Pl. 848f) and may be an indication that Hermippus made reference to it earlier in the
biography.

907. See the discussion on Demosthenes’ death pp. 272-3.

908. Suda 315. 6: £LYOrYOVIOC OrDTOV 100 €v Epuiovn vood e Afumipoc 8¢ " Apxiov 100
EMKANBEVTIOC PUYOSOBNPOL, KO GUTOTUNBELC TV YADTIONY GUEBOLVEY.

297



As if to make the point that the new version differed little from what Hermippus had
said, Ps.-Plutarch adds that the orator died in the manner related above: Siop8apnvor
Ov rnpoeipntar tpoémov. This can only mean that even those who placed the orator’s
death in Cleonae, also noted that he was tortured, his tongue was cut out, his body
was left unburied and his bones retrieved by his relatives. A comparison with
Plutarch Demosthenes 28. 3-4 reveals that this final version originated with Demetrius,
who not only placed the death at Cleonae but also staged the capture in the sanctuary
of Aeacus on Aegina. If indeed this was the Phalerian, as Jacoby suggests, it is quite
possible that Hermippus, who is cited both by Plutarch (28. 3) and Ps.-Plutarch, and
who is known to have consulted the Peripatetic on more than one occasion (Fr. 79),
was the source of this variation both here and in Plutarch. In which case Hermippus
cited him by name, mainly adopting his account of the orator’s death, but noting
where he differed. He accepted, for instance, the flight to Aegina but argued that the
stay there was temporary, suggesting rather that Hypereides fled to Hermione, where
he was captured in the temple of either Poseidon or Demeter. Though he further
argued that Hypereides was taken not to Cleonae but to Macedonia, he accepted
Demetrius’ view that he had his tongue cut out’%

It is not at all improbable that Hermippus was Ps.-Plutarch’ source for all three
variations, including the reference at the end of the passage to Diodorus, who noted in

the third book of his nepi pvrudtwy that Hypereides was buried with his ancestors

909. Among those capture with Hypereides on Aegina was Himeraeus, the brother of Demetrius of
Phalerum (Plut. Dem. 28. 4). If indeed the latter is the source of this story, we should expect personal
knowledge of events, seeing that his own brother was involved, and we should consider his account

accurate, accepting that Hypereides was captured on Aegina and executed at Cleonae,
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npo v Innddwv nuAev®® That the biographer was familiar with his work,
particularly as it related to Hypereides, has been already noted’’! Common to all the
variants was the problem of how Hypereides, who was condemned to perpetual exile,
came to be buried in Athens®? The words tou¢ &8 oikeiovg 1o 00ta AaBovtag imply
that Diodorus also had mentioned his death outside Athens’!® and dealt with the
problem of the return of the bones’'* Hermippus certainly had a lot to say on this
matter; he noted that either the orator’s cousin or grandson Alphinous retrieved the
bones through the agency of a physician named Philopeithes, that the bones were
brought back to Athens contrary to a decree of the Athenians and Macedonians
which had ordered his exile and forbade his burial at home. It is not beyond reason
that Hermippus had consulted Diodorus here about matters relating to Hypereides’
death and burial, perhaps deriving from him details of a prosopographical and
chronological kind, such as the fact that he died on the 9th of the month of
Pyanepsion.

From these attempts at reconstructing the biographies of Demosthenes and

910. The text actually transmits HALOSWPOC, but Ruhnken’s correction to ALOS®POC has been
generally accepted by scholars. See Miiller, FHG 11 354; Schwartz, "Diodoros,” RE V 1 (1903) 662; Jacoby,
"Heliodoros,"” RE VIII 1 (1912) 17, FGrH 372 F 34 IIIB 140 & 142; Wehrli Suppl. I 85; but contrast Keil,
"Der Perieget Heliodoros von Athen," Hermes 30 (1895) 200-01.

91l. Fr. 67. See above, pp. 289-90 & n. 881-2,

912. Wehrli Suppl I 85.

913. Jacoby, FGrH 372 F 34 1IIB 142,

914. In F 35 (Plut. Them. 32. 4) we learn that Diodorus £V TOT¢ MEPL UVIUOTWY dealt with the
burial of Themistocles. Plutarch makes the interesting comment that Diodorus located the burial site on
the promontory opposite Alcimas on the basis of conjecture rather than actual knowledge (d)g VNOVODY
LOXAAOY T} YLVOOKWY) and drew supporting evidence from the comic poet Plato. In the case of
Hypereides Diodorus actually seems to have consulted the physical remains and may be the source of

Ps—Plutarch’s comment that grave monument was in ruins and could no longer be identified.
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Hypereiedes, a pattern emerges as to the content of the Hermippan biography. It
contained a section on the genos of the orator, a discussion of his education, perhaps
including a motivating anecdote to explain the orator’s reason for taking up the study
of rhetoric, a section on his sexual mores, concluding with a somewhat detailed

account of his death. The life of Isocrates will prove no exception.

IIL Isocrates

The biography was found in the first book of mepi t@V podni@v
"Iookpdrovs. Only three fragments remain. These concern the 20 talents he earned
from composing a eulogy of Evagoras (fr. 64), his liaison with the hetaira Lagiscé (fr.
65) and the composition of the Philippos just before his death (fr. 66). Thus, in
reconstructing his biography, we must turn to later biographies. A point of departure
this time will be Ps.-Plutarch. The comparison with Dionysius’ /socrates in Chapter 1
revealed that the "primary" life of Ps-Plutarch was based largely on the xotvn lotopic,
Dionysius’ main source. Where there were differences between the two lives, they
were the result of additions made by the author of Ps.-Plutarch, taken either from the
common history or from Hermippus. The details which it can be argued go back to
the biographer are the following: 1) genos: the date of birth in the 86th Olympiad,
synchronism with Plato, note on Theodorus avAonotd¢ (836ef); 2) education: the
Theramenes anecdote (837a); 3) career: school in Rhodes (837bc), composition of
Timotheus’ letters for which he was awarded a talent (837c), refusal of partial
instruction to Demosthenes (837d), the 20 talents received from Nicocles for the

Eulogy of Evagoras (838a); 4) his affair with Lagiscé and marriage to Plathané (839a);



5) death (837¢). These notices corresponds closely to the general outline which
Hermippus followed in his other biographies of the orators.

It is clear from this that the emphasis fell on Isocrates’ activity as a teacher,
with a number of illuminating details on the great wealth which he earned from this
activity. This perhaps constituted the main part of his biography. In reconstructing
the life of Isocrates, the Anonymous Vita, commonly attributed to Zosimus of
Ascalon, can be our guide. This biography covers several pages of Westermann’s
Biographi Graeci Minores (253-59). At 256. 83 Zosimus switches sources (Acyovor &
uveg) and begins afresh with a notice on the birth of the orator. The source followed
by Zosimus from this point onward up to line 98 bears a marked resemblance to the
biography of the kown iotopio, as it was preserved in Dionysius and Ps.-Plutarch®!s
It is the first half (253. 1-256. 82) which is of concern. Zosimus’ source here seems to
have been dependent on Hermippus. Several things point in that direction. The
section concludes (256. 77) with the same citation from the comic poet Strattis which
Hermippus quoted in connection with I[socrates’ alleged affair with Lagiscé (fr. 65).
Moreover, the references to the abundant wealth which Isocrates made from teaching
(254. 36), to his service as trierarch (255. 42) and finally the detailed anecdote about

Theramenes the rheror (254. 8) are all of Hermippan origin.

III. 1. The Genos

Zosimus begins, predictably, with the genos of the orator, noting that Isocrates

915. See above, pp. 82-3
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was the son of Theodorus the avAonowdc®'® He further adds that Isocrates’ father was
so nicknamed not from working with his own hands at flute-making but from
owning slaves who did. Zosimus appears to be answering a comic charge and his
comments resemble his digression at 255. 45-51 (A€youev & MUeELS QNOAOYOUUEVOL),
where he attempts to answer the comic poets, who charged that Isocrates resorted to a
nopvn. Ps.-Plutarch provides a similar notice on Isocrates’ genos to the one which we
find in Zosimus, but adds the important detail that Theodorus was ridiculed by
Aristophanes and Strattis for his flute-making’'’” Perhaps Zosimus has these comic
poets in mind.

Hermippus is known to have quoted from Strattis, who in one comic fragment
referred to Isocrates’ mistress Lagiscé and called the orator avAotpinn.®®  As noted,
he may have understood this as a reference to the orator’s occupation®’ It may well

be from this alone that he divined that the comic poets had ridiculed Theodorus for

916. Zos. 253. 1: "Iookp&ing OoSMPOV PEV TOV KDAONOOD EYEVETO Molc, "HEVTOVC pnpdc
ovx B8u & islouc XEPOLV EIPYALETO, SIOL TOVTO XDAOMOLOC EKANON, GAA’ BT MOLSNC ELXE TOUC
EPYOLLOPEVOUC KO £k TOUTOV MPOCEMOPILETO TOV BOV. As it was argued in Chapter 1 (pp. 60-2),
Hermippus seems to have dated the orator’s birth to the 86th Olympiad, noting that he was 7 years the
senior of Plato. Certainly this date came to be the accepted one in antiquity: D.H. Isoc. 1; Ps-Pl 836f;
Suda 259. 2.

917. Ps.-Pl. 836e: lookp&ine Ocodmdpov PEV NV 100 EpXIEwC 1OV PEIPI@Y NOALTDY,
BEPANOVIONG OCDAONOLOUG KEKTNUEVOU KO EVNOPHONVTOC GO TOVTWY, OC Ko XOpnynoouw Kod
NouUSEVooU TOVC VIODE NOUY YOp od1® ko &AAot, TeAéounog xod AduvNotog NV 8 xod
BuY&IpLoV BBEV £iC TOUC CDAOVC KEKMUASNTOU VI APLOTOPAVOUC KOl STPATUSOC.

918. Fr. 65: Athen. XIII 592d. For text see below n. 956.

919. See above, pp. 63-5. Cf. Pollux 4. 71: O 8¢ 10U¢ XDAOVC £pYOl,OPEVOC OrDAOIOLOC Kodd Gt
HEPOUC YAWTIONOLOC, KO GLOAOTPUNNK KOIOL TNV KWUWSIOY. But contrast the Suda DIAIokoc (360),
where the nickname 0({)7\0'[0131’[1’] was given to Philiscus by Isocrates, since he used to play the flute
professionally: MIARGLOC, PATWP, "I0OKPHTOUC GKOVOTIC TOV PATOPOC. EYEVETO 8E MPOTEPOV CLOANTIK
NOUPASOLOTHTOC SO Ko AVACTPURNY IooKpXINe OOV £KGAEt. No doubt Strattis used the word
in a obscene way. For obscene usages of TPUNGW see Theoc. 5. 42; APL 4. 243; for TPUNNUX Ar. Ecc.
624,
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his occupation. The reference to Strattis certainly suggests that Hermippus was
Ps.-Plutarch’s source, But as far as we can tell from fr. 65, the immediate context of
the comic citation was Isocrates’ alleged affair with Lagisc€. In that context
Hermippus had noted that Isocrates was already getting on in years (npoBaivovio
NAtkig), when he took up with the hetaira, something which has suggested to scholars
that the play from which the comic citation comes, the Atalante, could not have been
composed before 375 B.C?* This assumes that Hermippus deduced the orator’s age
from the text of the play. Certainly an old Isocrates consorting illicitly with a young
woman makes good comic material.

In this case, however, a date of 375 would make any reference to Theodorus
the avAonowdg of little or no contemporary relevance, which suggests that the
nickname was never mentioned by the comic poets but was Hermippus’ own
inference. In turn Aristophanes could not have attacked Isocrates for his illicit affair,
which supposedly occurred in his senior years, seeing that he was already long dead.
Aristophanes, if he was at all cited by Hermippus, could only have referred to
Theodorus. Significant, however, is the fact that only Strattis is ever quoted, which
leads one to suspect that Hermippus never referred to any other comic poets by
name, and if he did, never quoted them. Indeed Zosimus, who drew on a source

dependent on Hermippus, when he mentions the Lagisce affair, simply mentions the

920, A. Korte, "Strattis” RE Ser. 2 4A. 1 (1931) 336-7. All references in the preserved fragments
belong to the years between 409 and 375. In 375 Isocrates would have been 60 or 61, if he had been
born in 436/5, the archonship of Lysimachus (Ps—Pl 836f, D.H. Isoc. 1).
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comic poets generally from whom he singles out Strattis for quotation®?! When
Hermippus inferred that Theodorus was called avAonodg, he himself may have simply
noted that Isocrates’ father was ridiculed by the comedians, prominent among whom

was Strattis, whom he quoted later in the context of Isocrates’ affair.

III. 2. Education

In Ps.-Plutarch the whole reason for mentioning that Theodorus was a
flute-maker was to emphasize the point that he was well enough off to provide an
education for his sons: evnOpNOAVIOC QNG TOVTWY, WC Kol XOPMYNOOL Kol ToudevooiL
tou¢ violg. As it was shown in Chapter 1, the similarities between this notice (836¢)
and that at 837¢?? and 838a,°2® where much the same idea is expressed about Isocrates’
wealth, suggest a common source for all three passages, which was Hermippus
himself??* Something like the statement at 836e formed the transition into his
discussion of the education of Isocrates.

Before proceeding to the orator’s education, Zosimus noted his marriage to
Plathané and his adoption of Aphareus. But in Hermippus’ biography these two

notices were presented later, in the context of his affair with Lagiscé. Our discussion

921. Zos. 256. 77. Seeliger, (above, n. 14) 39-40, notes that it is unlikely that Zosimus would have
overlooked Aristophanes, if he had read his name in his source. He suggests a correction to Aristophon
in Ps.—Plutarch, But if Ps—Plutarch’s source, as Zosimus’, had simply referred to the other comic poets
generally, one can easily see how Aristophanes’ name could later come to be added to that of Strattis,
since he was the most noted of the ancient comedians.

922. QPYVPLOV 1€ SO0V OVSEIC COPLOTAOV EVNOPNOEY, (¢ KOU TPLNPOPXTICOL.

923, £ONOPNOE & IKOLVADC OV POVOV XPYUPLOV ELCTIPATIDY TOUS YVWPINOUE, GAAX Ko IO
NixokAEOUC KTA.

924, See pp. 63-4.
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will be reserved until then. As for Isocrates’ education, the tradition is consistent as to
his teachers. Four names are generally given, Prodicus of Ceos, Gorgias of Leontini,
Teisias of Syracuse and Theramenes, the rhetor’”® A community of source is readily
apparent in the various biographies. There are minor differences to be sure, such as
the absence of a name or two, and the addition of another, but nothing significant.?¢
So for instance Zosimus names Socrates in place of Prodicus, but follows Ps.-Plutarch
in describing Isocrates’ attempt to save Theramenes from the "Thirty"’?” In most
cases our various sources imply that Isocrates had heard all these rhetoricians
personally, but Zosimus, who perhaps comes closest to what Hermippus wrote,
presents a succession of teacher-pupils, from Teisias through Gorgias and Theramenes
to Isocrates. Such a diadoché would be in keeping with his method of presentation,
seeing that Hermippus had conceived of a whole Isocratean school, to which all the
great 4th-century orators and rhetoricians belonged. Orators like Demosthenes could
be considered a member of the school by virtue of studying under Isacus. He
presented Isocrates, then, as the heir of a succession of great Sth-century rhetoricians;
his immediate teacher was, however, Theramenes, student of Gorgias.

Several things point to Hermippus as the author of this tradition. In Zosimus,

925. Ps-PL 836f; DH. Isoc. 1; POxy 3543; Zos. 256. 83; P. Cairo Masp. 67175. For the texts see
above, n. 191; cf. n. 216.

926. Cf. Suda 259. 7: 8i8coxadoc 8€ Topyiowe, oi 8¢ Tioloy Qooiy, ol & "Epylvov, ot 8
TIpOSIkOY Epaooey, of 8 Onpoptvny. of 8& AOYOL ordTOV NAELCTOL.

927. 254. 7. poONINC & EYEVETO PLAOCOPOV PEV TWKPXTOVC, PNTOPOC 8¢ Onpoglévous, ToU
HolnToL Iopyiov (0 8 Topyio podnI Tioiov), 100 kod Ko8OPYOL.

Ps.~Plutarch in the "auctaria" (838f) tells the story how Isocrates, greatly grieved at the death of

Socrates, dressed in black. In the same context he notes his definition of rhetoric, TQ ué\? uLKde
HEYXAQL TO 8E PEYXAC! MUIKPO! TIOLELY, which is simply a variation on the charge brought against

Socrates. Perhaps from this it was inferred that Socrates was indeed Isocrates’ teacher.
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as in Ps.-Plutarch, Dionysius and POxy 3543, Theramenes bears the designation pAtwp.
This suggests a source that was interested in him, not as a politican but primarily as a
rhetorician, particularly as the teacher of Isocrates. Nor is it surprising, then, that
anecdotal material illustrating Theramenes’ rhetorical skill and describing his
relationship to Isocrates is found in the Biot of Isocrates®?® Since Hermippus had
written on Isocrates, he seems the most likely candidate.

After naming Theramenes as a teacher, both Ps-Plutarch and Zosimus go on
to tell similar stories about Isocrates’ attempt to rescue the rhetor from the Thirty
tyrants. Ps.-Plutarch mentions Theramenes’ flight from the Thirty to the temple of
Hestia, Isocrates’ lone defence of the fugitive, Theramenes’ urging of him to keep
silent, because his own misfortune would be compounded by having his friends suffer,
and finally Isocrates’ use of certain rhetorical works of Theramenes, which passed
under the name of Boton” The source of this last detail is anonymous (@aot), but in
fact it goes back to Hermippus, who reported something very similar of Demosthenes.

According to Plutarch, Hermippus had found recorded in anonymous memoirs
that Demosthenes had derived much help in his rhetorical studies from Plato and
quoted a certain Ctesibius as saying that the orator had secretly acquired through

Callias and others the téxvou of Isocrates and Alcidamas??® In both cases there is the

928 This point is made by Pesely, "The Origin and Value of the Theramenes Papyrus,” AHB 3
(1989) 29-35, in his discussion of the Theramenes Papyrus, whose author he suggests was Hermippus.

929. Ps.-Pl. 836f-837a: 0OV (ONPUPEVOVC TOV PATOPOC) KO CUAANPBAVOUEVOL VIO TRV
TPLOKOVIOL Ko QPUYOVIOC €ni TV BovAciory ‘Eotiory, Gevimy KOTOIEMANYHEV®Y, POVOC GvEoTn
BONBAGWY Ko MOAUV XpPOVOV £01YNOE KU &PXGC, EMELTOr DU otUTOV NOPNTNGN, €MOVIOC
OSUYNPOTEPOY VTR CLUBNOECOOU, €1 TIC TV PIAWY CUTOANDOEL THE CLUPOPAC KOU EKELNOV TLVOC
oVONG TEXVOIC ODT®D POOL CUUNPOLYHOLIEDONGB0U NVIKCL £V TOLC SIKOGTNPIOC ETUKOPAVIELTO, Ol
€loLy Emyeypopévor Botwvoc,
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same emphasis on secret texvou, which assisted the respective orator: Demosthenes in
his rhetoric, and Isocrates, when he was prosecuted by sycophants. There is the same
use of obscure sources, which points to the erudition of Hermippus. In fact the notice
that the téxvow of Theramenes were registered under the name of Boton,’*' suggests
the use of the Pinakes of Callimachus®3*? It recalls what Hermippus said about
Euthias’ speech against Phryne, which he noted was actually written by the rhetorician
Anaximenes (fr. 67).

Zosimus’ (254 8-30) account differs somewhat, but still elements suggest a
Hermippan origin. Theramenes is called rhetor, and made the student of Gorgias and
the teacher of Isocrates. Before recounting his arrest and execution by the "Thirty",
Zosimus provides a long digression on the meaning of Theramenes’ nickname

Ko680pvog’* The k66opvog could be worn by both men and women, on either the

930. Fr. 71: Plut. Dem. 5. 7. For text see above, n. 724,

931. Pesely ("Socrates’ Attempt to Save Theramenes,” AHB 2 [1988] 32 n. 8) suggests that Boton may
be a play on Theramenes’ name, BO‘[éV being the counterpart of Bﬁp/ Bl’]piOV. The same source, as that
used by Ps.—Plutarch, must be behind the last entry in the Suda which notes that the majority of
Isocrates’ speeches were Theramenes: Ol 8& AGYOL QLUTOD MAELOTOL

932. Hermippus would have used the Pinakes as a guide for locating such obscure writings. In
fact the language of Ps-Plutarch (i €0ty Emtyeypoquévou BOtwvoc) suggests a pinacographical entry.
Cf. fr. 432 Pf: NV EMYp&@OVOLY Of TOUC PNTOPIKOVC TEVOKOC CUVIGEOVIEC "EPL TV CUHLOPIOV';
fr. 440: AlpiAog Alpnotteixel- 10 8¢ Spoyo ToVTo KorAAiporxoc eniypdper EOVOOXOV- Aéyer; fr. 443:
O 8& mpd¢ TV EMOTOANY kod ToUC MPEoBel ToV¢ nopdr PLAimnov Pnbeic Adyoc, Ov Emypdpet
KoAAlporxog UnEp “AAOVVACOU, & TV GpXNY TAVSE..; fr. 448: £0TL 81 ko MOPOL 1 AVGI TUC
VNEP GvEPOC EEVOL SIkNV PEDYOVIOC MEPl KANPOU MOLOVHEVOC TNV SUTOAOYIOY TOUTOV EIUYPApEL
10V A0Y0V KotAAipooxog "mepl Pepevikov UNEp 100 A VSPOKAEISOV KAMPOU'...; fr. 445 Eou € xod
AOYOC TG EMLYPOLPOUEVOC "AnuooBEvoue pd¢ Kputiory mepi 100 éveruoknupoaroc”, ov KoAipooxog
HEV QVOLYPAQEL D¢ YVNOLOY, ALOVOGLOC 8¢ & "AAKKPVOOOEDC MC YEVLSENIYPOIPOY. In fragment
445 a clear distinction is drawn between énwpé(cpco and QVOLYPXP®, the former being the term used
when naming the title of a work, the latter for the actual registration within the index.

933, Zos. 254. 9: EKANBN &' 0VTOC KOBOPVOC St ToLrdTNY odTiory.  kOBoPYOC VNOSTUGL S0y
OPUOLOV Yuvoutl kol GVEPAOLY T (PHOLOY KO SEEIOV Ko XPLOTEPOD MOSOC €LT OVV Sio
10010, €(1€ 81" €KETVO, GMADC KOBOPYOC EKANBN St TO EVXEPEC TV TPONWY, Gomep kol O
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right or the left foot. Theramenes was so nicknamed because he was equally
versatile, willing to shift from one political side to the next, honouring whatever was
the existing constitution at the time. Zosimus’ source also quoted Aristophanes as
evidence. This at once recalls what Hermippus had to say about Demosthenes’
nicknames, where he linked the name Batalus with the Ephesian flute-player of that
name, who had been ridiculed by the comic poet Antiphanes. Hermippus seems the
most likely source here, both for the digression on Theramenes’ nickname and for the
account of his death.

In his version Zosimus makes no mention of Theramenes fleeing to the altar
of Hestia or of Isocrates delivering any speech in his defence. Rather, he picks up the
story with Theramenes being led off to his death and Isocrates following along, in
hopes of honouring his master by sharing in his death. Theramenes dissuaded his
student from his course by arguing that his teaching would only perish, if Isocrates
were to die with him; greater honour, he said, would be done, by remaining alive and
sharing his teaching with others?* Thus persuaded, Isocrates departed and took up

teaching. With this conclusion, Theramenes’ death has become the motivating

K080pVO¢ EVMETAPANTOC £0TL Mepl 1€ SetLOV MOSA ko GpLoTeEPOY, Hyouy mpod¢ &vspog kol
YUVO(TKO, KO MR €V €V TOTE POV (OTGYEVOC. PEUVITOU KOd ~APLOTOPANTE TOU KOBOPVOU €V
101¢ Batp&xotc "ti k68opvo¢ ko PONOAOY EUVNABETNY:" &el YO TPOC TOLC MOALTELOG PETEBAAETO,
KOU TPUDV TV TOPOVONY MOMTEIY KOTOAVBEIONC TG NOTE VOTEPOV KOLTAYOPOS £YEVETO, TC
KOU PETELXE NPTV,

934, Zos. 254. 20: X0 81 TOVTO CUVELSOTEC 0f A” MPO TNC KUTHAVCEMC VIRV EPOVEVCOLY
oOTOY, Tvor un Votepov SLPBAAT kol aedTove GOoREP TOVC V', ¢ UV Be) poBnoduedo.  SodvIog
8€ TOVTOV NMPOC BAVNTOV CUVNKOAOVBEL O ~IOOKPAING HETOXELY POVAGHEVOC TOD BOVIO, IOTIEP
KOl €V 10 BovAT® TNV UPNY Y NPOC TOV SISHOKNAOY EVEEIKVOHEVOC. ¢ 8 EKMAVOE KOd OVK
£netBey, VOTEPOV T ENWV Eneioey  £QNoe Y& "6V 1N GU MOPOAELPONC, CUVOMOAAUTOL 0oL Kod 1
EUN SLSOOROALCL, KDOTE (DY MAEOY EU UPQC, EVEELKVOPEVOC TNV EUNY SSoOKOAy.”  kod oVTw
NELOBElC AMEABOY E8I8OLOKEY.
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incident which determined Isocrates’ career in rhetoric: kol oUtw mnetoBel¢ AneABOV
£SL80L0KE.

Interpreted in this way the anecdote resembles closely the episode of
Demosthenes’ life in which Hermippus told how that orator was persuaded to
abandoned the study of philosophy for rhetoric after hearing the famous orator
Callistratus’® As in the case of Demosthenes, the rhetoric of Theramenes succeeds in
persuading Isocrates to dedicate his life to the art. Between Zosimus’ version of the
story and Ps.-Plutarch’s there are no real contradictions. Indeed there are similarities
which suggest a common genesis. Each version of the story presents Theramenes as
the teacher of Isocrates; concerns his arrest and execution by the Thirty; notes how
Theramenes persuaded Isocrates from a course of action which would have involved
his death; emphazises the teaching of Theramenes, the rhetor; and is presented as the
first episode in Isocrates’ career. The specific connection with Isocrates strongly
suggests that the author of the nepi twv padnav "Iookpdtouvg invented the story.
But not only that, Hermippus is likely the source of the common tradition, which
presented Theramenes, along with Teisias, Prodicus and Gorgias, as the teachers of

Isocrates.

III. 3. The School of Isocrates

After describing his education, both Ps.-Plutarch and Zosimus proceed to

Isocrates’ career as a teacher of rhetoric. Both authors begin by noting that he kept

935. Fr. 72 Gellius NA III 13,



away from politics®®® and from the courts®* because he had a weak voice and a timid
disposition. Dionysius of Halicarnassus made the same point®*® The two reasons
given by all three sources ultimately came from Isocrates himself,”** but by the time
Dionysius wrote they had already become part of the common history. There is a
neat parallel with Demosthenes, who suffered from much the same problems, from a
weak voice, shortness of breath, and timidity, which prevented him from addressing
the assembly effectively.’’® The Isocrates of Zosimus’ biography, because of his
timidity, could not speak to crowds and once even fell silent when they came to hear
him. Ps.-Plutarch in the "auctaria" records a similar anecdote on this theme’*! We
are told that Isocrates was so averse to declamation that, when three individuals came

to hear him, he let one go and retained only two, saying that the lecture theatre was

936. Ps—Pl 837a: €nel 8" AVSP®ON, 1AV UEV MOAUKDY NIPOYHATWY SMECXETO I0XVOPOVOC T BV
Kol EDAQPNC TOV TPOMOY Kol T NP0 CITOBEPATKAC €V TG NPOC AXKESULOVIOUC MOAEUGY
QANOLC 8E PEMEAETNKMC POLVETOU, EVOL 8E LOVOV €NV AdYOV, TOV Nepl TS~ AVISOoEnC.

937. Zos. 254. 31: £YPOLPE € AOYOUC MOLVITYUPLKOVC KO OVUBOVAELTIKOUC TV YO SIKOLVIKDY
Qi XETO MAEOVEKIC St TO §VO NABN FXELY Cwuomkd:, SU 1€ SEAOC NV Kol XOBEVTC Th Q@Y. Kol
oV1w¢ AY SetAdC xod oiSA®Y Ko P PEPWY AEYELY €V TOLC MANBECL St TO QUTOPPNOLOOTOY, HOTE
AEYETO MOTE ¢ QLDTOV £ENYOUREVOL EMELONABOV TVEC OXDTOD QKOVONU, & 8 OUSOVPEVOC
£oLONNOEY. EAGUBOVE SE XPAMOTOL NAWROAA VREP THC SISOLOKOAIOC IOPOL PEY TV TOATRY
OVSEY, QOMEP YEPOIC TOVTO KOTUBEUEVOC KO TPOPELC KOTOBGAAWY TH MOTPISL, MO 88 1@V
EEVOY O SPOLXHOS ... TAOVOLOC 8E YEVOUEVOC EUEPIONTO TOV MAOVTOV NPAC TV MOALY St Th¢
EVVOLOLC, TPLNPOPXLOG KOU TIOAAGK AELTOVPYIO GUVIEARDV.

938, [soc. 1: OMOVSNAY PEV EMOLETTO MPXTIELY 1€ kod AEYELY TOL MOALUKS, QC 8¢ f QUOIC
NVOVILOVTO, TR NPOTO KO KUPLOTHTO! TOU PATOPOC BUPEACUENT, TOAUOLY TE KOU PWVNC MEYEBOC, MV
XOPIC OVYX 01OV TE NV £V SXAW AEYELY, TOCUTNC MEV GMEDTN THC NPOUPETEWC.

939. Panathenaicus X1 10.

940. Plut. Dem. 6. 4.

941, Ps-Pl. 838e: €1XE & GAAOTPIWC MPOC ENMISELELY, (X CUPICOUEVIV TTOTE TIPOC OLITOV TPLDY i
MY AKPOOLOLY TOUC PEV SU0 KAUTHOXELY TOV 8¢ TPITOV GITOADOOU, QAYEVOC €iC THV ETLOVOOY HEELV
VOV YO oOTR 10 BEXIPOY ELVOU £V GKpOOINPiy. E1MBEL 88 kod MPOC TOUC YVWPINOUC OrDTOD
AEYELY, O QLUTOC UEV SEKOL VDY SISOKOL, Q) 8 oDTOV SLEXEOVTL TOAUKY KOU EDPWVIOY SMOELY
SEROKLOXIAIOG. ko POC TOV EPOPEVOY Sid T OVK @V ardTdC Tkavde JAAOVC MOLET, ELNEY STt Kol
od SxOvoU oWOTOd PEY TEPELY O SOVOVTON TOV 8€ OISNPOY TUNTKOY MOLOVOLY.
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now full. In the same context Ps.-Plutarch also notes how Isocrates used to claim that
he would give 10,000 minae to anyone who could teach him courage and a pleasant
voice, or how he compared himself to a whetstone, who could make others good
speakers, when he was not one himself. There is no specific evidence to suggest that
Hermippus was the author of these anecdotes, though we have seen that a number of
such notices in the "auctaria" are indeed derived from him. The parallel with
Demosthenes, whose speech problems he did deal with, suggests that Hermippus
mentioned how Isocrates suffered from similar problems, perhaps even noting, as the
later biographers do, how they prevented him from taking up a political career.

In his discussion of Isocrates’ rhetorical career (837a-e), Ps-Plutarch had added
certain anecdotal material of Hermippan origin to the common history on which both
he and Dionysius drew for their accounts.’*? This included a reference to establishing
a school in Chios (837a-c), to composing letters for Timotheus (837¢c) and to refusing
Demosthenes instruction (837de). Running through all these anecdotes is a common
theme: Isocrates’ wealth from teaching. As was shown in Chapter 1, all the additions
to the first passage (837a-c) made by Ps-Plutarch over and above Dionysius’ account
are derived from a single source. This source began by first noting that because
Isocrates lost his family estate during the Peloponnesian war, he had to try his hand at
logography to recover his lost fortune. Though he wrote for others, we are told, he
only appeared in court once, to deliver the Antidosis. Next it was noted that after

failing as a logographer, Isocrates turned to philosophy and to writing speeches, which

942. See Chapter 1 pp. 70-72.
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were of two types, panegyrical and deliberative. Initally he set up a school in Chios
with nine students. The same source told the story of how Isocrates berated himself
for selling his soul, the very first time he saw his fees counted. It also noted that he
had instituted at Chios a constitution on the model of Athens. The whole passage in
Ps.-Plutarch was then rounded off by a note of Hermippan origin that Isocrates made
more money than any other sophist, so much so that he even served as trierarch.®43
Zosimus’ brief account of Isocrates’ career follows along the same lines as Ps.-Plutarch
837a-c’44 He begins by noting that the orator wrote Adyoug nMOvVNYUPLKOUS Kol
ouvBouvAevukov¢. He then proceeds to mention that the orator on most occasions
(nAeovdkig), and by implication not aways, kept away from judicial cases. This must
be an allusion to the Antidosis, which he supposedly delivered in court. He concludes
as Ps-Plutarch does by mentioning the great wealth that Isocrates made from teaching
and the trierarchies that he performed for the state’*® Not only these last two details
but perhaps also the general outline of Zosimus’ account should be considered

Hermippan in origin. Certainly it follows closely the source that provided Ps.-Plutarch

943, 837 a—c: €Nel & NVEPWON, IOV PEV TTOMLTUKDV NMPOYHKTWY GIEGXETO {OXVOPWYOC T BV
Ko €DAXPBNG TOV TPONOY KOl TOL MOTPRO CUTOBEBANKAC €V 1) NPOC ACKESHUMOVIOUC TOAEUGY
GANOLG 8E PEPEAETNKWC POUVETOU, EVOL 8E HOVOV EMWY AOYOV, TOV MepL TC AVISOoEWK. SLOCTPBY
8€ OVONOKUEVOC, EML 1O PLAOCOPETY KO YPXPELY SLOCVONBELC £TPOETo, kod 1OV 1€ TTovnyuptkdv
AOYOV Ko VOIS AAOVC TV GUUBOVASUTIKDY ... GXOATIC & MYELTO, (¢ UVEC POOL, MPDTOV &N
Xiov, podntog £xwv EvvEor 8te kol iSOV TOV IoBOY GPIBHOVPEVOY ELNE SokpUoC (O "ENEYVOY
ELOLLTOV VOV TOUTOLS MEMPOUEVOY.” ... KO GPXOC 8E kod mepl THY Xiov kOTECTNOE Kod TV 00TV
0 NIPISE MOATELNY XPYUPLOY T SO0V OVSEIC COPICTWY EVNOPNOEY, MC KOU TPLNPOPXIO0KL.

944. Zos. 254. 31. For text see above, n. 934

945 This point is illustrated by Zosimus by an anecdote on Ephorus the Diphorus: UEAEL
E@Opov 1vOC aLDTOU HoNTod SMEABOVIOC €V TN MRSt Kot $ABOVIOC MEALY TIPOC 10 GVOAXBET Y
Kot SOVIOC TG O EKOAEL TOVTO ALGEQPOPOY. MAOVGCIOC 86 YEVOUEVOC EUEIPICHTO TOV TAOVTOY NPAC
MV MOALY 8L NG EVVOINK, TPINPOPXIOG KOU TTOAAAG AELTOVPYIOC CUVIEADY. The same anecdote is
found in the "auctaria" of Ps-Pl 839a.
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with the additional material found at 837a-c.

It was probably that same source that provided Ps-Plutarch with the anecdotes
on Timotheus (837c) and Demosthenes (837de). Like the Chian one regarding
Isocrates’ fees they also illustrate the wealth that Isocrates earned from his teaching,
and perhaps formed part of an extended discussion in that source on that topic. In
the context of his own discussion of Isocrates’ students Ps.-Plutarch tells how Isocrates
composed letters for Timotheus, for which he was awarded a talent from the booty
taken at the siege of Samos, and again how he refused to teach Demosthenes, when
the latter could only pay one-fifth of his fee, explaining that he sold his instruction
whole, just as people sell fine fish whole®*” There are indications that the source of
all this additional material in Ps.-Plutarch was Hermippus himself.

That he showed such an interest in Isocrates’ wealth is confirmed from fr. 64.4
The biographer had learned from an otherwise unknown Evander, who had written a
Kata 1wV copLotwy, that Isocrates had recieved 20 talents from Nicocles for his

Eulogy of Evagoras®® To this must be compared a fragment of Philodemus, where

946. 837c: kpOOTOd 8 OLDTOV £YEVETO £i¢ ExartdV, &AAOL TE TIOAAOL kod TipdBeoc 6 Kdvwvoc,
oUY @ KO MOAAGC TOAELC EMNAGE, CUVIBEIC T NPOC ~ABNVOEoUe Und THOBEOV MEUROPEVOC
EMLOTOAGKC: BBEV E8PWPHONTO BVTH THANVIOV TV GO TAYOV MEPLYEVOUEVWY.

947. 837de: ko ANUOCBEVN & £ PNTOPEVOVIL POOL PETX OMOVSTIC MPOCEABELY QLOT®, Kol
XIALOC PEV B¢ [HOVOIC] EICEMPATIETO OVK E£XELV POVOUL TIPOLOXELY, SLOKOCIOWG 8E <POVO> SMOELY,
£p° @ € TO MEUNTOV PEPOC EKPOBETY TOV & QMOKPivOIoBoU G "0V TEPOLXILOUEY, ® ATMOCBEVEC,
MV MPOYHOTELY (ONEP 8E TOVC KXAOVC iX8V¢ SAOUC MWAOVUEY, oUW KXY® OOL, € BOVAOLO
POBNTEVELY, OGAOKANPOY GUTOSMOOOUOL TV TEXVNY.

948. Hypothesis Isocrates 11 ad Nicoclem: “Eputnnoc 8 onotv €v 1@ nepl 100  Iookpdtou,
NopotBENEVOC EVOVEpOY 1Vl KT TV COPLAT@Y €ipNKOTo, ¢ 8Tt APV £(K0aGL TRAGNVT
nopd 100 NitkokAéoug a0to¢ & “Tookpdtne, EREpYey atdIQ 1OV AGYOV TOVTOY, TEAEUTRCOVIOE ToU
Evoryopov, Gomnep xod 1001w BOVAGEVOC XPNOIMOC YEVECBOU PETY! THY TOD NOIPOC TEAEVTNV.

949. The Evander in question is perhaps to be identified with the Academic, who was a

contemporary of Hermippus (DL IV 60); see Wehrli Suppl. I 83, who also thinks that Evander belongs to

313



the donation of Nicocles mentioned by Hermippus is connected with that of
Timotheus®® In philosophical circles at least the two notices were presented together
as evidence of the wealth which Isocrates made from rhetoric. It can be certain that
if Evander made the connection, so did Hermippus, who drew upon him as a source.
The only difference is the size of Timotheus’ gift, which Ps.-Plutarch valued at a
talent. This is likely what Caecilius gave,”” who drew on Hermippus.

Another passage from Ps.-Plutarch, 838a, should be brought in at this juncture®s?
The mention of the donative of 20 talents from Nicocles assures us that what we
have here is an excerpt from Hermippus. The passage begins by noting that Isocrates
acquired considerable wealth from teaching (eUnOpnoe & KOV OV LOVOV GPYLPLOV
elonpdrtwy yvwpipoug) and concludes by noting that it was because of this wealth that
he was brought up on trial and eventually forced to perform a trierarchy. This is
essentially the thought of 837c, where exactly the same thing, in virtually the same
language, is stated at the conclusion of the account on the school on Chios: dpy0pLOV
1 000V 0VLSEC COMLOTV ELNOPNOEY, W¢ kKol tpinpopynoct. The same source must be

assumed for both notices. But, as we have shown,®? the last notice came from the

the TVEG who according to the Hypothesis to Isocrates’ Evagoras asserted that the orator received 30
talents: AEYouot 8€ uve¢ Su kol TPIAKOVION THANVIO UNEP TOVTOL £868xxt0. But this would
contradict the statement of the other Hypothesis.

950. Rhet. 11 178. 166-9: [ Iookpdng mopdd] 100 Kunpiofv téacevior EIAaBeY €ixloot xod nodpc
Tuyl08i0v 100 KbIvwvoc ovtog EABeY GAJACL SEKTL K.

951. Hubell, "Isocrates and the Epicureans,” CP 11 (1916) 407; cf. Fuhr, "Zu Philodems rhetorischen
Schriften,” RhRM 57 (1902) 430.

952. 838a: EVUNOPNOE <8'> (KAVAC OV HOVOV GPYUPLOY EIONPATIHY TOUC YVOPIHOUS, JAAX Kol
nopde NixokAéoug 100 Kunpiwy BootAéwc, O¢ Ay Vi EDoydpov, €(koot THANVIO: AcB®dY Unep
100 NPOC VIOV YPOUPEVIOC AOYOU 8@ OLC PBOVNBELC TPIC MPOLBANON TOLNPOPXELY, KOUTOL SIC PEV
XOBEVELOLY OKMYCHEVOC SLOL TOV OUSIC MOPMTAoNTO, 1O 8¢ TPITOY VNOCTHC AVAAWCEY OVK OALYOL.

953. pp. 63-4
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xoivn totopio, for nearly the same idea is expressed by Dionysius, who drew his
biographical material from that source’> In Zosimus’ biography the same connection
is made between Isocrates’ wealth from teaching and his service as a trierarch®> It
seems that Hermippus was also the source of the common history, which in the later
biographies briefly noted how Isocrates made more money than any other sophist
from his teaching. In his own biography, however, Hermippus went into much
greater detail on this point, detailing the precise source of this wealth, such as his
friendship with Timotheus and the composition of the Eulogy of Evagoras, and even
describing how that wealth led to Isocrates’ prosecution in court on three separate
occasions on charges of evading trierarchic service. Twice his adopted son Aphareus
successfully defended him, alleging the illness of his father. But on the third occasion
he was convicted and forced to perform a trierarchy. It is in this context that
Ps.-Plutarch’s earlier statement makes sense (837a), that as a logographer Isocrates may
have written speeches for others but delivered only one himself, the Antidosis: dAAoig
8¢ UEHEAETNKGC Qaivetow, £var 8 poOvov elnwv Adyov, tOv nepl thie  Avuddoswe. Both
that detail and the account of his trial here are all derived from Hermippus.

In that account he noted the fact that Aphareus had twice defended Isocrates in court.
This must mean that he also mentioned Isocrates’ marriage to Plathané and the

subsequent adoption of her son Aphareus. The question is: in what context? Zosimus

954. Isoc. 1: TAODTOV 80OV OUSEIC TV GUTO PLIAOCOPIOG XPTEOTICOUEVWV.

955. Zosimus, however, presents a more favourable tradition, according to which Isocrates never
charged his fellow citizens but only foreign students, and never begrudged his liturgies to the state.
Ps.—Plutarch knowns of this tradition but only in the “auctaria” (838f): MOAIINY & OUSENOT ElGEMPOEE
HLOBOV.
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refers to it at the end of his section on the orator’s genos, which, however, seems out
of place. Ps.-Plutarch, by contrast, at 838a introduces it just before going into his
account of Isocrates’ wealth, which included the notices on the donative of Nicocles
and subsequent trials of the orator. In Ps.-Plutarch’s account this is appropriate, since
it informs the reader about Aphareus, who was to defend Isocrates in court on the

two occasions.”®  This may be the precise context where he introduced the notice.

III. 4. The Sexual Mores: The Idomenean Element

However, there is another possibility. Ps-Plutarch notes that Isocrates adopted
Aphareus when he was an old man. This points to another incident which Hermippus
had placed in the orator’s old age, his alleged affair with the hetaira Lagisce.?>’
According to Athenaeus, Hermippus reported that Isocrates took up with Lagiscé

when he was advanced in years, and that their liaison produced a daughter. As

956. 838a: £YEVETO & OrDI® kod MOLLC ~AQapeDC MpeoBitn Svu x MAxBdVNC The “Tiov 100
PATOPOC MOIMTOC, TV 88 TC YUVOUKOC TPLAY MOUS®Y O VEDTHTOC. EVNOPNOE 8 IKOVEC KTA.

957. Fr. 65: Athen. XIII 592d: “Eppuuto¢ 8 €v 1Q nepl IooKpAToue MpoBoivovid onot M
NAKie 1OV “TookpdTn SVAOBETY Accyiokory THY £Todpory €i¢ THY oikiowy, €8 N¢ kod yevEaBou
OOTE BLYATPIOY. PVIHOVEDEL 8 OrOTNC STPATUC £V TOVTOLC

KOl THY AQYLOKOY THY ~I0OKPATOUC TOAAGKTY
{81V pe oLUKALoUoHY EDVOdONY £l
OV T oDAOTPUNNY OLVTOV...

KU AVOIOC 8 €V 16 KoTor Aaidog, € YVNoLog & AOYOC LVMHOVEDEL ODTNC, KOTOAEYWY KOd

QAN ETOUEPOIC €V TOVTOLC KTA.
Cf. Harpocr. AQyloKo: AVGLOC €V 10 MPOC ACUSOL, €L YVAOLOC. AQYIOKOC THC ETOUPOLC
LVNUOVEDEL Kod ZTpATUC O KepxOC oDt
Aoylokory TV TookpATOuS NMOAACKAY
(8€TV pe oUKALOVOY EVDVOUOY £
OV T orDACTPUINY OLOTOV.

Harpocration gives the exact same text as Athenaeus, even including, as does the latter, a reference

to Lysias’ speech against Lais, right down to the question of the authenticity of that speech. Obviously

the two authors drew on the same source,
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evidence, he quoted from the comic poet Strattis. Zosimus adds the important detail,
which we assume was in Hermippus’ own account, that the citation came from the
Atalante®® The same account is found excerpted in a section of the "auctaria" of
Ps.-Plutarch’>® The compiler of this excerpt has followed our biographer closely,
noting, as he did, that the affair with Lagiscé occurred in Isocrates’ old age and from
their liaison was born a daughter. He only adds that she died prematurely at the age
of 12. The same passage is prefaced by a description of the orator as mpo¢ T
appodiota katagepng, precisely how Idomeneus, followed by Hermippus, had
characterized Hypereides and Demosthenes®®® As with their biographies, so in his
Biog of Isocrates, Hermippus included a section on the orator’s sexual propensities,
which among other things described his illicit affair with Lagisce.

Among the other things noted on this subject, if the passage at 839ab is any

958. 255. 44: EOKWNTOV 8 TOUTOV Of KWUIKOL MC KEXPTHEVOY UVl NMOPVN Aoylokn OVOUKTL....
256. 77: ok@MIoVoL & oOTOV, OC £LTOV Kod Gvw, of Kwuikol &t Aoryiokn, @V €i¢ g0t kod
TIPATUC, AEYWY TOOTOL &V ATOAGVITY

xod TV Aaylokny v 100KpATouc TOAANKTY
EUPELV PEV OUKOLOVONY, £16° TKELY TOLXV
OV orDACTPUNNY OLDTOV.

959, 839ab: £YEVETO 8€ KO MPOC TOL KPPOSIOLOL KOTOLPEPTIC, OC VMONACT® TIOPELAKVTHEVR £V
m Koltn XPNoBo, KPOKE SIBPOXOY EXOVIOL TO NPOOKEPXACUOY. KOU VEOV HEV OVIOL un yhuou,
Ynpd&oovtor 8 Etodpor CUVETVOUL T) SVopor AV Aoyiokn, €8 ¢ EoXE BUYSTPIOY O YEVOUEVOY ETV
Sm8ekat PO YWY EreAcvoEy. Enettor ITAcdSvny ™y Tniov 100 PATOPOC YUVLKOL AYXYETO
IPETC MOLLSOE EXOVOOY, OV TOV ~APUPEN (X TIPOEPNTOL (838a) ENMOLATOLTO, OC KO EIKOVHL ALDTOD
XOAKTY QvEBNKe MPOC 1) " OAVIIIEW ENL KIOVOC Kod EREYPOLEY

"IooKPATOUC ~AQOPEDC NIOIPOC EIROVOL TAVS GVEDNKE
ZnVL, BE0VC TE OEPWY KOU YOVEWY OPETAV.

960. In fr. 68al (Athen. XIII 590c) Hermippus on the evidence of Idomeneus alleges that Hypereides
kept several hetairai and in the parallel passage of Ps—Plutarch 849d, Hypereides is characterized as MpOC
O UPPOSIOLOL KOTOUPEPTK. According to Athenaeus (XIII 529f) Idomeneus noted that Demosthenes was
&K('))\OLOTOQ napi o d((ppOSiOLOL and had children by a hetaira. Similarly Hermippus reported of the
orator that he was NPOC TOC NBOVAC GKOAXGTOC (fr. 75 Suda ATMOGBEVIC 454),
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indication, were his effeminate sleeping habits: his use of underpadding and
saffron-dripping pillows. This was certainly clear evidence of lewd behaviour. But
apparently in the same section, again if Ps.-Plutarch is any indication, Hermippus
mentioned his marriage to Plathané, the wife of Hippias. There is some confusion in
our sources as to whether she was the daughter or wife of Hippias. At 838a, the
passage alluded to in the "auctaria", Ps.-Plutarch seems to make her his daughter,
though the language of the Greek does not necessarily have to imply this: éyéveto &
avt® kol natc ~Agopebe npeofitn 6vu ék [MAaBdvne ¢ ‘Inniov 10V phtopog
notntdg, TV 8 TNE Yuvoukog tptwv naidwy 0 vewtatog. Certainly the fact that the
marriage is placed in Isocrates’ old age suggests a Hermippan origin and it is clear
from the passage in the "auctaria" (839ab), which was derived from Hermippus, that
Plathané was the wife of Hippias. Zosimus, however, indicates that she was his
daughter,’®! but he may have misunderstood his source, particularly if the language
was as ambiguous as that of Ps.-Plutarch 838a. Both Harpocration®? and the Suda,’®
on the other hand, speak of Aphareus as Hippias’ son, and so must have used a source
that had Plathané as the wife. The balance of our sources then follow this version,
which, as we have argued, was derived from Hermippus. In its original context it
must have alluded to some illicit behaviour on Isocrates’ part, such as we find in the

references to Pericles’ marriage to the wife of Hipponicus.®®

961, 253. 4: YuvolLkoe 8 frySeyeto MAcBdvny uve, Tmiou 100 PATOPOC GUTOYEVVWHEVTY.

962. Harpocr. AQOEDC: ovtoc Trumiov pEv N vidg, Evopiteto & “Tookpdroue

963. Suda ~AQOPEVC 4556: ABNVXTOC PATWP, VIOC T0V GOPLOTOV Diov ko TMAcBoVIK,
npoYovoe 8¢ “TookpAToue To0 PATOPOC.

964. Plut. Per. 24. 8
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IIL 5. Death

In the section in which Hermippus dealt with Isocrates’ illicit behaviour, the
biographer made mention of the orator’s affair with Lagisc€, the birth of a daughter
of that liaison, the marriage to Plathané, the wife of Hippias, and the adoption of
Aphareus, all of which, he noted, occurred in his old age. This last detail obviously
formed a natural transition to an account of the orator’s death’®> At some point in
that final section of the biography, Hermippus noted that as an old man, a little
before his death and that of Philip, Isocrates had composed his Philippos®% Precisely
the same thing is stated by Ps.-Plutarch in the context of a larger passage, which
included references to other speeches composed in his old age and an account of the

orator’s death’” Hermippus may have rounded off his own account of the orator’s

965. After mentioning that the comic poets ridiculed Isocrates for his affair with Lagiscé (255. 44)
but before actually quoting Strattis (256. 77), Zosimus digresses, first attempting a refutation of the comic
charges (255. 45-51) and then providing a detailed catalogue and discussion of Isocrates’ speeches (51-77).
The first part of the digression is Zosimus’ own, the second was taken from a hypomnematic source of
some kind. At 256. 77 he returns to his biographical source, quoting from Strattis, but goes no further.
At 256. 83 he changes sources and begins again with the orator’s birth,

966. Fr. 66: Hypothesis Isocrates V Philippus: £yporye 8¢ 0 “lookp&ing 1OV AOYOV YEpwY @V,
HIKPOY TIPS TN¢ €cuTo kod DAoL TeAEUTH, é¢ pnoty 6 “Epuunoc,

967. 837ef: ETEAEVIOL 8 £l XoUPWVSOU GPXOVIOC, CMOYYEABEVIWY TV MEPL XOUPOVELOY €V
m TNokpHTOVE NUANICTPX TTUBOEVOC, ELOYOLYWY CCDTOV TOD POV TETIPOLY THEPOU ¢ SIOL TOV
OLTlWY SUToaXECBOU, RPOEMAY TPELC dpXO Spoydaawy Edpinisov

Aovaid¢ O MEVINKOVIO! BUYXTEPWY IO
[TéAoy O ToarvtdAetog gic ooy HoA@Y
S186vdY not’ &otv K&spoc SkAmav

OKT® Kol EVEVAKOVIOX TN BLove N G¢ TveEC EKOTOV, OVX VNMOUEIVOC TETPAKLC ISELY TNV
‘EAAGSOC KOLTOSOVACUUEVTV TIPS EVIOUTOU 1} & TLVEC TIPO TECOBPWY TRV TE TEAEVTNC TLYYPOoK
10V TTovaBnvoukoy. 10V 8€ TTorvyVpkov €160t SEKOL TUVEBNKEY, Ol 8€ SEKOMEVIE AEYOUOLY, OV
HETEVIIVOXEVOL €K TOV TopYiov 100 ALOVIIVOU ko Avoiow TOV 8E nepl ¢  AVuSOoen 500 Kou
OYSoNKOVIOL €11 YEYOVGE: TOUC 8¢ TPOC DIAUTIOV OALY® MPOTEPOY TOV BAVATOV.
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death with a similar catalogue; indeed the idea that the Panegyricus was based on the
speeches of Gorgias and Lysias has a familiar Hermippan sound.’s

As was shown in Chapter 1, those details in Ps.-Plutarch’s account of Isocrates’
death in common with Dionysius, namely that he died at age 98, in the archonship of
Chaerondas, at the time of the battle of Chaeronea, were derived from the common
history. But the other details, particularly of an anecdotal kind, not found in
Dionysius were derived from another source, probably Hermippus. These included a
second tradition, according to which Isocrates died at 100, the news of Chaeronea
reaching Isocrates in the palaestra of Hippocrates, his death after four days of
starvation and his recitation of the opening lines of Euripides’ plays to justify his
suicide’® All this must come from a source similar to the one used by Zosimus, who
provides exactly the same details as Ps.-Plutarch’’® Like Ps.-Plutarch, he also includes
the second tradition of 100 for Isocrates’ age, notes that the orator died of starvation
and quotes the same verses from Euripides. That Zosimus used a common source

rather than Ps.-Plutarch is clear from the fact that his account is much more detailed.

968. Elsewhere Hermippus had noted that Euthias’ speech was actually composed by Anaximenes or
that Demosthenes had secretly acquired and mastered the speeches of Isocrates and others.
969. See pp. 79-82
970. 258. 141: €BioE &8 of pPEV Aéyouoty 6 du p” £, of & On’. SuEBorve & €l Xoupovsov
&PXOVIOC PET TNV €V Xoupwveloe Péxny, ALRNBelc St THY ATIY Kol THY GUPQPOPAY THY
YEVOUEVNY EKETOE TOTC ~ABNVOUOLC NP DIAIITOV.  YIOKKPTEPNOO & ETEAEVINCEY, MC MEV
AnUNTPLOG PNoty 8 Auépag, ¢ 8 T APOPEDC 18 (SEKL ()¢ 8 Of TECONPOIC Sauppe). TIPOOLVOLYVOUC
8€ TOVTOVE TOVC OTiXOUC ETEACUTNOEY £k ¥ Spopdtwy Evpunisov
AOVOOC O TIEVINKOVIO! BUYXTEPWY NP
St8@WOY NOT XtV KASuog EKAmY
TIEAOY O TorvtoAeToc €ic TTLoxY HOADY
SNAQRY £k TOVTWY (¢ Sut, Gonep ekervoL PopPopoL Svie EABOVIEC £ic TV EAA&SOL KTEGXOV
oOTNE, oYW Kod TETPTOC TIC OVTOC GvepLN Seondtr e EAAGSoc O DiAutnoc.

A brief synopsis follows on the myths of Danaus, Cadmus and Pelops.
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It gives two, possibly even three, versions of the number of days that Isocrates took
to starve himself to death, even noting sources, and it concludes with a synopsis on
the myths of Danaus, Cadmus and Pelops. It even provides a fuller interpretation of
Euripides’ verses that helps clarify Ps.-Plutarch’s succinct and rather obscure
explanation. Yet they are essentially identical. According to Zosimus, Philip
represented the fourth (t€toprog) barbarian master after Danaus, Cadmus and Pelops.
According to Ps.-Plutarch, Isocrates ended his life because he could no longer endure
seeing Greece enslaved four times (tetpdkig). Behind the two authors must stand a
common source, which was more fully excerpted by Zosimus. That source was likely
Caecilius, who used Hermippus to supplement the kotvn) iotopic.

Zosimus’ detailed account of Isocrates’ death comes in the second half of his
biography. At line 83 Zosimus switches sources (Aéyovor 8¢ uveg) and begins his
biography afresh. As we have seen, up to that point (1-82) he drew on a source
dependent on Hermippus. But for the new sections which now follow, on the birth,
education and students of Isocrates, Zosimus’ text shows a striking similarity to that of
Dionysius, Ps-Plutarch and POxy 3543, where they have drawn on the xotvn Lotopio.’”!
This extends to line 98. The rest of the notices, however, point to a rhetorician.
They include anecdotes about Theopompus and Ephorus (257. 98-108), whose
contrasting natures Isocrates readily discerned; to one he was said to have applied the
bridle, to the other the spur. There are notes on how Isocrates emulated Gorgias’ use

of similar-ending words and of balanced clauses (257. 119-20), but how his terse

971. See pp. 82-3
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phrases lacked the grace of Lysias (257. 121-2). Included is also a detailed catalogue of
his speeches (258. 129-41). Zosimus’ source drew on an author who was, on the one
hand, dependent on the xotvn totopio for certain biographical information, and, on the
other, showed an interest in rhetoric. The points of contact with Ps-Plutarch may
even suggest that Zosimus has preserved an excerpt from Caecilius. Indeed their
accounts of the orator’s death are so similar that they must be derived from the same
source. Caecilius is generally regarded as the author of Ps.-Plutarch.

But, as we have argued in Chapter 1, Caecilius used Hermippus extensively to
supplement notices found in the common history. The latter perhaps contained only
the chronological information that Isocrates died at the age of 98, in the archonship of
Chaerondas, at the time of the battle of Chaeronea, since all these details are to be
found in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who expressly drew on that source?”? Although
the same information is to be found in both Ps.-Plutarch and Zosimus, their expanded
accounts were derived from a common source, which supplemented the information
of the common history with details from a biographer. If that source was indeed
Caecilius, Hermippus was the biographer. Thus we may conclude that the latter
described Isocrates’ death in much the same way as Ps-Plutarch and Zosimus had. He
had noted then how Isocrates committed suicide by starving himself, after hearing the
news of the defeat at Chaeronea. He may have included, as in Zosimus, various

versions on the length of time it took Isocrates to starve to death, even naming his

972. Isoc. 1: ETEAEVTO TOV Blov £nl Xoupwvisou XPXOVIOC OAYIOC THEPOUC VOTEPOV THC €V
XOoUpWVelRr HoXNE SUETY SEOVIOL BERLOKME EXOLTOV £TN KTA.
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sources,”’® but perhaps favouring, as in Ps.-Plutarch, the four-day tradition, which
allowed Isocrates’ death to coincide appropriately with the funeral of those who died
at Chaeronea. Thus on the fourth day, when the funeral was being held for those
fallen in the battle, just before he died, Isocrates recited the opening lines of three of
Euripides’ plays to explain his suicide. In this dramatic fashion Hermippus described
Isocrates’ death, which came at the age of 100. But as always his account contained a
mixture of anecdote and erudition. As in Ps.-Plutarch’s account, Hermippus concluded
with a brief catalogue of the speeches that Isocrates had composed in his old age,
some, like the Philippos, just before his death. With this he rounded off his
biography.

In the three biographies examined Hermippus followed a regular scheme,
which began with the genos and concluded with the death of the orator. In between
were sections on the education and sexual mores of the orator in question. Usually
one of those sections was developed more fully. So, for instance, Hermippus discussed
at length the early education of Demosthenes, including a detailed discussion of his
teachers and the various exercises which he employed to improve his voice and
delivery. Every extant biography of the orator included a similar discussion and
Hermippus must be considered responsible for the transmitting of the tradition into

later antiquity. He was a meticulous writer, always quoting his sources, often

973. Zosimus includes at least two other versions, one by Demetrius and one by Aphareus. Unlike
Zosimus, Ps—Plutarch does not mention the 9 day tradition, when he gives his full account of the orator’s
death at 837e, but is only familiar with it in the "auctaria" 838b: £2€ABETY 8¢ TOU PLOV O PEV
EVOTOLTOY POIOL OLTWY GUTOGXOUEVOY, O 8¢ TETOPTHLOV CHOL TOTC TOPOLC TV £V XOUPWVELQL
MECOVIWY. This tradition is attributed to Demetrius (Phalerum?).
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including different variations on any given topic, even excerpting earlier works on
which he drew. Hence he was a favourite source of reference for later biographers
and stands behind a good deal of the biographical tradition, not only of Isocrates,
Demosthenes and Hypereides, but of other orators such as Asechines and Lycurgus,

whom, as the evidence suggests, he dealt with in some form or other.
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CONCLUSION

The evidence suggests that Hermippus was a pivotal figure in the development
of the biographical tradition on the orators Demosthenes, Hypereides and Isocrates.
He was important both in assembling together and in transmitting what came to
constitute the common history of these orators. By the early Augustan period, at the
time when Dionysius of Halicarnassus was writing essays on the ancient orators, there
circulated a collection of biographies, commonly known as the xowvn lotopio, that
could provide the rhetorician with a standard account of an orator’s life, that is, his
common history (Chap. 1 pp. 40-6).

Hermippus’ importance as a source of the common history is confirmed in two
ways. First, when Dionysius came to write on Dinarchus he found no existing
biographies on which to draw. By the same token, he found only a few details on
Isaeus’ life in the xoivn iotopio, the obvious reason being that Hermippus had only
mentioned Isaeus briefly in his biography of Demosthenes (Chap. 4 p. 224).  Still,
what details Dionysius could find mainly were derived from the biographer (Chap. 1
pp. 38-9). What this means is that little or no common history existed on those
orators who were treated incidentally, or ignored, by Hermippus. But the exact
opposite was the case for the life of Isocrates. His tradition was rich indeed.
Dionysius himself gave only a brief summation of what could be found in the
common history on that orator. By contrast, Ps.-Plutarch’s biography is much fuller
and approaches the size of a standard bios within that tradition. The comparison of

their lives revealed that Ps.-Plutarch not only drew on the same source as Dionysius,
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but also a large part of that common history and a good deal of the anecdotal
material on Isocrates came from Hermippus (Chap. 1 pp 56-86).

Hermippus was, thus, a valuable source for later compilers. He carefully cited
his sources, meticulously gathered together the various traditions on a given topic and
incorporated anecdotes by earlier writers. Any existing tradition or treatment of the
orators was sure to be picked up by him. Demetrius of Phalerum was the first to
speak of Demosthenes’ need for exercise to overcome certain natural weaknesses. But
this is precisely the characterization of the orator given by Hermippus, when he noted
that Demosthenes was £nipueAng paArov ) evpung. Hermippus himself drew on
Demetrius, cited him as a source and adopted and expanded his account. Hence he
must be regarded as an important intermediary betweeen Demetrius of Phalerum and
the later tradition, where we find in every description of Demosthenes’ exercises that
very characterization of the orator. He also took over from Idomeneus anecdotes on
Demosthenes and Hypereides showing them as npo¢ ta¢ ndovag dkoéAaotor. To
illustrate the licentious behaviour of Demosthenes Idomeneus had described in some
detail the affair with Aristarchus. In the later tradition this same affair is mentioned
in connection with Demosthenes as a teacher of rhetoric. Hermippus, who discussed
at length the education and teaching of the orators, was probably the first to make
the connection. Certainly he had repeated Idomeneus’ stories about Hypereides’ erotic
affairs. Since no manuscript tradition or late biographies of that orator exist
comparable to what we find in the case of Demosthenes, it is difficult to determine
whether the Idomenean tradition filtered down into later antiquity through

Hermippus. But the fact that the Suda, whose article is an extract from a biography,
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notes that Hypereidesyvvoikev ftthOn, indicates that it had. This must be a clear
reference to his erotic affairs, as they were described by Idomeneus and as they were
transmitted into the tradition by Hermippus.

Hermippus’ biographes were schematically arranged under set rubrics. Each of
the lives examined began with the genos of the orator, included sections on his
education and sexual mores, and concluded with an account of his death. In the case
of Isocrates he provided a catalogue of speeches written in his old age. The evidence
is sufficient (Chap. 4 pp. 298-99) to suggest that he cited Diodorus of Athens for a
notice on Hypereides’ burial place. He undoubtedly included similar information for
Demosthenes, perhaps a reference to the distich inscribed on his statue (Chap. 4 p.
280). From this we conclude that Hermippus included sections on the grave
monuments and speeches of the orators, such as we find in many of the gené of the
manuscript tradition, in Ps.-Plutarch and presumably in other grammatical bioi.

He also treated Isocrates’ career, describing in detail his school and the wealth
which he acquired from teaching. The evidence does not permit us to conclude
definitively that a corresponding section was to be found in the lives of Hypereides
and Demosthenes, but Hermippus did note Hypereides’ involvement in the Lamian
war (Chap. 4. pp. 295-6) and perhaps described Demosthenes’ brief and unsuccessful
career as a teacher and logographer (Chap. 3 pp. 183-87). If he mentioned their
political careers, he would have done so along the lines of Ps-Plutarch, who in the
lives of both Hypereides (848¢-849a) and Demosthenes (845d-846a) includes a section,
marked by brief notices, largely derived from their speeches and closely resembling

entries from a catalogue. In any case, the evidence indicates that the scheme adopted
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by Ps.-Plutarch, one found also in the biographies of thexoitvn totopia and in other
grammatical Biot, was already used by Hermippus. That is to say, Hermippus
followed the scholarly approach to writing biography. With the exception of a
section on the sexual mores of the orators, both Ps-Plutarch and Hermippus include
sections on the genos, education, career, death, grave monument, and speeches of the
orators.

If, as we argue, Hermippus was such a pivotal figure in the development of
the biographical tradition on at least certain orators, we must consider his reliability.
Scholars have often dismissed him as simply a frivolous writer, and at times have
even regarded him as mendacious, charging that he invented the stories he told and
the sources he cited. But such allegations overlook his reputation, as a careful and
diligent writer, among ancient critics as reputable as Dionysius, who could turn to his
biographies to find important details of an orator’s life, his chronology, his bios and
political persuasion. The fact is Hermippus was both frivolous and learned, inclined to
include a good anecdote and to display his erudition. The only thing we can really
fault Hermippus for is his zeal for compiling. Perhaps he did not sift through the
material as carefully as modern scholars would like; but he did at least recount
various versions, and left it up to his reader to decide which was correct. He may
have cited obscure sources, but what scholar does not take pleasure in revealing the
breadth of his learning? Perhaps he liked a good story too, but what biographer has
not? Anecdote was the stuff of good biography. This strange mixture of erudition
and anecdote in Hermippus’ writing was in fact evident in a good deal of Alexandrian

scholarship. Even a respected scholar like Aristophanes of Byzantium, who was
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renowned for his literary scholarship, could write a frivolous collection of stories
about the escapades of Athenian prostitutes.

In fact Hermippus was only as good as his sources. As the chapters on
Demetrius of Phalerum and Idomeneus of Lampascus demonstrate, many of the
anecdotes included in his biographies were inherited. What Hermippus did, was to
provide factual details to balance the anecdotes that he found in these earlier writers.
He drew on scholarly works like Callimachus’ Pinakes or periegetical guides, where
one would expect to find reliable information on the orators. Alongside anecdote can
be found details on speeches, chronology, age, place of death and burial. Indeed this
accusation by modern critics of deliberate lying on the part of Hermippus fails to
take into account the antiquarian methods of Alexandrian scholarship. Often faced
with very little information about many aspects of their subjects’ lives, scholars simply
had to infer what they could. In many cases modern scholars can do no better in
reconstructing the lives of ancient figures, but they are more willing to confess their
ignorance. What we have is really only a difference between ancient and modern
standards of judgment and of historiography. So for instance, biographers often
overlooked the invective of comedy and rhetoric, when including biograpical details
from these sources, whereas we qualify the information with a note of caution.

Biographical research of the Hermippan kind was largely motivated by an
antiquarian interest, and this explains the obscure notices and references that fill his
biographies. Indeed much of the scholarship of the period could be defined as
antiquarian. As such, biographical evidence was strictly derived from primary texts

or other written works. Fairweather identified three major sources of biographical
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inference: the texts of the author under consideration, contemporary writers, usually
comic poets and finally other scholarly or pseudo-scholarly works.

Many biographical details and even full-blown anecdotes were inferred from
the text of the author or from comic poets. Hence the evidence of Demosthenes’
theatrical style of delivery was comic travesty and even his stutter was of comic
origin (Chap. 2 pp. 138-45). There is no other evidence outside the testimony of
Demetrius of Phalerum or the comic poets. The same is true of the nickname of
Isocrates’ father, avAonoio¢, unknown outside the biographical tradition, and in fact
inferred by Hermippus from a verse of the comic poet Strattis (Chap. 1 pp. 63-4 cf. pp.
301-4). This was a common method, utilized both by biographers and other writers.

Idomeneus, for example, on the basis of the Unép PpLVng wrongly inferred
that Hypereides had been intimate with the heraira and conducted himself shamelessly
at her trial (Chap. 3 pp. 191-4). This false inference was the basis on which an entirely
fictional account was created. A decree was discovered by Idomeneus, reportedly
passed after the acquittal of Phryne and purportedly addressing Hypereides’ conduct at
that trial. Details were added by Hermippus regarding Euthias and the authorship of
his speech (Chap. 4 pp. 290-2). The Phryne of his account was now said to have
come from Thespiae and reportedly modeled for Apelles and Praxiteles. Out of this
grew the tradition reported by later rhetoricians that Phryne’s beauty and not
Hypereides’ eloquence secured her acquittal. Even the disrobing becomes her
stratagem.

The details added by Hermippus to Idomeneus’ account illlustrate clearly the

antiquarian nature of biographical research: the use of the epigraphical works and the
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Pinakes of Callimachus, reference to the Periegetes Diodorus for the compositon of
Euthias’ speech by Anaximenes, and to other periegetical guides or treatises on
hetairai for information on Phryne. Here is the third source of inference identified
by Fairweather: scholarly and pseudo-scholarly works. The extent of this antiquarian
interest is especially apparent in Hermippus’ biographies. We find repeated references
to periegetical works, to anonymous memoirs, to writers of obscure treatises,
previously unheard of and subsequently unmentioned, excerpts from Eratosthenes nepi
kouwdiog, from Demetrius’ Rhetorica or from Idomeneus’ mepl t@v Snpaywy®v. In
view of this it is no surprise that Hermippus emerges as an important source for later
compilers of the lives of the orators. In his biographies could be found all the needed

information on which to compile their common history.
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