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PREFACE

Until recently the only notes on the speeches of Antiphon in English
were those in the Loeb edition, and there has notbeen a commentary on
all the speeches in any language since that of Maetzner in 1838. The
desirability of a complete English commentary first became evident to
me when Iincluded a substantial amount of Antiphonin acourse onthe
Attic orators at Berkeley in 1977. The response of students in that class
revealed the virtues of Antiphon as a text for teaching undergraduates
and graduate students, and I thank my students, especially Andrea
Shankman and Ann Cummings, for their enthusiasm and support.

The present work would not exist without the advice and encourage-
ment of many friends and colleagues. Among my specific debts, the
greatest is to Pat Easterling, who welcomed my proposal for this com-
mentary many years ago and did not despair (or at least concealed her
despair) when a term as department Chair and other duties delayed
completion far longer than some would have tolerated. I must also
thank Jim Zetzel who sent me collations of the two manuscripts of
Antiphon he had made some years ago, Bernd Seidensticker who
helped me obtain access to the three Teubner editions of Antiphon that
Wilamowitz had annotated and that are now in the Wilamowitz library
at the von Humboldt University in Berlin, and my colleague Gareth
Morgan who commented on parts of an earlier draft. Though classi-
cists tend to take for granted the availability of the electronic data bank
of the TLG and the Pandora search programs, it is worth reminding
ourselves how much these tools help us compensate for our inadequate
knowledge of Greek literature; no commentator today would think of
working without them.

The complete work has been read by Pat Easterling and Tom Cole,
both of whom have contributed many useful ideas and have saved me
from innumerable errors. Those that remain are, of course, my own.

Finally, Pauline Hire at the Cambridge University Press has been
wonderfully patient and helpful with all the (sometimes irritating)
details of style and format.

Austin, Texas M.G.
March 1996






INTRODUCTION

1. ATTIC ORATORY

Antiphon is the first of the Attic orators, men who wrote speeches pri-
marily for the law courts or the Assembly during the century or so from
430 to 320.! More than 100 of these speeches survive, many of them
complete, on topics ranging from important public issues and serious
crimes to business affairs, lovers’ quarrels, inheritance, and other per-
sonal or family matters. Some of these speeches were composed by the
speaker himself, but many of the forensic speeches were written by a
“logographer” (speech writer) for someone else to deliver in court, the
rule being that, with few exceptions, a litigant had to present his own
case. Antiphon delivered only one speech himself - his last, spoken in
his own defense at his trial for treason in 411 (Ant. fr. 1 below). It is an
accident of preservation that his six surviving speeches all concern
homicide, since titles and fragments of his other speeches indicate that
he treated many other areas too.

At first the works of the orators were preserved by family and friends,
or by booksellers who distributed them as examples for study or imita-
tion.? Scholars began studying these works in the third century, collect-
ing texts for the library in Alexandria and forming a “canon” (this use
of the term is modern) of ten orators,® some of them represented by
over 100 speeches. Ancient scholars gathered biographical facts about
these authors and produced grammatical and lexicographic notes; and
since some of the orators played important roles in the public affairs of
Athens, their speeches were also used as evidence for Athenian political
history.* But until the nineteenth century there was little interest in
Attic oratory as evidence for Athenian law — classical Athenian law
being of little concern to Roman or later European jurists, whose own

! All dates in this book are BC unless the contrary is either indicated or
obvious.

% Dover’s discussion (1968) is very useful, though his theory of joint author-
ship of speeches is unconvincing (see Usher 1976).

# The date and early history of the canon is disputed; Smith (1995) argues that
it was Alexandrian.

* For the historiographical value of Athenian oratory see Todd (19g0b).

1



2 INTRODUCTION

laws were notinfluenced by it - and only recently have scholars realized
the value of the orators for the broader study of Athenian society.®
Even among ancient rhetoricians the orators other than
Demosthenes receive relatively little attention. In his Rhetoric, Aristotle
cites only Isocrates more than twice; references to the poets  especially
Homer, Sophocles and Euripides  are far more numerous.® And later
writers in antiquity, like Cicero and Quintilian, rarely mention an Attic
orator besides Demosthenes,” who from atleast the time of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus (first century Bc) was agreed to be the best of the Greek
orators.? The orators are of interest only to those rhetoricians and liter-
ary critics, like Dionysius or Hermogenes (second century ap), whose
primary concern is prose style, and here too Demosthenes, the acknow-
ledged master of style throughout the period, dominates the field. This
concern with style is still evident in modern scholarship, as, for instance,
in the standard works of Jebb and Blass at the end of the nincteenth
century;” not until Kennedy’s ground-breaking work (1963) were the
orators studied from the broader perspective of rhetoric in a full sense.
The traditional emphasis on prose style and the consensus that
Demosthenes represents the culmination of the genre have affected our
assessment of Antiphon, who is commonly seen as an early pioneer
whose harsh and unsophisticated style is significant primarily for its
influence on Thucydides andlater orators. But Antiphon’s achievement
in prose style is only a small part of his total accomplishment: he is also
an important thinker who made notable contributions to legal and
philosophical thinking as well as to rhetorical theory and practice. This
contribution may be better appreciated as scholars’ interests shift from

> Webster’s book on everyday Athenian life (1969), for example, scarcely men-
tions the orators. The first scholar to perceive the broader importance of the
orators was Kenneth Dover (e.g. Dover 1974, 1978); as he has recently noted
(Dover 1994: 157), “when I began to mine the riches of Attic forensic oratory 1
was astonished to discover that the mine had never been exploited.”

5 “Antiphon” is mentioned three times in the Rhetoric: in each case the refer-
ence is to the fourth-century tragic poet.

7 Quintilian still has about as many references to Homer or Plato as to
Demosthenes.

8 Antiquity’s high regard for Demosthenes is also evidenced by the large
number of surviving papyri of his works and by the existence of scholia to them
(scholia to Aeschines were probably motivated by the interest in Demosthenes).

? Jebb, for instance, refers to his work on the orators as an “attempt to aid in
giving Attic Oratory its due place in the history of Attic Prose” (1875: 1 xiii).
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oratory as a historical record of public or private events to the various
agendas social, cultural, political, or intellectual that are now being
discovered in the speeches. More important, Antiphon can claim to have
pioneered the field of written oratory and to have helped open the way
for the public performance of oratory to replace drama as the dominant
Athenian cultural institution in the fourth century. He is the crucial link
between the fifth-century intellectualismof the sophists and the popular
culture of fourth-century oratory; and if his prose style does not meet
with our approval (see further Introd. 8), we should not therefore ignore
his many other contributions to Greek thought and literature.

2. LIFE OF ANTIPHON

Antiphon of Rhamnus (a coastal deme, or precinct, in northern Attica),
son of Sophilus, came from an old Athenian family.!” Born around 480,
he achieved enough prominence in the city to rate occasional mention
by the comic poets, but for the most part he avoided public life. In 411,
however, he was apparently one of the leaders of a group of aristocrats
who staged a coup, replacing the democratic government with a ruling
council of 400. This new government soon collapsed and almost all its
leaders went into exile, but Antiphon remained in Athens and was tried,
convicted and executed for treason. In his description of these events,
Thucydides who is reported to have been a pupil of Antiphon  gives
him an exceptionally favorable notice: “Of all the Athenians of his day
Antiphon was second to none in integrity (apetn) and had the greatest
power of thought and expression. He did not come forward in public or
willingly enter any dispute, being regarded with suspicion by the multi-
tude because of his reputation for cleverness (8evétns). Nevertheless,
for those involved in a dispute, whether legal or political, he alone was
most able to help whoever consulted him for advice.”!" Concerning
Antiphon’s trial for his role in the revolution, Thucydides adds, “of all

1" The most convenient collection of ancient testimonia to the life of
Antiphon is in Morrison (1972) 114-29.

"' Thuc. 8.68.1-2: 'Avipév fv avip 'ABnvaiwv Tév kab’ éautdv apeTi Te
oUBevds UoTepos kai kpaTIoTos EvBupnBival yevduevos kai & yvoin eimeiv, kai &
utv dfijpov ol mapicov oUd’ &5 &AAov aydva éxoUcios oUdéva, aAN’ UTdTTws TI
TARBer Biax 3dEav BewdTnTos Siakeipevos, ToUs pévTor aywvibouévous kai Ev
SikaoTnpiwi kai év Sfpwr TAeioTa €is avip, SoTis EupBouleloanTé Ti, Suvauevos
PeAeiv.



4 INTRODUCTION

the men up tomy time . . . he seems to me to have made the best defense
in a capital case.”'? Further information about his life can be inferred
from his speeches. Several lost speeches were written for other Greek
cities and one surviving speech (Ant. 5) defends a citizen of Mytilene;
this suggests that Antiphon traveled and had connections abroad. His
strong and continued interest in public affairs is also clear from the
prominence of his clients or opponents (such as Alcibiades or the
general Demosthenes). Thus, it appears that by advising and writing
speeches for others, Antiphon influenced public affairs without partic-
ipating in them openly until his last years.

Later sources tell us that Antiphon taught others, which may well be
true at least in the sensc of informal training if not of a formal school.
We also learn that he was the first person to leave written speeches.
Earlier orators, such as Themistocles or Pericles, delivered their own
speeches and had no need of a written text. Audiences might remember
the general lines of argument of these speakers or notable expres-
sions,'® but to our knowledge Antiphon was the first to write out a
speech.' Interested in public affairs and legal argument, but wishing to
avoid speaking in public, he probably began to advise friends who
would be speaking in court; later, perhaps around 430, this practice led
to his writing out an entire specch for a friend or client to memorize and
deliver as his own. Thus Attic oratory as we know it came into being rel-
atively late in Antiphon’s life: his earliest datable fragmentary speech is
about 425 (Dover 1950: 53-6), and his three surviving court speeches are
probably all from the period 420-411.'> However, his interest in law and

12 gpioTa paiveTal TGV uéxpl éot . . . BavdTou Biknv amohoynoduevos. The
speech is Ant. Fr. 1 (below).

13 Herodotus reports that before the battle of Salamis Themistocles con-
trasted the better with the worse in all things (t& 8¢ émea fiv mavta (t& kpéoow
Toiol fiooool avTiTiBéueva, 8.83); and Pericles was remembered for calling the
island of Aegina “the eyesore of the Piraeus” (Plut. Per. 8.5).

'* The Sudareports (P1180) that Pericles “was the first to give a written speech
in court” (cf. Cicero, Brutus 27); but most scholars put more faith in Plutarch’s
statement (Per. 8.5) that he left behind no writings except the texts of decrees (cf.
[Plut.] Moralia 832d).

!5 Within this time period Dover (1950) attempts to use stylistic evidence to
establish a relative order for the court speeches (6, 1, 5), but given the small
amount of text ana the short space of time, no such conclusion can be secure.
Dover’s figures on p. 57 are slightly inaccurate and inflate the differences
between the Tetralogies and the court speeches.
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legal oratory developed earlier, and the three Tetralogies (each with two
pairs of opposing speeches written for fictitious cases) were probably
composed in the 430s, if not earlier (see Introd. g).

The most disputed question about Antiphon’s life is whether the
orator is the same person as the author of the “sophistic” treatises On
Truth and On Concord, who is usually assumed to be the character
“Antiphon 6 cogiotiis” who argues with Socrates in Xenophon’s
Memorabilia 1.6.'6 The debate goes back at least to Didymus in the first
century Bc (as reported by Hermogenes, Peri Ideon 399-400), who evi-
dently argued that stylistic differences between the rhetorical and the
sophistic works preclude single authorship. This view does not appear
widespread in antiquity; the rhetorical and sophistic works were
included in the same corpus and were almost always attributed simply
to “Antiphon” with no suggestion of different authorship. However, the
various “Lives” of Antiphon do tend to mix together several different
Antiphons,!” and ancient scholars sometimes refer to “Antiphon of
Rhamnus,” “Antiphon the orator,” or (rarely) “Antiphon the sophist.”

The separatist position gained strength early in this century with the
discovery of several papyrus fragments of On Truth, in which the author
seems to present an egalitarian view of society and to advocate obedi-
ence to the requirements of nature (puois) as against the rules of law
(véuos). Some scholars found it inconceivable that this “sophistic anar-
chist” could be the same man as the aristocrat who in his speeches
repeatedly expresses respect for the laws. More recently, however, the

‘unitarian position has gained ground; scholars now recognize that an
orator who praises the law in a client’s speech before a jury is not neces-
sarily voicing his own opinion, and the papyrus fragments are less often
understood as a call to anarchy; moreover a new papyrus fragment has
forced a revision of part of the text of On Truth, eliminating an earlier
reconstruction in which the author appeared to challenge the tradi-
tional class structure.'® Scholars now also recognize that stylistic differ-
ences between different works composed for different purposes and

18 For recent discussions see Avery (1982) (unitarian), Pendrick (1987) (separ-
atist), and Wiesner (1994) (unitarian); cf. Gagarin (1990a), Pendrick (1993).

'7 Other notable Antiphons are an Athenian executed by the Thirty in 404
and a tragic poet living in Syracuse in the early fourth century.

'8 For the new papyrus text see Decleva Caizzi (1989); for an English transla-
tion of the revised text see Gagarin and Woodruff (1995) 244—7.
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different audiences - some for a reading audience, others for oral deliv-
ery (see further Introd. 8 vii) cannot be used as evidence for separate
authorship.

Most compelling, however, is Thucydides’ picture of Antiphon of
Rhamnus (quoted above), which could serve as the description of a
typical sophist: “he had the greatest power of thought and expression”
and was “regarded with suspicion by the multitude because of his rep-
utation for cleverness.” Indeed sogiotrs is the most appropriate term to
describe this well-known logographer (not strictly an orator'?), who was
a leading intellectual of his day, whose special talent was writing
speeches for others and who had a reputation for 8ewétns, a word sug-
gesting precisely that combination of cleverness, awesomeness and
technical skill normally associated with the sophists.?” Thus it seems
impossible that *.enophon or anyone clse at the time could use cogiotrs
to distinguish a fifth-century intellectual named Antiphon from the
logographer Antiphon described by Thucydides. In short, there is so
much overlap between what we know of the “sophist” and the “orator,”
that without much stronger evidence to the contrary we should con-
clude that they arc probably onc and the same man.

On this reading Antiphon was a leading Athenian intellectual inter-
ested in many different issues of his day from geométry (he proposed a
method for squaring the circle) to rhetoric, whose special interest was
law and justice. A friend of the rich and powerful, he avoided speaking
in public but advised friends on legal matters, ultimately creating the
new profession of logographer. Combining a quick intellect with
rhetorical skill and a thorough knowledge of the law, he earned large
sums, if we are to believe Philostratus, who reports (Vit. Soph. 499) that
Antiphon was accused of “selling for a high price speeches that run
counter to justice, especially to those who are in the greatest danger of
conviction.” But however successful he may have been for his clients, he
lost his final case — the only speech he delivered on his own behalf. With
so little left of this speech it is hard to account for this defeat, but the
scanty remains may suggest an intellectual arrogance and reluctance to

19" Antiphon would not be called a pritwp in the fifth century, since this term
was used only of citizens who actually delivered speeches (Hansen 1983).

20 In Plato Setvos Aéyew (“skillful in speaking”) is what Protagoras teaches his
pupils to become, according to Prot. 312d-e. It is also used of Gorgias (Symp.
198c¢); cf. Ap. 17b.
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descend to the level of the jurors that we later find in Socrates’ similarly
unsuccessful Apology (see commentary on Ant. fr. 1 below).

3. WORKS

The speech a client delivered in court presumably kept fairly close to the
written text Antiphon had provided him, but there is considerable dis-
agreement as to how much the textmay have been changed before it was
“published,” or made available for copying and distribution to others.?!
Speeches with political significance may have been more susceptible to
revision after delivery than those in private cases, where a logographer’s
reputation would derive first and foremost from his success with jurors.
If a private speech was victorious, there would be no reason to alter it
for publication, and if it lost, alteration would probably not deceive
potential clients. The “published” texts of Antiphon’s court speeches,
therefore, were probably quite faithful to the texts he provided his
clients, and we have little reason to suspect substantial alteration in the
century or so before they were collected by scholars in Alexandria.

By the first century Bc the works attributed to Antiphon formed a
corpus of sixty titles, twenty-five of which Caecilius of Cale Acte
declared spurious. These included forensic speeches and theoretical
(“sophistic”) treatises and were arranged by subject matter, the homi-
cide speeches (oi povikof) coming first. The six surviving speeches are
from this group and probably represent the first six in the ancient
corpus. Three of these (1, 5, 6) were written for actual trials and are
generally accepted as authentic. The manuscripts also preserve three
Tetralogies (2, 3, 4),?2 and we have titles of twenty other works, includ-
ing Antiphon’s final speech “On the revolution” (fr. 1), papyrus frag-
ments of which were discovered in 1907. Later writers also credit
Antiphon with an Art of Rhetoric and a collection of Prologues, but many
scholars doubt the authenticity of these. Finally, we have fragments
from three “sophistic” works: On Truth, On Concord and Politicus.?*

21" See Todd (1990b) 164-7, and Worthington (1991), who relies on a doubtful
analysis of “ring-composition” in the speeches.

22 Ttis confusing that the numbering of the Tetralogies and the corpus differ;
all references in this work are to corpus numbers (e.g. 3 = Second Tetralogy).

23 For the rhetorical fragments see the editions of Th, G or M; sophistic frag-
ments are collected in DK and G. The definitive text of all the papyrus frag-
ments is now Decleva Caizzi (1989).
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Since the end of the nineteenth century the authenticity of the
Tetralogies has been disputed. There is no hint of doubt in antiquity,?*
but some scholars have argued that historical, legal and stylistic dis-
crepancies set them apart from the three court speeches.?® These argu-
ments depend, however, on insecure assumptions about the nature or
purpose of these works, and the alleged discrepancies can be explained
if we keep this factor in mind. Whether the Tetralogies were primarily
intended to advertise the author’s intellectual and rhetorical skills or to
instruct future litigants in methods of forensic argument (or both), they
were probably intended to be read, studied, discussed, and perhaps also
imitated, improved upon or refuted by anyone interested in such
matters. Their purpose is to illustrate types or methods of argument,
which were later designated staseis;?® thus they take for granted the
general rules o1’ Athenian homicide procedure (each side, for example,
delivers two speeches) and concentrate on arguments that might be
applicable, mutatis mutandis, to many different cases. Information usually
included in a real case, factual information in particular, is largely
omitted and theoretical or stylistic interests may be indulged beyond
what would normally be found in a real case. Thus Antiphon rings the
changes on the argument from probability (eikds) ifl the First Tetralogy
and on arguments about pollution in all three, though a litigant in a real
case would probably not devote so much time to such matters. Rhetorical
considerations may at times override legal accuracy, as with “the law pro-
hibiting just and unjust homicide” (see below on 3.2.9), which could not
be a formal legal statute in any system but is presented as if it were.

Differences between the language and style of the Tetralogies and
the court speeches are discussed more fully below (Introd. 8 vii); for

2+ Three citations from Antiphon by Harpocration (second century Ap) are to
words found only in the Tetralogies (though they might have also occurred in lost
speeches). One of these citations (s.v. ayvevete) is said to come from “the second
(speech)” (B"); the word occurs in the First Tetralogy (2.3.11), indicating that
already in Harpocration’s day this work came second in the corpus.

% Sealey (1984) gives the most recent summary of possible objections and
concludes that they are later works. Some of his arguments are discussed at
appropriate places in the commentary. See also Carawan (1993), who makes
some doubtful assumptions about homicide procedure and argues that the
Tetralogies systematically reverse these.

26 The hypotheses to the three Tetralogies, which are considerably later than
the works themselves, assign each to a specific stasis; see Russell (1983) 17, with
n.72, who links the Tetralogies to the later tradition of declamation (see further
introduction to 2).
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some scholars they are evidence of different authorship (G, 15) but
others explain them as the result of differences in purpose, occasion
and perhaps date of composition (Dover 1950: 56—9). Since contempo-
rary prose works, notably Herodotus and the early Hippocratic trea-
tises, are written in Ionic dialect, it is hardly surprising that the
Tetralogies, perhaps the earliest works of Attic prose, show signs of
Ionic influence (see below n.61, Dover 1950: 57-8). The only other Attic
prose work that may be as early is the pamphlet by the so-called “Old
Oligarch,”?” and it too exhibits some slight Ionic coloring.

The Tetralogies belong to the earliest period of Attic prose, which
soon superseded Ionic prose as the medium of intellectual communica-
tion; their influence on the style of Thucydides, the first great master of
Attic prose, is evident, and their complex, sometimes experimental
style is evidence of an author who (like Thucydides) is creatively
engaged in the intellectual issues of his day. The court speeches, by con-
trast, were composed not for reading and study, but for oral delivery; in
these Antiphon naturally employs a simpler, more purely Attic prose, as
would the logographers who succeeded him; but this difference is no
reason to doubt his authorship of the Tetralogies.

Finally, the arguments of the Tetralogies fit well with the intellectual
interests of the sophistic age and the spirit of experimentation
characteristic of the period (Solmsen 1975). In particular, arguments
based on probability in the First Tetralogy and the nexus of arguments
concerning cause, effect, blame and responsibility in the Second and
Third canbe paralleled in the work of Corax, Tisias and Gorgias, as well
asin fifth-century tragedy and comedy. Thus, although it is always diffi-
cult conclusively to prove authenticity, there is no good reason to doubt
the traditional ascription of the Tetralogies to Antiphon. Indeed, these
works demonstrate well the powers of thinking and speaking so praised
by Thucydides, as well as the ewdTns that so aroused popular suspicion.

4. ATHENIAN LAW

Athenian law differed from Roman law and most modern legal
systems in its almost total lack of professionalization.?® In this regard

27 Officially entitled Constitution of the Athenians and found among the works of
Xenophon, but from the style and internal references it cannot be by him.

28 Todd (1993) esp. 1-73 presents an excellent summary of the general char-
acter of Athenian law.
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law resembled other area$ of Athenian government, where many
leading officials were chosen by lot for non-renewable one-year terms.
The legal process functioned without judges, public prosecutors,
lawyers or legal scholars; the nearest thing to a professional was the
logographer, who undoubtedly advised his client on legal matters while
composing a speech for him.?® In most cases jurors were selected by lot
from those who volunteered, and a small daily stipend helped ensure
that those without financial means could serve; cases were usually
heard by juries of 200 to 500 men. As in Anglo-American common law,
Athenian procedure was adversarial, with jurors deciding for one of the
litigants, each of whom presented his own case, even if his speech was
written by someone else. An official presided over the case, conducting
the preliminary hearings, scheduling and supervising the trial, and
announcing the verdict, but only rarely could he make a decision affect-
ing the substance of a case (see 5.8 19n., 6.42n.). There was no fixed
standard of proof. Speakers sometimes suggest that jurors should vote
for the stronger case, or for acquittal if both cases are equal (e.g.
4-4.9);>" but sometimes the defendant (understandably) urges a higher
degree of certainty (e.g. 5.64-73).

In court each side presented its case in one speech within a specific
time limit; in most private cases each then gave a second speech (see AP
67.2), probably a rebuttal of the opponent’s arguments. No cases
lasted more than a day. There was a rule that in a homicide case one
should stick to the subject (5.11, 6.9) but there was no mechanism to
enforce this rule (other than the disfavor of the jurors), and speakers in
all cases had considerable latitude in choosing their arguments; thus
subjects such as previous service to the city (or lack of it) could be intro-
duced in an attempt to influence the verdict. Such issues may strike a
modern reader as out of place in alegal case, but Athenian law served a
rather different purpose, ultimately shaped by its democratic political
ideals, in which the worth of an individual to the polis was often as
much a concern as strict obedience to the letter of the law or the
preservation of individual rights.>' When the two sides finished speak-

29 Bonner (1927) is still useful for a practical understanding of the Athenian
legal system.

30" Equal votes from the jurors resulted in acquittal (5.51m.).

3 The difference on this score between Athenian and modern practice (not
theory) should not be exaggerated. As Dover shows (1974: 288301, esp. 292-5),
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ing, the jurors decided by majority vote. No one other than the litigants
instructed them on points of law, and jurors were not bound by prece-
dent in any strict sense. Some cases had fixed penalties; in others, after
a guilty verdict, the jurors also decided the punishment by choosing
between the proposals of each side. There was no appeal from the
verdict, but a litigant could rekindle the dispute by charging a witness
with perjury or bringing suit on a related issue.

Among the different procedures for litigation at Athens the two most
common were the 3ikn and the ypagr. Although both terms could be
used generally, 8ikn of any “case” or “trial” and ypaey of any written
pleading (e.g. 1.2), they also have specific technical meanings. dikn was
the older procedure, used primarily for offenses against individuals; it
could only be brought by the victim or his relatives. In a ypags, a pro-
cedure introduced by Solon, prosecution was open to any citizen who
wished (6 Bouhdpevos); most ypagai were for public offenses. In addition
to these, other procedures were available for certain specific crimes.
Among these are eicayyelia, a less risky procedure than the ypags for
prosecuting serious public crimes like treason, and awaycwyn, or the
summary arrest and prosecution of certain common criminals (but cf.
5.8-19n.), often after an &8e€is (“denunciation”) made to the Eleven,
the officials primarily in charge of jails. It was considered legitimate,
even honorable, to prosecute one’s personal enemies for public crimes,
the idea being that everyone would keep an eye on his enemies. A less
honorable motive for prosecution was profit; those suspected of this
motive were called “sycophants” (see below Introd. 7).

The first Athenian lawgiver was Draco (¢. 620). A generation later (c.
590) Solon wrote new laws superseding Draco’s work in every area
except homicide, where he reportedly retained Draco’s law; thus the
homicide laws are praised as the oldest in the land (5.14, 6.2). Over the
years amendments were added, but little effort was made to organize or
systematize the laws until the last decade of the fifth century, when an
official commission collected and organized those laws still in effect.
One of the first results was the publication in 409/8 of the text of
“Draco’s law on homicide” on a stele in the Stoa Basileus in the agora.

the Athenians did not ignore objective factors of guilt or innocence and verdicts
today may be influenced by some of the same extra-legal considerations as in
Athens.
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A fragment of this inscription survives (/G 1* 104), and enough is still
readable for us, with the help of excerpts quoted in Demosthenes 23, to
restore the text of most of the first thirty lines.’2

Homicide** was normally prosecuted by means of 8ikn @dvou, a
private suit brought by a relative of the victim, in which the procedure
differed in several ways from that of other cases. The relative first made
a public proclamation (prorrésis) naming the killer (if he was known) and
then presented the case to the basileus (“king”), the archon in charge of
homicide cases and of several kinds of religious disputes.** The basileus
made a formal proclamation banning the accused from the agora (and
thus from the ordinary law courts, which were located there) and from
sacred places, such as temples; the accused was not imprisoned. The
basileus did not pass judgment on the substance of the accusation, only
whether it met the proper legal criteria for bringing a case. The basileus
held three preliminary hearings (prodikasiai) in successive months and
brought the case to trial in the fourth month (6.42n.). At the prodikasiai
the basileus heard the testimony of witnesses and the general outline of
the arguments to be presented at the trial. Thus a logographer like
Antiphon would compose a speech for a trial knowing the general
thrust of the opponent’s case (Dorjahn 1935). ‘

An accusation of intentional homicide would be tried by the
Areopagus, a council made up of former archons,*> whose once exten-
sive duties were much restricted by the reforms of Ephialtes in 462.
Accusations of unintentional homicide, or of killing a metic (resident
alien), a foreigner or a slave, were tried near a temple, the Palladion, by
a group of 51 ephetai; these may have been a committee of the
Areopagus. If the accused admitted the killing but claimed it fell under
specific rules for lawful homicide, the case was heard at another temple,
the Delphinion, also by the ephetai. Examples of lawful homicide are
killing a man found in bed with your wife or daughter (see Lysias 1),
accidentally killing an opponent in an athletic contest or a fellow soldier
in battle, and the unintentional death of a doctor’s patient.

32 See Stroud (1968), Gagarin (1981).

33 For a fuller discussion see MacDowell (1963).

3% See AP57. The Athenians did not use the modern expression archon basileus.

35 Estimates of the size of the council vary; as many as 200 may have been eli-
gible at a given time, but many were old men, who may not have attended regu-
larly; see Wallace (1989) 94-7.
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At a homicide trial the litigants swore especially solemn oaths that
their accusation or denial was true. Each side then spoke, plaintiff
first,’ followed by a second speech by each. The logographer probably
wrote only the first speech (cf. the reference in 6.14 to a “second
speech”), though the Tetralogies show us all four. Witnesses were not
questioned but made statements or (after about 375) confirmed written
statements that were read to the court; they also swore an oath in
support of their side. The penalty for intentional homicide was death
and confiscation of property, though the defendant was allowed to go
into exile before his second speech, and exile may in practice have been
an alternative to death in most cases. Someone convicted of uninten-
tional homicide went into exile; later the victim’s family could allow the
killer to return, if they wished. As early as Draco the law allowed the
“planner” or instigator to be prosecuted just like the actual killer; this is
a crucial factor in Antiphon 6. In Antiphon 5 the procedure of
amaywyn is used for homicide, but this appears to be exceptional
(5.8-19n.).

A note on currency: the basic unit of Athenian currency was the
drachma, which was divided into six obols. For larger sums, a mina con-
sisted of 100 drachmas and a talent consisted of 60 minas or 6,000
drachmas. Modern equivalencies are highly problematic, but it may be
helpful to think of a drachma, which was roughly the daily wage of a
skilled worker, as worth (in round figures) about $50 (or £25) in 1996
currency, a mina as about $5,000 (£2,500) and a talent as about
$300,000 (£150,000).%7

5. LAW AND ORATORY; THE SOPHISTS?

As early as Homer (and undoubtedly earlier) the Greeks placed a high
value on effective speaking, but the formal study of rhetoric as a Téxvn
or “art” began, we are told, in the middle of the fifth century in Sicily

36 Since a &ikn pévou was a private suit, the accuser is best referred to as the
“plaintiff”; “prosecutor” will be used for accusers in public procedures, includ-
ing amaywym.

37 Markel (1985) goes into some detail about the cost of living in fourth-
century Athens.

% Some of the points in this section are discussed more fully in Gagarin
(1994)-
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with the work of Corax and his pupil Tisias.?® These two are scarcely
more than names to us, but another famous Sicilian, Gorgias of
Leontini (c. 490-390), developed a new style and method of argument
and is reported to have dazzled the Athenians with a speech delivered
in 427. Gorgias’ Helen calls itself an encomium but is also cast as a
speech in defense of Helen; it contains innovative views on psychology
and the effects of logos and displays a method of argument by elimina-
tion, termed “apagogic,” that is also found in Antiphon (2.1.4 gn.).
Gorgias’ Palamedes, another hypothetical defense speech, rehearses
arguments based oneikds, or “probability.” The eikés-argument is found
as early as the Hymn to Hermes (composed ¢. 500), but Tisias and Corax
developed a new twist, the reverse eikés-argument. The classic example
concerns a fight vetween a weak man and a strong man, where the
former argues, as expected, that being weak, he is not likely to have
assaulted a strong man; the latter counters with a reverse eikés: he is not
likely to have assaulted a weak man, since he would immediately be sus-
pected of the crime (Arist. Rhet. 2.24.11). The reverse eikés-argument*’
is found in Antiphon’s First Tetralogy (2.2.3, 2.2.6), a work that, like
Palamedes, is an exercise in eikds-arguments, but is not found in actual
speeches; significantly it is absent from Antiphon 5, where eikés-argu-
ments are common.

Plato severely criticizes the eikés-argument, saying that Tisias and
Gorgias “saw that probabilities were more to be honored than the
truth” (Phaedrus 267a); in the Gorgias he characterizes rhetoric as a
superficial attempt to persuade without regard for the truth of one’s
case ~ in contrast to philosophy, which pursues the truth by means of
dialectic. Although Plato modifies this view of rhetoric somewhat in the
Phaedrus and Laws, it had considerable influence on later thinkers, and,
together with Plato’s proclaimed hostility to the sophists, persists to the
present day among those who see rhetoric as little more than deceitful
decoration, or at best honey on the lip of the cup to encourage another
to drink the bitter medicine of philosophical truth.

Needless to say, orators such as Antiphon and Gorgias would not

39 See Kennedy (1963) 26-51. Cole (1991) and Schiappa (1990) have argued
that the term pntopiky (sc. Téxvn) was coined by Plato to designate (and deni-
grate) an enterprise he strongly opposed; this may be true, and earlier thinkers
probably did not use pnropir of their works but may have called them téxva
Adycov. 0 Sce further Gagarin (1994) 51-2.
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have accepted such a characterization of their work. For the sophists
logos was a powerful force with many uses, including especially the
ability to overturn traditional ways of thinking in favor of new and
better arguments. Protagoras called this enterprise “making the weaker
argument stronger” (tdv fiTte Adyov kpeitTe Toieiv),!! and such argu-
ments naturally raised suspicion among more traditional thinkers, who
could interpret this expression to mean “make the worse argument the
better.” But although the sophists could use logos to argue for apparently
perverse positions, Protagoras aimed for a standard of “correct argu-
ment” (orthos logos), and one report not influenced by the hostile Platonic
tradition has him discussing with Pericles a legal case rather like that in
the Second Tetralogy and asking who was guilty “according to the most
correct argument” (kata Tov 6p8éTatov Adyov, Plut. Per. 36.3). And
although the First Tetralogy makes much use of eikés-arguments, it is
clear that the effectiveness of these is limited and they do not have the
same force or validity as factual truth.

The Athenian public in the last quarter of the fifth century had
mixed feelings about the sophists’ use of rhetoric and their manipula-
tion of traditional thinking. The opening scene of Plato’s Protagoras sug-
gests the excitement a visit by Protagoras could generate, particularly
among the young, and Aristophanes’ Clouds parodies this same eager-
ness to learn the latest intellectual discoveries. Both works also suggest
that the sophists aroused suspicion and hostility, and Thucydides’

“praise of Antiphon (Introd. 2) confirms this attitude. We might
compare the current attitude toward lawyers’ arguments in an area like
the insanity defense: many might object to the result in cases where
someone guilty of a terrible crime is sentenced to only a brief period of
hospitalization for insanity; on the other hand, few would wish to return
to an era where no defense on the ground of insanity was allowed, an
era that was ended by lawyers and others who challenged traditional
thinking and worked “to make the weaker argument stronger.”

The second half of the fifth century was a period of change in many
areas of Athenian life, not least the law. Ephialtes’ reduction of the
power of the Areopagus and Pericles’ institution of pay for jurors
around the middle of the century helped increase the amount of litiga-
tion in Athens, thus providing fertile ground for someone with

1 Fr. 6b (DK); cf. Ar. Clouds 11315 and 883-1451 passim.
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Antiphon’s interests and talent. A logographer, acting as both legal
adviser and speech writer, would gain considerable expertise in legal
argument and forensic strategy. He might develop a specialty, as Isaeus
apparently specialized in inheritance cases. He could not, however,
appear too skillful. Antiphon aroused suspicion because of his Sewdtns,
and the defendant in the Second Tetralogy explicitly warns the jurors
not to be put off by the subtlety (akpiBeia, 3.2.2) of his argument. It was
common for speakers (like Socrates in Plato’s Apology) to disclaim legal
experience or rhetorical ability while at the same time delivering a skill-
fully composed speech. But the Athenians were also fascinated by the
new ideas of the sophists, whose impact on all aspects of Athenian
culture, including history, tragedy, comedy and philosophy, was enor-
mous. Indeed, the force of Plato’s attacks on the sophists, which have
made it so difficult to gain an accurate appreciation of their work, in
itself testifies to their influence and importance.

6. ANTIPHON’S FORENSIC ARGUMENTATION

Antiphon’s great strength as a logographer is argumentation  the
selection, composition and arrangement of arguments in such a way as
to make the best possible case for a client.*? Antiphon may lack the
clarity of exposition of Lysias or the emotional appeal of
Demosthenes, and he shows little interest in the development of his
speaker’s ethos (though in Ant. 1 the stepmother is effectively character-
ized as a villain); but the accumulation of different kinds of argumentin
his speeches has a forcefulness not present in any later writer. We have
already alluded to his use of eikés-arguments (Introd. 5), one special
form of which may be noted here: the use of a generalization to support
a particular case (e.g 5.53), which is also characteristic of the speeches
of Thucydides (Dover 1971: xii). Taken singly the arguments may be
questionable, but by combining and often repeating them Antiphon
achieves a powerful effect.

In discussing forensic argument it is common for us to think in terms
of “rhetorical” arguments and “legal” arguments, with the implication
of awell-established opposition between “form” and “content,” or sub-
jective and objective concerns. To call an argument “rhetorical” is to

*2 There are useful remarks on the subject in Due (1980).
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dismiss it as superficial; to call it “legal” implicitly invests it with the
kind of objectivity we consider appropriate in legal cases today. The
opposition between form and content, however, first surfaces in Plato;**
there is no indication that the sophists thought about oratory in this
way. The techniques they explored were at the same time stylistically
and substantively experimental and provocative and the arguments
they created were both legally and rhetorically effective. Or rather, one
should say that for the sophists and orators legal and rhetorical
effectiveness were virtually the same thing. Rhetorical commonplaces,
for instance, such as the captatio benevolentiae (appeal for the jurors’ good
will) or the related plea of legal inexperience, are usually integrated
with the speaker’s main legal arguments. In this work, therefore,
although certain passages or features may be identified as “rhetorical,”
this should not be taken to imply that they are not also of legal signifi-
cance; at times the adjective “forensic” will be used to indicate a com-
bined legal and rhetorical perspective.

Since a litigant had only one or two speeches in which to present his
entire case, and no issue could be decided separately (as by a judge), all
the necessary factual information and every important argument on
substance or procedure, fact or law, had to be presented together. A
single speech will thus combine (apparently) straightforward narrative,
complex argument, emotional appeal, repetitions and digressions, all
with the goal of obtaining a favorable verdict. Even more than today a
litigant’s primary task was to control the issue — to determine which
issues the jurors would consider most important, which questions they
would have in their minds as they cast their votes.** Naturally, a speaker
focused his arguments on points that favored his own case, while at the
same time drawing attention away from points that might favor his

* The distinction underlies the entire discussion of rhetoric in the Gorgias
beginning in 449d with the question, what is rhetoric about, and the answer that
itis about logoi and persuasion; but the distinction is apparently not explicitly for-
mulated until Republic 392c, where Socrates distinguishes between what is said
and how it is said (& Te AekTéov kai s AekTéov).

# The attempt to control the issue is still fundamental in modern trials, even
though a judge may considerably narrow the range of arguments available to lit-
igants. In the murder trial of O. J. Simpson, for example, the prosecution focused
on specific factual evidence, whereas the defense raised much broader issues
about police conduct and racial prejudice; each side sought to control the ques-
tion the jurors would have uppermost in their minds.
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opponent; a speaker might argue directly against some of his oppo-
nent’s arguments but on other points it was probably more effective to
ignore an opponent’s argument entirely. We almost never know the
verdict in a case, and even if we did, we would not know which of the
speaker’s arguments contributed most to his success or failure.
However, a logographer like Antiphon could probably learn from
jurors which points had or had not been successful, so that arguments
that are found repeatedly in speeches probably were known to be effec-
tive in most cases.

A hallmark of Antiphon’s argumentation is its flexibility. The tradi-
tional four-part division of a speech into prologue (mpooiuiov), narrative
(8iynais), proof or argument (wioTis), and epilogue (¢widoyos) was said
to have been devised by Tisias a generation carlier, but Antiphon often
follows these divisions only loosely, fitting his presentation to the needs
of the casc. Thus the narrative in 1 is more detailed and relatively much
longer than in 5 or 6, in part because 1 is a speech for the prosccution
and thus needs to present the first account of the facts to the jurors, but
also because the speaker lacks the evidence that might support other
arguments. Antiphon sometimes blurs the line between the different
parts of a specch, moreover, so that even where he moves explicitly from
narrative of the facts (t& mpdypata) to argument, as at 5.25, he in fact
continues to present a mixture of both with only a shift in emphasis.

Previous scholars have often sought to find unifying structures or
structural principles in the three court speeches, but these have only
been achieved at the cost of distortion and misunderstanding. For
example, scholars have noted that after the prologue cach speech con-
tains a preliminary attack on the opponents;** but there are significant
differences among these (1.5 -13n.) and one must be careful not to ignore
individual variations among them. Similarly, the frequent mention of
oaths and the procedure of basanos, or the interrogation of slaves under
torture (Introd. 7), led Solmsen (1931) to conclude that the selection and
development of arguments in Antiphon’s court speeches was condi-
tioned by the lingering importance of “non-artistic proofs” (mioteis
&texvol) as opposed to “artistic proofs” (wioteis évrexvor). These terms
are Aristotle’s, who includes among non-artistic proofs witnesses,
basanoi, contracts, laws and oaths (Rhet. 1.2, 1.15). In early Greek law,

* Sometimes called the mpokartaockeuri (E, 24 7; Reuter 1903).
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Solmsen argued, non-artistic proofs operated automatically, so that the
presence of a certain number of witnesses on one side or the swearing
of a specified oath in itself decided the case; the importance of these
“proofs” in early law accounts for their importance in Antiphon, the
earliest of the orators. Solmsen’s thesis was widely acclaimed, but is
now more often rejected.*® Not only is there virtually no evidence that
non-artistic proofs played this kind of role in early procedure, but
Aristotle’s discussion of these proofs in Rhetoric 1.15 makes it clear that
despite his initial explanation that the speaker simply finds these proofs
“outside” his speech and inserts them without exercising any skill, they
do not work automatically but, just like artistic proofs, are material
for the speaker to manipulate in accordance with the needs of his
argument. Thus, Antiphon manipulates these proofs just like others,
according to the needs of the case (Carey 1994); a close look at his argu-
ments will show that he actually puts little emphasis on oaths, and
arguments about basanos are quite different in 1 and 5 and are in each
case determined by the circumstances.

The assessment of these and other arguments is made more difficult
by the fact that we only rarely have both speeches from a trial,*’” and we
usually have little or no external evidence for the facts of a case; we must
thus infer both the facts and the opponent’s strategy from the speech we
have, a process requiring caution and skepticism. Indeed, Antiphon’s
words to the jurors in 6.18 can usefully be directed to the modern critic
of Attic forensic oratory: “you are forced to reach a verdict on the basis
of nothing other than the speeches of the plaintiff and defendant [for
modern scholars, only one of these]; you must be suspicious and
examine their words in detail, and your vote will necessarily be cast on
the basis of likelihood rather than clear knowledge.”

If we bear in mind certain general principles,*® however, we can draw
some reasonable inferences about these matters. First, the primary goal
of both parties is to secure a favorable verdict; thus every statement
must be suspect. Even when a statement is true, it may be only a partial
truth, and even a slight amount of exaggeration or distortion may be
crucial. We must also ask what the speaker is leaving out of his account

% E.g. Vollmer (1958), Due (1980), Gagarin (19goc); cf. E, 84.
4 The exceptions are Dem. 19 and Aes. 2; Dem. 18 and Aes. 3.
8 These are more fully elaborated in MH 13-14.
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and why. Second, the speaker’s case is probably not stronger than he
claims, and is quite likely weaker. Third, a speaker probably does not
ignore all of his opponent’s arguments, though he may say nothing
about some that his opponent considers crucial. Moreover, when he
does allude directly to his opponent’s argument, he may be misrepre-
senting it by, for example, pretending it is more important than the
opponent considered it. Fourth, if we feel a speaker’s case is extremely
weak or overwhelmingly strong, we should seek some explanation for
the fact that he or his opponent has brought or contested the case. Fifth,
despite the criticisms of Aristophanes and Plato, Athenian jurors were
probably reasonably competent to evaluate the speeches of both sides
fairly and sensibly. Many served regularly as jurors and gained consid-
erable experience in sizing up the litigants and evaluating their argu-
ments. They were not infallible and they undoubtedly had prejudices,
but there is no reason to assume that they could easily be deceived by
obviously fallacious arguments. Nor was there necessarily a significant
difference between the jurors at the Areopagus or Palladion and those
in the popular courts. Litigation was a vital feature of Athenian demo-
cratic government; if it routinely resulted in blatantly biased or obvi-
ously erroneous judgments, the process could not have endured.*
Finally, we must note that these considerations do not apply to the
Tetralogies. Since Antiphon controls the speeches on both sides, we
must assume that every fact or argument significant for his purpose is
included in the text. The legal context is generally consistent with
Athenian law, but the Tetralogies pay little attention to the details of
actual laws, which may be distorted or ignored. Moreover, since these
are not actual cases but examples of forensic argument, the facts are
kept to a minimum, so that the entire emphasis can be put on argu-
mentation. For the sake of clarity arguments are often matched point-
for-point with counter-arguments in a way that was undoubtedly rare in
actual cases. Thus, the reader of the Tetralogies should notask what are

* On the vexed question of the composition of Athenian juries, besides liter-
ary works, such as Aristophanes’ Wasps (for which see Sinclair 1988: 127-35,
Hansen 1991: 183-6) there is some evidence in the bronze allotment tablets
(pinakia) that have been found in Athenian graves, from which one scholar con-
cludes, “the compo.ition of [the body of jurors] would seem to have reflected
closely the social and economic composition of the citizen population at large”
(Kroll 1972: 263).
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the facts or where does the truth lie, but how valid (or perhaps how
interesting) are the arguments and what can we learn from them.

7. THE RHETORIC OF LAW

An Athenian trial was essentially a staged competition, a verbal contest
(agon) between two opponents, in which a litigant’s single speech (or two
speeches) carried almost the entire burden of his case. The determina-
tion of fact and the objective assessment of legal rules were not unim-
portant to Athenian jurors, but their verdict represented more than a
decision as to whether the facts as established constituted a violation of a
specific law; they also judged both litigants’ overall behavior in light of
the general standards of the community and assessed the validity of their
claims on the basis of the totality of their behavior. An Athenian trial
raised a broader set of issues than modern law deems proper (in theory,
at least), and was less concerned with separating subjective (rhetorical)
from objective (legal) concerns. Thus certain forensic strategies that are
common in the orators may be misunderstood by a reader who takes
references to allegedly objective factors at face value. As noted above
(Introd. 6), Aristotle claims that a speaker simply finds non-artistic
proofs and inserts them into his speech, but his specific advice to orators
in Rhetoric 1.15 emphasizes the forensic use of these allegedly objective
factors, not the “extra-forensic” skills needed to find these proofs. It is
characteristic of Athenian forensic oratory (as of much legal and polit-
ical oratory even today) to pretend that certain terms or concepts desig-
nate an objective reality, when in fact their primary value lies in their
availability for forensic manipulation. Several of these are prominent in
Antiphon’s argumentation, and they must be understood in terms of
their contribution to the strategy of the single logos he wrote for the trial.

One of Aristotle’s non-artistic proofs (Rkhet. 1.15.26), basanos or
“interrogation under torture,” plays a role in each of Antiphon’s
court speeches.® In the orators basanos usually designates not the
torture of a suspect in a criminal investigation, as occurred in Antiphon
5, but a uniquely Athenian procedure whereby in any legal case, civil or
criminal, one litigant could issue a challenge (mpékAnais) to the other,

50 Thiir (1977) is the fundamental work on basanos; the view outlined here is
more fully argued in Gagarin (1996).



22 INTRODUCTION

either offering his own or requesting his opponent’s slaves for interroga-
tion. The orators treat this as a real procedure governed (supposedly) by
precise rules. The litigant who poses a challenge to basanos specifies the
question, which must be answerable “yes” or “no.” The non-owner is
normally in charge of the interrogation but both parties arc present, the
slave is interrogated and tortured (by whipping or the rack) “until he
appears to tell the truth,” and either side can apparently call off the
process at any time. Attic oratory gives the impression that the use of
basanos was common (some forty challenges are mentioned), and the
orators often praise basanos as an effective means of eliciting the truth.
Modernscholars generally condemn the process as cruel and irrational.

It is remarkable, however, that although a litigant often speaks of a
challenge he has issued and his opponent has rejected, and stresses the
information that would have been elicited from the slave had the chal-
lenge been accepted, in no known casc was the basanos actually carried
out. In the few cases where we are told a challenge was accepted, one
party always reneged before the actual interrogation. Indeed, on closer
examination it appears that the rules for basanos were in fact devised in
such a way that there would be almost no chance of its ever being carried
out. Thissuggests that alitigant’s challenge to employ a basanos may have
normally been made not with the intention of actually examining the
slave under torture, but rather for forensic purposes. On this view basanos
was a forensic device whereby a litigant who wished to include the testi-
mony of aslave in his speech could challenge his opponent, feeling quite
confident that his challenge would not be accepted, so that he could then
use the rejected challenge in his argument to the jurors. In this way (as we
see in Antiphon 1 and 6), information from slaves was actually presented
to the court without any physical torture taking place, while at the same
time the Athenians could maintain the ideological distinction between
slaves, who were subject to torture, and free men, who were not.*!

The Tetralogies, which generally disregard factual evidence, pay
little attention to basanos (but see 2.4.8), but they often refer to another
forensic concept, the idea of pollution that infects a killer after a homi-
cide.”? Although a purification ritual may have been required of lawful

5! There are sor.ae interesting similarities between the challenge to swear an
oath and the challenge to basanos, which need to be explored at greater length.
2 Parker’s study (1983: 104- 43) is valuable; see also Moulinier (1952).
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killers who were absolved of guilt, there is no evidence that pollution
was a significant feature of Athenian homicide law. The idea that a
killer is polluted (mapés) by his killing is well known from tragedy, par-
ticularly in connection with killing in the family, and pollution and pur-
ification also play a large role in Plato’s Laws (esp. in Book Nine), but the
Tetralogies present the most elaborate view of pollution as (potentially)
attaching not only to the killer, but even to the prosecutor or the jurors
who convict the wrong person or who fail to convict the actual killer.%*
This extreme view of pollution (see 2.1.10n.) is sometimes considered a
primitive concept motivated by religious considerations, but there is no
evidence for it in Homer and even in tragedy pollution does not have
this power to infect others. Why then does Antiphon dwell so on pollu-
tion in the Tetralogies, which in other respects emphasize rational argu-
ment? Again, the answer lies in understanding homicide pollution not
as a feature of law or religion, but as material for forensic argument.
Antiphon is careful to confine the arguments about pollution to the
rhetorically elaborated prologues and epilogues, so that they do not
interfere with other considerations. In these appeals to the jurors,
Antiphon creates elaborate rules relating to pollution and illustrates the
possibilities for rhetorical manipulation of these rules. It is possible that
some of these arguments were tested in actual debate in Athens (though
we have no evidence of this), as the progressive rationalizing of the
sophists stirred resistance among those who held to traditional beliefs,>*
and that Antiphon is demonstrating his virtuosity in manipulating these
arguments, but it is unlikely that such arguments carried much (if any)
legal weight and it is not surprising that pollution plays little role in the
court speeches, or in later oratory.%®

% Dodds’s analogy of an impersonal typhoid germ (1959: 36) is apt, though in
some cases pollution is said to spread even without contact.

5 The tensions between rationalism and traditional belief at this time are
evident in, e.g., Oedipus the King. A modern analogy might be the recent develop-
ment of “right-to-life” views of the sanctity and “personhood” of a human
embryo, which are primarily found among religious “conservatives” but are in
fact a rather recent idea.

% See 5.81-4; most notable is the absence of pollution from 1, where the
intrafamilial nature of the crime (as emphasized by allusions to the Oresteia)
would make the theme particularly appropriate. For pollution elsewhere in
oratory, see Andoc. 1.137-9 and Lys. 6.19, a case dominated by religious con-
cerns.
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Another concept that has puzzled scholars is “the law prohibiting
just and unjust homicide,” which occurs in the Second and Third
Tetralogies (3.2.9, etc., 4.2.3, etc.). A law prohibiting just (8ikatos) homi-
cide is an obvious paradox and cannot have been an actual law in
Athens or anywhere else; more likely it is a product of the sophistic
spirit of provocative experimentation that informs the Tetralogies. The
“law” is cited in order to illustrate a certain kind of forensic argument
arising out of it, not because it is an actual law that affects the case.’®

Finally, the common accusation of sycophancy, or malicious
prosecution (or threat of prosecution) for profit, may be more a rhetor-
ical ploy than an objective label. Certainly the system of allowing
anyone who wished to prosecute (Introd. 4) was sometimes abused by
those who brought a case only for a share of the fine, or even threatened
to bring a case in the hope of “being persuaded” (i.e. being paid) not to
bring it, and various procedures were available for prosecuting alleged
sycophants; but there is no evidence that sycophancy was objectively
definable, and the charge of sycophancy is better seen as part of the
“coded rhetoric” (Todd 1993: 93) used by the rich who did not like
others, especially their less wealthy, democratic opponents, interfering
in their affairs.>” Every orator could employ the accusation of syco-
phancy when it suited his purpose (as we see in Anl. 5), but in almost no
case can we say with assurance that the charge had an objective basis.

8. LANGUAGE AND STYLE®

As noted (Introd. 3), Antiphon was the first major figure to write Attic
prose. He was influenced, of course, by the spoken language of his time
(asused both in everyday conversation and in the courts and other more
formal settings), and must in addition have drawn on the two main liter-

% See Gagarin (1978b); cf. DC, 21-44, Sealey (1984) 75-6.

57 See Todd (1993) 92 -4; this view is most fully developed by Osborne (1990),
against whom the arguments of Harvey (1990) are not entirely successful. In the
1950s a congressional committee accused some Americans of “unamerican
activities” — an equally slippery concept.

% The only extensive discussion of Antiphon’s style to date is Cucuel
(1886). DC (79-82) has a brief discussion of stylistic parallels between the
Tetralogies and the sophistic fragments. Denniston (1952) is good on some
aspects of style, but says little about Antiphon, of whose style he has a regret-
tably low opinion.



8. LANGUAGE AND STYLE 25

ary languages of his day, Ionic prose as represented by Herodotus, the
medical writers and the (mostly lost) works of sophists like Protagoras,
and the dialogue of Attic drama. From these sources he created a pow-
erful and versatile style whose influence is evident in such diverse suc-
cessors as Thucydides, Lysias and Isaeus. His main contemporary rival
in this regard was Gorgias,®® whose stylistic brilliance was more
admired than imitated, at least in the courtroom.

The styles of both men are often termed “poetic,” though so little
prose remains from the period that specific features can rarely be desig-
nated poetic with complete confidence (Dover 1971: xvii). Earlier,
unwritten oratory probably showed similar features,®® and Antiphon’s
prose may not have been felt as poetic by his contemporaries. To the
extent that he did incorporate poetic features, however, these probably
represented a conscious effort to give his prose a more artistic tone. The
picture of Antiphon struggling to free himself from the grip of poetry
(Cucuel 1886: 30) is belied by the fact that more than half a century
earlier the Ionian historian Hecataeus had already produced prose
that, to judge from the surviving fragments, is accurately assessed by
Hermogenes (410 Rabe) as “pure and clear . . . and less poetic [than
Herodotus].” Antiphon (like Herodotus) incorporated poetic features
by choice, not necessity (see further Introd. 8 i 5).

Antiphon is writing during the formative stage of Attic prose, and
may thus show more variation in matters of dialect, diction, morpho-
logy or syntax than most authors. More generally we can say that, like
Gorgias, he experimented with style, seeking novel effects that are often
interesting, even if unsuccessful; Dionysius describes his style (like
Thucydides’) as “finely constructed but not at all pleasing” (kaAéss utv
oUykertai . . . ou unv ndéws, Comp. 10). His carefully devised stylistic
effects can be harsh, awkward or confusing, especially in the
Tetralogies, where the complexity of syntax, the fondness for periphra-
sis, and the abundant use of participles sometimes resemble the prose of
Thucydides, whose teacher Antiphon was often said to have been.
Antiphon made important contributions to the development of Attic

% We might include Thrasymachus if more of his work survived. Denniston,
who deplores Gorgias’ style, has greater praise for Thrasymachus (1952: 13-15).

% For example, Pericles was famous for his metaphors (cf. above n.13).
Compare the rhythmic prose style of many modern preachers, particularly
black Americans like Martin Luther King, Jr. and Jesse Jackson.
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prose, but the results were often too consciously artistic and experi-
mental to be elegant.

1. Dualect

Aside from occasional lonicisms,”! Antiphon writes a form of Attic
Grecek similar to that of Thucydides, but (like inscriptions of the period)
he shows inconsistencies, which editors sometimes remove from the
text. Thus he usually writes -oo- instead of -t1- but has éAatrovin 5.91;
he varies between ouv- and §uv- (e.g. 5.87 Euveiddds vs. 6.5 ouverdcds in an

otherwise identical expression); and he writes both ¢&v (&v) and fjv.%?

u. Diction

(1) Neologisms. Antiphon is especially fond of new or rare words, many of
which he probably coined himself; some of these ncologisms supply a
needed precision of meaning (e.g. 5.10 avramoBaveiv), but others seem
motivated primarily by a desire for novelty (e.g. 5.9 anoyngiois, where
amdhuois (or a verb) could easily serve). Many of his neologisms are
nouns, especially abstract nouns, or compound words, especially verbs.
Antiphon also gives more common words meanings that are new or
unusual.®®

(2) Abstract nouns. Examples of abstract nouns probably invented by
Antiphon®! are 2.3.1 papiav, 3.4.7 apuratia and 5.25 aitiacts; as these
examples suggest, the court speeches generally prefer abstract nouns in
-ot5, the Tetralogies nouns in -ia or -eia, but the significance of this
difference is unclear. Another form of abstraction, common also in
Thucydides, is the neuter participle with the article (5.73 & Uuérepov

5 See notes on 2.1.3, 2.2.7, 5.70, 6.25, fr. 1b, and Dover (1950) 58. The
identification of a word as Ionic is not always secure (2.2.7n.). Herodotus influ-
enced Antiphon’s language in other ways too, especially in the court speeches
(notes on 1.1, 1.23, 1.29, 5.2, 5.82, 6.30).

52 For fiv (not 1) as the first person singular imperfect of «iui, see fr 1a.1-gn.

53 See Cucuel (1886) 19 22, to which we may add 4.1.3 (&Artnpicwv), 5.14 (Téov
TEPIECTWTWV).

% For Thucydides’ even greater use of abstract nouns see Rusten (1989) 22-3.
The lists in Cucuel (1886) 18 are incomplete.
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Buvéuevov = “your power”). Abstracts are sometimes personified (e.g.
2.3.1 atuxia), though the precise degree of personification is often diffi-
cult to determine.®®

(3) Agent nouns. Antiphon coins agent nouns in various ways: €.g. 2.2.2
avaTpomels, 2.4.3 €AeykTrp, 3.3.3 dayvouwv, 5.33 EmTiunThs, 5.94
yvwpiotrs. There does not appear to be a significant difference on this
score between the Tetralogies and the court speeches.®®

(4) Compounds. Antiphon is fond of compound verbs and seems to
have created many new ones, especially in the court speeches; espe-
cially striking are his double compounds (e.g. 2.1.10 cuykaTamumAGvar,
2.2.13 ouvemBavtas, 5.76 ouveEauapTeiv, 5.93 ouveféowoev, Tpo-
amoleimel, 6.17 émmpooTinui). Some compounds provide a needed
emphasis (1.19 tEamaTtwpévn, 5.63 diakwduvelew) or precision (4.4.1
Umaméotn) but others seem virtually identical to a simple verb in tone
and meaning (5.94 ¢é§epydoachar). Antiphon also forms compounds
with prefixes that are not prepositional: 3.2.11 and 5.18 kakom&8eiav,
5.78 xcopoiAer.b

(5) Poetic diction. Certain words (e.g. 2.4.5 doTaipouot) or constructions
can be identified as exclusively or mainly poetic (Cucuel 1886: 22-3);
see notes on 1.16, 1.20, 2.1.6, 2.3.10, 2.4.1, 2.4.5, 5.27, 5.41, 6.38, fr.
1a.1-9. Antiphon is also fond of metaphors with a poetic flavor: e.g.

1.13,5.37,5.77, 5-93, 6.21.
ui. Syntax

(1) Rare syntax. The use of unusual forms or constructions, such as single
Te (1.9n.), and even single pre (5.93), or the passive of evoeBeiv (3.3.11),
is probably intended to draw attention to itself and thus give emphasis
to the point; see also notes on 5.39, 5.45 and 6.30.

(2) The particle Gv. Antiphon sometimes omits &v with the potential
optative or in the apodosis of a contrary-to-fact condition, and once
with mpiv and the subjunctive (1.29). Editors have often wrongly inserted

5 Denniston has a good discussion of abstracts and personification (1952:
28-40; 31-2 on Antiphon).

8 Pace Dover (1950) 57, iiy; there are at least five nouns in -tfs in the
Tetralogies, and with 2.4.3 éAeyxtip cf. 5.27 dmThp.

57 For other examples see E on 5.2.
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&v in these passages (1.25n.).% This is another practice in which A. is
closerto the poets than tolater Attic prose (Gil 450, KG 1215 16,225 6).

(3) Participles. Antiphon’s fondness for new and experimental syntax is
most notable in his use of participles. As Dover observes (1950: 57, iie),
adverbial (circumstantial) participles are especially common in the
Tetralogies, where they often accumulate around a single main verb. A

fairly simple example is 3.1.2 Unds 8¢ a€id éAeolvTas pév . . . oikTipovtas
3t . . . eipyovras. .. uf mepiopav . . . (“I beg you with pity . . . and grief
... to banish . .. and not to ignore . . .”); Dover quotes 2..1, a more

complex example.

(4) The genitive absolute. Like his predecessor Herodotus, Antiphon
often uses a genitive absolute construction, sometimes to very good
effect; see especially 3.2.3 5, where the repeated placement of the boy’s
actions in a genitive absolute reflects the separation and differentiation
of the boy’s mistakes from the youth’s proper behavior (&AAou 8 eis
aUToV GpapTévTos ... ToU 3¢ maidds UMd THY ToU AkovTiou opav
UTodpaudvTos kal TO odUa MPOoTHoavTos . . . did 3¢ ThHv Umodpounv
BAnBévTos Tol maidds).

(5) Periphrastic constructions. In place of a descriptive verb Antiphon
sometimes uses a periphrastic construction consisting of a noun (some-
times of his own creation), adjective or participle anda relatively color-
less verb; e.g. 1.4 v kaTaguyfv momoetal = katageUEetal, 1.9 oloav
&mapvov = amapvoioav,’? 2.1.2 pulakiy TomowvTal = pulagwvtar (cf.
Thuc. 3.46), 2.2.2 avatpomels . . . éyéveto = avétpeyev, 2.2.2 (and else-
where) apkotv . . . éoTiv = apkel. Particularly striking are periphrases
employing an abstract noun instead of a common and obvious verbal
construction: 1.6 ¢é€ovaia v = €fjv, 1.18 yeyévntai 1y 8dois Tol papudkou
= 8édoTal TO pdpuakov.

% The MSS of A. present at least five instances of the potential optative
without &v (1.25,2.2.4, 3.2.6, 4.4.3, 5.64, cf. 1.10) and six other instances of a con-
trary-to-fact apodosis without &v (3.2.4, 4.2.2, 4.4.2, 5.38, 5.45, 6.48); see also
notes on 1.29, 2.2.6, 5.1. In none of these passages is there any other reason to
suspect corruption, and to explain all these omissions of this particular word as
scribal error seems beyond the realm of probability. We can thus restore the MS
text with full confidence.

% Cf. 1.10; amapvéopar occurs in 2.3.4 and Dem. 21.189. This verb is more
commonly compounded with ¢€-, periphrastic forms of which are predominant
in the orators.
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The effect of using such periphrases, in many cases atleast, is to focus
attention on a state of affairs (“the giving of the drug”) that can be ana-
lyzed rather than an action that is simply narrated (“the drug was
given”). This encourages a more analytical view of the action and is in
keeping with the general fifth-century move “from mythos to logos” (to
use an old-fashioned expression). A similar effect is achieved by the sub-
stantive use of a participle as a predicate with eipi: e.g. 6.27 oUtoi foav oi
pevyovTes (= oUTot Epuyov), I.11 £y ydp it . . . 6 Béhcov (= éyco yap
£8éAw). It may be thought odd that this last feature seems to be confined
to the court speeches; this is perhaps explainable as a striving for greater
clarity, which this construction can achieve.

iv. Word order

(1) Hyperbaton. As in diction and syntax, Antiphon often strives for
unusual effects with word order, most often by Ayperbaton, or the separa-
tion of closely cohering words (Denniston 1952: 47-59). Mild kyperbaton,
where only a word or two intervenes (e.g. 1.27 Tiis SikaiotaTns &v TUXO!
Twwpias), is quite common in classical Greek and serves to elevate the
tone of the sentence slightly. But Antiphon often experiments with
more extreme separation, especially in the Tetralogies; these produce
striking effects but sometimes verge on the incomprehensible. In 2.1.9
T& piv Blacdueva Tadtd toTiv doePijoar autév (“the considerations that
forced him to act impiously are these”) the separation of autév from
Braocaueva is perhaps not too difficult; but in 2.4.9 T& ixvn . . . eis ToUs
amolvopévous amodédeiktar U’ autdov (“the tracks. . . have been shown
to lead to those who are acquitted by them”) the postponement of U’
autév causes real confusion, since its position makes it appear to
belong with amodédeiktai (“have been shown by them”), which is impos-
sible in the context.

(2) Interlocking word order. As in this last example, hyperbaton can also
result in interlocking word order, sometimes to the point of confusion;
other examples are 4.2.7 amokTeivan Upds pe eibovtes (“persuading you
to kill me”), and 4.3.1 T&\Aa mapamAfoia amoloyndévta ToUTors (“the
other points argued in his defense are nearly the same as these”). Such
expressions are confined to the Tetralogies.

(3) Relative clauses. A less extreme displacement from normal word
order is the placing of a relative clause at the beginning of a sentence
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where its antecedent may not be immediately apparent: 5.22 év &t pév
Y&p émAéopey, &OTéyaoTov fiv TO TAoiov.

v. Symmelry and variation

(1) Antithesis. Although Antiphon sometimes uses antithesis in a rather
perfunctory way (e.g. 1.31 éuoi pév. . . év Upiv 8€), often his verbal antithe-
ses reinforce basic substantive antitheses essential to the speaker’s case:
the stepmother vs. the maid in 1 (see 1.15n.), the boy vs. the youth in 3
(especially in 3.2; see 3.2.4n., 3.2.7n.), the free man vs. the slave in 5, and
in every case the speaker vs. his opponents. Some of thesc oppositions
(especially that between the speaker and his opponents) are over-
worked, and oth :rs scem purely ornamental, but some instances, at
least, illustrate Finley’s verdict (1967: 70) that antithesis is “an effective
means of isolating and therefore clarifying concepts, and its vogue in
fifth-century style . . . at bottom springs from the desire for forceful
clarity.”

(2) Parallelism. Antiphon often reinforces his antitheses with parallel
features whose effect often lies primarily in their sound; among these
are parisosis (clauses of equal length) or isocolon (clauses with the same
number of syllables), paromoiosis (similarity of sound in two clauses), one
type of which is homoioteleuton (similarity of endings), and anaphora
(repetition of the same word in successive clauses). Only rarely,
however, does he combine several of these figures as Gorgias regularly
does; e.g. 1.15 elvai pdokouoca auTis uiv ToUTo elpnua, gkeivng B’
umnpétnua, 3.2.8 ol ouvnBouévwv piv oUdt ouveBeddvTwv HudV,
guvalyolvtwy Bt kai gulumouuévwv, and 5.74 6 uiv yap moAAén
TPeoPUTEPSS EOTI TAW EUGY TPAYUATWY, £Yd 8 TOAAGDI VEDTEPOS TGV
EKEIVEOIL TTETIPAYHEVEV.

(3) Variation. This last example shows how even in closely symmetrical
expressions Antiphon, like Thucydides,’® usually provides some varia-
tion (uetaPoAd) in expression (Epcdv vs. Ekeiveol, TPAYUATWVY VS,
mempayuévav), and variation is the rule in most of his antitheses. In this
regard Antiphon stands somewhere between what Parry (1989: 177--94)
sees as the bland assurance of Gorgias’ neatly symmetrical antitheses
and the struggle inherent in Thucydides’ more complex style in which

" See Rusten (1989) 26-7; the standard work on variation is Ros (1938).
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neat structures collapse and the human intellect (logos, gnome) proves
incapable of mastering reality (ergon). Antiphon’s antitheses can express
confidence in, say, the stepmother’s role in the poisoning (1.15, cited
above), but he frequently implies by variation that reality is not so neatly
comprehended. The plaintiff in §.8.10, for example, argues, 6 u¢v mais
els aUTOV GuapTtv udAAov i kaTa THV auapTiav aUuTOV TETIHOPNTAL,
TéBunke ydp, 6 Bt cUANTITwP Kal KOWwVdS el TOUS OU TPOOTIKOVTAS Tij§
apaprias yevdpevos mids dikaios alfuios amopuyeiv éotw; (“the boy, who
erred against himself, has punished himself more severely than his
error, for he is dead, whereas he who was the accomplice and partner in
the error against those who did not deserve it, how is it right that he
should escape unpunished?”). Here the basic antithesis of boy and
youth is assured, but while the former is simply named with three words
describing his fault, the latter cannot be so easily comprehended; two
descriptive nouns and seven more words are used to identify him and
describe his fault (6 8¢ . .. yevépevos); and whereas the boy’s fate is
summarized by one perfect verb supported by another perfect verb
(reTinddpnTar, TéBunke ydp), the youth’s fate is urged in a rhetorical ques-
tion implying hope rather than certainty, as in the previous statement.
Antiphon’s style thus implies a view of the world not so complex as
Thucydides’ but far from the (apparently) simple dichotomies of
Gorgias.

(4) False parallelism. Antiphon sometimes seems to trick the reader (or
listener) with a misleading parallelism. The speaker in 1.28 argues, for
example, that criminals do not plan crimes in front of witnesses, &\’ cs
uahiora duvavrat Aabpaidtarta kal ws avBpdmwv undéva eidévar; despite
appearances the two cs expressions are not parallel; the first s
strengthens a superlative whereas the second introduces a result clause
(cf. 2.1.3).

vi. Other stylistic features

(1) Pleonasm and repetition. Antiphon often includes words, clauses or even
paragraphs (to use a modern notion) that are redundant, repetitive or
not strictly necessary, especially in the court speeches (e.g. 1.20 eUBécos
Tapaxpiua, 2.2.9 mepryevduevos 8t kai AeigBeis, etc.). Such redundancy is
characteristic of most Greek styles, and of much oral speech to the
present day; it is especially prominent in extemporaneous speech where
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(like the poetic formula) it gives the speaker time to prepare his next
point, but it became (and has remained) an accepted feature of persua-
sive speech on the theory that repetition produces acceptance, if not
conviction. Repetition is supposed to be avoided in modern written
prose, which may explain why scholars have sometimes wished to delete
passages or otherwise alter Antiphon’s text to avoid it (see notes on 1.7,
5.18, 6.51, etc.).

(2) Doublets. In two instances passages in two speeches are virtually
identical (5.14 15 = 6.2, 5.87-9 = 6.3-6). Some editors (notably G)
delete one of the passages in each pair, but there is no reason why an
orator could not reuse material from one speech to the next. Even if a
juror remembered hearing similar words at an earlier trial, he would
probably be less likely to object than a modern reader.

(3) Inconsistency and anacolouthon. Small inconsistencies are common
throughout Antiphon (and in many other authors), but the blatant
inconsistency of e.g. 5.39 or 5.54 is surprising.’! It is hard to imagine
that Antiphon was unaware of this; perhaps he hoped to confuse the
jurors. At another level, anacolouthon or syntactical inconsistency is a
common rhetorical figure that seems intended to replicate
extemporaneous speech (see below). !

(4) Hiatus. Despite some evidence that Antiphon’s use of hiatus (a
word ending with a vowel followed by one beginning with a vowel) is
purposeful (Pearson 1978: 136-8), he appears rather inconsistent in his
attention to this. One of his doublets, for example, ends with a clause in
which a minor change in word order results in avoidance of hiatus in
one version but not the other (5.84 & pya gnTolow &mota vs. 6.47

{ntolol T& épya &moTa).

vit. The Tetralogies and written ication

This survey reveals that many features of Antiphon’slanguage and style
are shared by the Tetralogies and the court speeches. On the other
hand, there are also a few striking differences in specific usage, such as
the aorist of amoloyéouai, for which the passive form amehoynnv is
always used in the Tetralogies (four times) vs. the middle amwehoynoaunv
in the court speeches (six times). Such differences have led some to ques-

7! There are no apparent inconsistencies in the arguments of the Tetralogies.
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tion the authenticity of the Tetralogies, but it is preferable to seek an
explanation in the difference in purpose and occasion of these two
“genres” (as we may legitimately call them), as well as the possibility
that a decade or two may separate their composition (Introd. 3). Some
of the stylistic differences noted above result from Antiphon’s tendency
to push his experiments with language to greater extremes in the
Tetralogies.”? This tendency and other features found primarily or only
in the Tetralogies seem to suggest that these were intended to be read
and studied, in contrast to the court speeches, which were composed for
a single oral presentation that would be judged immediately.”® The
greater syntactical complexity of the Tetralogies, with their fondness
for periphrasis and the abundant use of participles, suggests a reading
audience, and the same features are characteristic of the earliest prose
that was certainly intended to be read, the ktfjua & aiei (“possession for
all time”) of Antiphon’s reported pupil, Thucydides.”* The court
speeches, on the other hand, seem designed for easier comprehension
in oral presentation: they exhibit a greater amount of pleonasm and
repetition than the Tetralogies, the sentences are generally shorter, and
even long sentences tend to be “strung out” (kateoTpaupévn, to use
Aristotle’s terminology) rather than periodic.

That these differences are related to the difference between written
communication and oral performance is only a hypothesis but an
example may suggest avenues for exploration. Even a relatively short
sentence in the Tetralogies may be intentionally complex, e.g. 3.2.9
amolvUer B¢ kai & vépos fuas, o1 MoTelwy, eipyovTt uiTe &dikws uiTe
Bikaiws &TmokTeivew, dos povéa pe Sicoker (“the law also absolves us, relying
on which — [the law] prohibiting unjustly or justly killing — he prose-
cutes me as a murderer”). 3.2.9 is admittedly one of the most complex
sentences in the Tetralogies, but many others also appear unnecessarily
complex; for example, 2.1.2 yryvdokovtas olv Upds xph TavTa, kav
6TI00V eikds TapalaBnTe, opodpa moTevev autdn (“being aware of this,

2 Cf. Solmsen (1975) esp. ch. 4 “Experiments with the Greek language.”

3 The fact that Antiphon’s own defense speech was written down suggests
that he wished it to be read long after he delivered it to the jurors, but this does
not mean the speech was composed for publication; Antiphon must have been
primarily concerned with its impact on the jurors.

™ The influence of the Tetralogies may help explain why Thucydides’
speeches are more complex than his narrative; cf. Dover (1950) 57, n.3.
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then, you must, even if you accept a point as [only] likely, have full con-
fidence in it”), where simply moving xpn to follow the conditional
clause would significantly ease comprehension.

By contrast, a long sentence in the court speeches is still relatively
simple, e.g. 6.23 kai €lMév Te TalTa tv TA BikaoTnpiw, kai TpoukaAouuny
auToOv eUBUS TOTE, kai albis T UoTepaial év Tois auTols SikaoTals, kai iéval
tkéAevov AaBévta papTupas dTéoous BouloiTo ETi TOUS Tapayevopévous,
Aéycov auTd! ovépaTt EKACTOV, TOUTOUS EPWTAV Kal EAéyXEw, TOUS uEv
eheuBépous s Xpn ToUs EAeuBépous, oi opdov Eveka kai Tou Bikaiou Eppalov
&v TaAndij kai T& yevopeva, Tous 8t SoUuhous, ei HEV QUTO! EPTAOVTI TAANOH
Bokoiev Aéyew, ei B¢ un, €toipos einv 8i1d6var Bacavifev ToUs Te EpauTtol
mavrag, kai & Twvas TGOV aAAoTpicwv kelevol, cpoldyouv meicas TOV
BeoméTNY Mapad.ooew avtdl Bacavife TpdTwi dToiwt Bovrorto: “and 1
spoke these words in court and challenged him right then and again the
next day before the same jurors and bid him go with witnesses, as many
as he wished, to those who were present and I told him each one by
name to question and examine the free men as one ought with free
men, who for their own sake and for justice tell the truth and the facts,
and the slaves, if they seemed to him to answer his questions truthfully,
but if not, I was ready to give all my own (slaves) for ihterrogation under
torture, and if he wanted any from other people, I agreed to persuade
their master to hand them over for interrogation in whatever way he
wished.”

Even an ancient Athenian would probably have difficulty decipher-
ing the tangled syntax and word order of 3.2.9, if the sentence was
simply read aloud to him; and this suggests that it was intended to be
read and studied and (perhaps) admired for its artistry. In 6.23, however,
the train of thoughtis evident and the sense is easily understood, despite
the looseness of its syntax (which the translation tries to capture). Not
only was it written for oral presentation, but it seems intended to reflect
the lack of artistry found in most spontaneous conversation. This is in
keeping with the advice given by Alcidamas, about a generation later,
that “people who write speeches for the law courts avoid great precision
of expression and imitate instead the style of extemporaneous speakers;
and their writing appears finest when they produce speeches least like
those that are written.”’® Alcidamas’ entire essay presupposes that good

7> On the sophists 13 (probably written ¢. 390).
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writers shape their writing for a specific audience and occasion; surely
we should not expect anything less from Antiphon.

9. TEXT

Although six MSS of Antiphon survive, four can be shown to be direct
copies of other surviving MSS. The two with independent authority are
A, athirteenth-century MS now in the British Library, and.V, written in
the early fourteenth century and now at Oxford. Both were corrected
by their own scribes (4', M) and then later by a different scribe (42, V?).
The two MSS are quite similar in their writing and their text; 4 was
written in a monastery on Mt. Athos in northern Greece and .V may
have been too. The first printed text (the Aldine) appeared in 1513; the
conventional numbering of sections within speeches is taken from the
edition of Stephanus in 1575.

The text presented here is generally conservative, in that it resists the
tendency of earlier editors to normalize Antiphon’s language by
emendation. In general, it is closest to Thalheim’s for the court
speeches, to Decleva Caizzi’s for the Tetralogies. I have found the notes in
Gernet, Maidment, Decleva Caizzi, Barigazzi and Edwards particu-
larly useful. The apparatus notes only textual variants that significantly
affect the sense and about which there is significant disagreement
among modern editors (i.e. editors in the twentieth century, beginning
with Thalheim). Thalheim (vii-viii) has a useful bibliography of
scholarship on the text of Antiphon.

The text of the papyrus fragment of “On the revolution” (fr. 1a), pub-
lished by Nicole in 1907, closely follows the most recent publication,
Decleva Caizzi (1989) 226-8. Only supplements that are reasonably
likely to convey the correct sense are printed; undisputed supplements
are not marked; and no apparatus is included.
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10. ABBREVIATIONS'®

1. Editors, commentators, translators:

B = Blass

Ba = Barigazzi

DC = Decleva Caizzi
E = Edwards

F = Ferrante

G = Gernet

M = Maidment
Mor = Morrison
tB = ten Berge
Th = Thalheim

2. Grammars, etc.:

Gil = Gildersleeve

MT = Goodwin, Syntax of the moods and tenses of the Greek verb
GP = Denniston, The Greek particles

KG = Kiihner Gerth

LS]J = Liddell and Scott

S =Smyth

References to Gil, S and MT designate section numbers; to GP and
KG page numbers. Where possible, references are to Smyth, since it is
likely to be more readily available to British and American students
than Gil or KG.

3. Other abbreviations:

AP = Aristotle (?), Athenaion Politeia.

DK = Diels-Kranz

MH = Gagarin, The Murder of Herodes

KTA. = kal T& hoimrd (= etc.)

&m. hey. = &mag Aeydpeva (a word found only once in extant Greek liter-
ature)

References to Plutarch are to the Loeb (not Teubner) sub-section
numbers.

76 For full details see the Bibliography.



ANTIPHON
THE SPEECHES






1. Kata Tijs untpuids

Néos ptv kal &meipos kv éycwye €T1, Selwdds Bt kal ATopwds
Exel pol Tepl ToU TPAyHaTos, @ Guvdpes, ToUTo HEv el
¢mokniyavTos ToU maTpos emegeABelv Tois auTol Qovelol un
¢mé€elul, ToUTO B¢ €l EMeE 10V TI Avaykaicws Exel ofs iKioTa Expiiv
tv dlagpopdl kaTtaoTijval, adeApois opomaTtpiols kKai untpi
aBeApdov. 1 y&p TUXN Kal auToi ouTol fivdykaoav guol Tpos
ToUTOUs aUToUs TOV aydva KaTaoTival, oUs eikds Rv TEI utv
TeBVETI TIHwpPOUS yevéchal, T Bt emeidvTi Bonbous. viv B¢
ToUTwv TavavTia yeyévntar avutol yap oUtol kabeoTtaow
avTidikol kai Qovels, s Kal éycd Kal 1} ypaen Aéyel Séopar &’
UGV, @ Gudpes, eqv &odeifw €€ ¢miPouliis kai TpoPoulis THv
TOUTwV UNTépa povéa ovoav Tou fueTépou TaTpds, Kal uf
&maf &AA& ToAAdkis 1§81 Angbeicav ToOV BavaTov ToOV ékeivou
£’ QUTOPPWI HNXAVWHEVNY, TIHWPToAl TPATOV HEV TOIS
véuols Tols UHeTEPOILS, oUs Tapd TGV Beddv kal TGV Tpoydvwv
SiadeEdpevol kaTd TO auTd Ekeivols Tepl TRS KATAWNPIoEWS
BikaleTe, SeUtepov 8’ ékeiveol T TEBUNKATL, kAl &pa ol pdveot
amoleheippéveor Bonbdijoal. Uueis y&p pol avaykaiol. ols yép
EXPTiV T UtV TeBVedTI TIHwPOUS yevéobal, épol 8¢ Bonbous,
oUTol ToU HEV TeBvedTOS PovEls yeyévnuTal, élol 8 avTidikol
kaBeoTdol Tpds Tivas olv EABmi Tis Ponbous, f{ ol THY
KaTaguynv Tomoetal &GAAobi j Tpds Uuds kai T Sikaiov;
Bauudle 8’ éywye kal Tol adeAgou, HuTwd ToTe yvounv
Exwv avTidikos kaBéoTtnke TPoOs Epé, kal el vopifel ToUTO
eUoéBelav eival, TO THY UNTépa U Tpodouval. tycd 8’ fiyouual
TOAU GVosId TEPOV Eival Aeival Tou TeBveddTos THY TiHwpiav,
&AAcos Te kal TolU pEv ek TpoPBouliis akouciws amobavédvTos,
Tiis 8¢ €ékouoiws ék Tpovoias &mokTelwdons. kal TGS TouTd v’
EpEl, €5 eV OI1dev BTI Y’ OUk ATEKTEWEV T) UHTNP aUTOU TOV
TaTépa TOV NUETEPOV; €V Of5 UEV yap aUT! E§ouoia fv capdds
eidéval, Tapd Tiis Bacdvou, oUk fBéAncev: év ois 8 ouk fv
Tubécbal, ToUTo alTd TPoUBuunfn. kaitol aUTd ToUTOo EXPiiv, &

1.6 kai més Cole: kai ov AN: kaitor Thalheim
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kal éyc mpoukalouunv, wpobupnbival, Smws 1O mpaxBev M
aAnbés emeEeABeiv. ur) yap Opoloyolvtwy TGV avdpamddev
oUTds T’ eidcds Gv ameloyeito kal avTéomeude pds Epé, kai T
uiTnpe autol amfiAlakto &v Tavtns Tis aitias. dmou B¢ un
NBéAncev éAeyxov Toioacal Tédv Tempaypévaov, TéS Tepi vy’
v ouk 11BéAnoe TuBéoBal, ey xcopel auT! Tepl TOUTwWV eidéval;
TGS oUV TPl TOUTwV, & SikdLovTes, auTdv eikds eidéval, v ye
TNV aAnBeiav ok eiAnge; Ti ToTe dmoloyrioecBal péAAel pot; €k
utv yap Tijs TV avdpamddwv Bacdvou ey f{idet 11 oy oidv T
v aUTtiit owbijval, év 8¢ tér uh Bacaviobijvar fAyeito THY
cwTtnpiav eivar T& ydp yevépeva év TouTw! apavicdijval
mbnoav. mé's ovv ellopka AVTOUWHOKGS E0TAl PAOKWY €U
eidéval, &s ouk fBéAnoe cagpdds mubBéoBan épou éBéovTos T
SikaloTa TN Bacdvwt xprioachal mepi ToUToU TOU TPAyHaATOS;
ToUTO UEV Yyap nBéAnca pév Ta TouTwv avdpamoda Bacavical,
& ouvidel kai mpdTepov THV yuvaika TavuTnv, untépa S
ToUTWV, T Tatpl T NUeTépw! B&vaTov unxavwpévnv
PapuaKols, Kal TOV TaTépa eiAn@dTa e aUToPMPWI, TAUTNY
Te oUk oUoav &mapvov, TANY ouk €mi BavdTw! pdokouoav
B8i18évar aAN’ ém @idTpols. diad odv TaduTa éycd Pdoavov
TolauTtnv nBéAnoa momoachar Tepi auTdv, ypdayas Ev
YPauHaTE! & ETaiTIGHAl THY yuvaika Tavtnv, Bacaviotds
Te aUTOUS ToUTOUS EkéAevov yiyveoBail énol mapdvros, fva un
avaykaldpevol & éyc Emepw TNV Aéyolev, &AN’ EENpKel poL
TOls &v T ypaupaTeicot xpijobar kal autd por TouUTo
Tekurprov dikailov yevéohail, 811 6pBads kai dikaiws HeTEp)OHAL
TOV povéa ToU maTpds el B¢ &mapvor yiyvowTo §j Aéyoiev un
opoloyolpeva, <y Pdoavos? avaykdfor T& yeyovéta
KaTnyopelv: aUtn yap kal Tous T& Weudi) TaPeCKEVATUEVOUS
Aéyewv TAANBT kaTnyopeiv Toifoel. kaiTol eU oid& y’, ei oUTol
Tpods Eut EABSVTEs, Emeldh) TAxIoTA auTols amnyyéAdn dTi
¢me€iou ToU TaTpds TOV povéa, nBéAncav T& avdpdmoda & Hv
avuTtols mapadoival, ¢y 8¢ un nBéAnoa mapahafeiv, auta av

1.10 yevéoBau Jernstadt: Eotar AN 7 Baoavos add. Baiter—Sauppe
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TaUTa HéYIOTA TeEKUNPla TTapPeiXOVTO €5 OUK Evoxoi eict T!
@bveor. viv &, éyc ydp el TouTo pEv O BéAcov auTdg
BacavioThs yevéoBai, ToUTo 8t TOUTOUS aUTOUS KeAeUwv
Baocavical avt’ €pou, éuol drjmou eikds TaUTa TalTa Tekunpla
elval s eioiv évoxol T @ovwl. &l yap TouTtwv Beddvtwv
B184vai eis Pdoavov tycy un de§aunv, TouTols GV v TAUTA
Tekufpla. TO auTd ouv ToUTo Kal éuol yevécBw, eimep éuod
BéAovTtos ENeyxov AaBeiv ToU TpdyuaTtos avTol Wi 118éAncav
SolUvar. dewdv & Euorye Bokel eival, i Uuds piv LntolUoiv
aiteloBal 8mws avTdv un katayneionobe, avtol 8¢ opicv
auTois ouk fEiwoav Sikaotal yevéoBar dévtes Bacavioar T&
aUTéV avdpamoda. Tepl uiv oUv ToUTwv oUk &dnAov 8T1 avTtol
Epeuyov TV TpaxBévtwv THY caprivelav mubécBar Hidsoav
Y&p oikelov o@icl TO KakdOV AVAPAVNOOUEVOV, COOTE
olwTuevov Kal aBacdvictov auTd tdoat éBoulndnoav. aAN’
oUx UHElS Ye, @ &udpes, Eywy’ eV olda, GAA& capés ToloeTe.
TalTa uEv oUv uEXPl ToUTou  Tepi B TV YEeVOUEVV
melpdoopal  UMiv - dinyrfoacBar  THv  &AfBeiav:  Bikn B¢
kuPepvrioelev.

UTTep@ISV T1 M Ths HHeTEPas oikias, & eixe P1IASvews OTET’ év
&otel datpifor, avip kalds Te kal ayabods kai @ilos T
AUeTépwl TaTpi kal Av autdl TaAlakn, v 6 Gihdvews émi
Topveiov EueAle kaTaoTioal. TavTtnv oUv muBopévn 1§ ufTNP
ToU adeApol émomoaTto @iAnv. aicBopévn & 81 &dikeioBan
gueAhev UTd ToU DiAdvew peTaméumetal, kal émedn fABev,
EAeCev auTil 8T1 kal auTh &dikoito UTd ToUu TaTpds TOU
NueTéPOU €i oUv £BéAel TreibBecBat, Epn ikavn elvan ékeivnt Te TOV
Didvewv @ilov Toifical kal avuTit TOV Eudv TaTépa, eival
paokouca auTils uEv ToUTO eUpnua, Ekeivns &’ umnpérnua.
npwTa oy auThv & éBeAfjoel Siakovijoai of, kal §) UméoxeTo,
TAXIOTA S Oipal HeTd TadTa éTuxe TAI DAdvecwot ¢v TTeipatel
Svta iepa Aii Ktnoiw, 6 8¢ maThp 6 &uds eis NdEov mAeiv
€ueAlev. kGANoTOV OUV £3dkel elval T DiNdvewot Tiis avuThs
680U &pa ptv TpoTépyat eis TOV TTelpaid TOV TaTépa TOV Eudv
@ilov dvta tauTtdl, Gua 8t BUcavTa Ta iepd éoTIGoA EKETVOV.
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1} oUv maAAakr) ToUu DiAdvew fikoroUber Tijs Buoias Evekev. kai
eme1d) foav év 161 TTeipatel, olov eikds, éBuev. kal eTeldn alTddl
eTéBuTo Ta iepd, vTelBev éBouleveTo 1 &vBpcoTos STros Gv
auTois TO pappakov doin, mMéTepa mpd Seimvou | amd deimvou.
€80ev olv aUTit Boulevopévni BéATiov elval peTd Seimvov
Souval, Tais KAutaiujotpas Tiis TouTou untpds umodrkais &ua
Siakovouoav. kai T& utv &AAa pakpdtepos &v €in Adyos mepi
ToU Beimvou époi Te dinyroacBar Upiv T’ akoUoar A&AA&
Teip&oopal T& Aoima s év BpaxuTtaTors upiv Sinyricacbal, cog
yeyévntal 1} 86015 ToU papudkou. émedn yap ededeimvnkecav,
ofov eikds, 6 pev BUcv Al Ktnoicwi kakelvov Umodexduevos, 6 8’
EKTTAElY Te pér AV kal Tap’ &vdpi éTaipwt aUToU Beimvédv,
omovdds Te émoloUvTOo Kai AiPavwTov UTep auTédv émeTiBecav.
1 8¢ maAAaki) Tou ®iAbvew THv oTmovdiv Gua éyxéovoa ékeivois
eUxouévols & ouk EépeAde TeAeioBai, & &vdpes, Evéxel TO
pdapuakov. kal dua oiopévn defiov Toieiv TAéov Bidwor Tl
Di\dvewl, s ei doin mAféov, uaAAov @iAnoopévn UTO TOU
DiNdvew oUmw yap fHider UTMO Tis WUNTPUIGS Tiis Euils
t€amaTwuévn, TP v TAI kakdd! {dn fv: T 8¢ maTpl T!
NueTépwl EAacoov Evéxel. Kal €keivol EMeldl) améomelcav, TOV
EaQUTOV Qovéa HeTaXelpifOpevol éKTTivousIv YoTATHY TéoIW. O
utv otv Oihdvews evbécs Tapaxpiina amobviioker, 6 8¢ TaThp
O NHETEPOS eis vOoOV EuTiTTEL, £§ fis Kal &TMAeTO eikooTATOS.
av’ v 1y uev Siakovijoaoa éxel Ta émixelpa dv afia fv, oudtv
aitia oloa — T yap dnuokoivw Tpoxiobeioa Tapedddn: 1y &’
aitia Te 80 kai évBuunbeioa kai xeipoupyricaca EEel, £av Uueis
Te kai oi Beol BEAwOoIW.

okéyache olv 8ocwi dikaidtepa Uucdv derjoopar tyc fj
aBeApds. €y Hév ye T TeBvedTI Unas kedevw kail TédI
N8iknuévaal TOV &idiov xpbvov Tipwpous yevéoBar oUTos 8¢ Tou
uev TeBvedTOS MEéPL 0UBEY UNdS aiTroeTal, 8s &Elos kai éAéou kal
BonBeias kal Tipwpias Tap’ YpV Tuxelv, ABéws kal akAedds
Tpd TS einapuivns U’ D fikioTa éxpiiv TOV Biov ékAimcov,

1.19 s Bekker: fows AN: Tocws s Pahle
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umep 8¢ Tis amokTewdons SefjoeTar abépita kai avécia kai
aTéAeoTa Kal avijkouoTa kai Beols kal Upiv, Sedpevos Uucv <un
Tincwpfoad & aUTh EauThv oUK ETEICE Ul KAKOTEXVToAL UNEls 8’
oU TGV &TokTelwdavTwy éoTt Bonboi, aAAa Tdv &k Tpovoias
amobvniokévtwv, kal Talta Up’ v fKiIoTa avuTous Expiv
atmoBvniokev. fidn olv év VNIV EoTi TOUT’ OpBds Siayvaval, &
kai ToijoaTe. defjoeTal &’ U@V oUToS pEv UTEP unTpds THS
auTtou Lwons, Ths ékeivov Siaxpnoauévns aBoulws Te kal
aBécos, 8meos Siknv uf 8d, &v upds meibni, v Rdiknke éyco 8’
Upas UTEp ToU TaTpds pou TeBvedTos aitolual, 8mws TavTi
TpST Bt Upels 8¢, Emaos Bi8cot Siknv oi adikoUvTes, ToUToU
ye Eveka kai SikaoTtal éyéveobe kal ekANBNTE. Kal €yco uEv
tmeépxonal Aéycv, tva 8 Siknv v fdiknke kai Tinwpiow
T Te TATPl TAI NUETEPWI KAl Tois vOUOIS Tols UHETEPOIS
TavTn kail &Ei1év poi Ponbijcar Uuds amavras, ei GANOH Aéyw:
oUTos 3¢ TavavTia, 8mws 1 Tous véuous Tapidouca ur i
Siknv v ndiknke, Tavtn Bonbods kabéotnke. kaiTol MéTEPOV
SikaidTepov TOV £k Tpovoiag amokTeivavTa Souvai diknv §j ur;
kal ToTepov Bel oikTipai padAlov TOV TeBvedTa 1 ThHY
aTokTeivaoav; €yc MEv olpal TOv TeBvedTar kal yap
Bika16TEPOV KAl 6O TEPOV Kal TPdS Becdv kal Tpds avBpdTeov
yiyvoito Uuiv. #8n olv éycd &fid, oTep KaKeivov
AVEAENUOVWS Kal AVOIKTIOTWS alTtn AaTmAecey, oUTw kai
aUuThy TauTnv amolécBal U Te U@V kal ToU dikaiou. 1) HEv
tkouoiws kai Poulevocaca TOV BavaTtov (amékTewew), & &’
akouoiws kai Braiws amébave. TS yap ov Biaicos améBavev,
&vdpes, &5y’ ekAeiv EpeAdev €k This yiis THode, Tapa Te avdpl
@il aUtol eioTi&To; 1 8¢ Tépyaca TO papupakov Kai
KeEAeUcaca Exkeiveol SoUval TEIV ATMEKTEIVEV UV TOV TaTépa.
TS oUv TauTn tAeeiv &E16v éoTw fi aidous Tuyxdavew Tap’
UV 1 &AAovu Tou, fjTis auTh oUk fEiwoev EAefjoal TOV éauTijs
&vdpa, aAA’ avooiws kal aioxpdds amdreocev; oUTw &€ Toi kai

1.22 pn Tipwpiioar add. Thalheim
1.26 amékrevev add. Reiske
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€Aeelv €l TOIs akouoiols Tadiuact pdAAov Tpoorikel §j Tois
gkoucoiols kal &k Tpovoias A&SIKAHAC! kai AUAPTAHACL KGl
omep Ekelvov auTn oUTe Beous oUb’ fipwas olT’ &vBpdmous
aioxuvBeioa oudt deicac’ amcdAecev, oiTw kal auTh U’ Uuddv
kai ToU Sikaiou amolopévn, kai pr) Tuxoloa piT’ aidous unt’
gAéou un T’ aioxuivns undepds map’ YUV, THS SIKAOTATNS &V
TUXO! TiHwpias. Bavpdlw 8¢ éywye Ths TOAUNS ToU adeApol
kai Tijs Siavoias, T Siopdoacbal UTep Tiis UNTPOS €V eidéval
TeTomKUiav TauTa. TS y&p &v Tis eV eidein ofs un Tapeyéveto
auTos; oU yap SriTmou napTupwv Y’ évavTiov oi émPBoulelovTes
ToUs  Bavdatous Tois méhas unxavédvtai  Te  kal
mapackeuafouotv, aAN’ s udAiota duvavtar AabpaidtaTta
Kal @5 avBpdmwv undéva eidévar- oi ¢t émPBouleudpevol oudiv
foaot, Tpiv ¥’ i8N &v aUuT! MOI T KAK®! KAl Y1y VOKWOo! TOV
SAeBpov ev &1 eioi. TETE 8¢, Eav ptv SUvwvTal kai Bdvwol Tpiv
atmoBaveiv, kal pilous kal avaykaious Tous opeTEPous Kalolot
kai papTtipovTal kai Aéyouotv auTtols Up’ v amdAAuvtal kal
EMIOKNTTOUO! TIHwpToal opiclv auTois Bdiknuévors, & kauoi
Taidl vt 6 Tathp, THY &BAiav kai TeAeutaiav véoov voodv,
eméoknTTey: €av 8t ToUTwv AHApPTAVWOl, YypaupaTta
YPG&®pouai, kal olkéTas ToUs OPeTEPOUS aUT@V ETMKalolvTal
HapTupas, kal dnAovoiv Ue’ v &TTSAAUVTAL. KAKETVOS EUOL VEI
ET1 SvTiI TaUTta edfAwoe kal éméoTellev, @ Evdpes, oU TOIS
tauTtoU douAols. Enol piv ouv SifynTtal kai BePorbntar Ttdn
TeBVeDTI Kal T VoUW €V Uliv 8’ é0Tl okoTEelv T& Aoird Tpods
Upds autous kai Sik&Ge T& dikala. oipatl 8¢ kai Tois Beols Toig
KG&Tw HéAe of RdiknuTal.

2. Tetpadoyia A
2.1

‘Oméoa pév TGV TPAYHATWY UTO TOV EMTUXOVTWY
¢mPBouleveTal, ou xahemd eAéyxeoBai toTiv: v 8’ oi ikavdds pev
TePUKOTES, EUTTElpOl B TTpayHATwY SVTEeS, €V 8¢ TOUTw! TRS
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NAkias kaBeoTTEs &v DI KPATIOTO! PPOVEIV aUT@V Eiol,
TPATTWO!, XaAeTol kai yvwobijvat kai deixBivai eicl. Sia yap
16 péyeBos ToU kwdUvou ék TMOANoU THV acpdaleiav v
¢mPBoulelouct OkOTTOUVTES, OU TTPOTEPOV EMIXEIPOUCIV T} TAOTS
UToyias euAakKV TOINOWYTAL YlYVEOoKoVTas oUv Uuds Xph
TalTa, k&v 6T100v eikds TapaAaBnTe, 6poddpa MoTEVEW aUTOL.
Nueis &’ oi émeEepxSuevol TOV pOVOV oU TOV aiTIov APEVTES TOV
avaitiov idkopey: capds yap oidauev 8Tt Tdons Tis TOAews
uatopévns Ut attol. éws av Sicxdi, Té T’ doéBnua fuétepov
yiyvetal, Tis 8’ UpeTépas auapTias 1 Town eis HUas TOUs pi
dikaiws dickovTas Avaxwpel. Emavrtos 8¢ ToU MIGOHATOS
avaxwpolivTos eis Nuas, ws av duvmueba cagéotarta £§ v
Yiyvcookopev melpaocdpeda UHiv dnAolv s ATékTeIVE TOV
&vdpa.

(olte y&p kakoupyous eikds amokTeival TOv &udpad oudeis
ya&p &v TOv foxaTov kivBuvov Tepl TRs Wwuxils Kivduvelwv
ETOIUNY KAl KATEIPYAOCUEVNV TNV WPEAEIQV APTKEV: EXOVTES YAP
[Gv] T& MaTia nUpédnoav. oU pnv oUdé mapownoas oudeis
BiépBeipev auTOV Ey1yvddokeTo yap Gv UTO TGOV CUHTIOTGV.
oudt urv oud’ £k Aodopias: ol y&p &wpl TGOV VUKTOV oud’ év
tpnuial EAodopolvTo. oudt unv &AAou otoxalduevos éTuxe
TouTouw oU yd&p Gv ouv T akohouBwr BiE@Beipev auTov.
amolvopévns B¢ Tis UToyias amdons autods 6 BavaTtos Ef
emPBoulijs amoBavdvta unviel alTédv. EmBécBal 8¢ Tiva paAAov
€ikds €oTv f TOV peydAa pév kakd TpomemovBoTa, ETi Bt
ueiova émidofov dvta maoxev; 0Tt 8’ 6 BlwokdUEVOs OUTOS: €K
maAaot yap éxBpds v altol WoAAds uiv kal peydAas
ypapas BidEas oUdepiav eilev, €Tt 8¢ ueifous kai mAeious
BlwxBels oUdemdTOT’ ATOPUY OV iKavdY pépos TV SvTwv
amoBéBAnke, T& & &yxlota iepddov kAoTmiis Suoiv TaldvTow
YEYPOUMEVOS UT’ auToU, ouveldcdds piv avtén TO &diknua,
gumelpos 8 ¢ov THs ToUTOU Buvduews, HVNOIKak®V B¢ TV

2.1.4 oUTe yap kakoupyous eikds amokTeivat Tdév &vBpwmov add. Aldus: &vdpa
Keyser
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EuTpooBev, eikdTws pEv émeBouleucey, eikdTws & auuvduevos
v ExBpav amékteve TOV &vdpa. fj Te yap embupia Tis
TiHwpias auvrpova TV KIwduvwy kabiotn autdv, 8 Te péPos
TGV EMPEPOUEVWV KAKGDV EKTTATI00wV BepudTepov émixelpeiv
emijipe. RAMCE Te TGde pév Spdoas kai Afjoev amokTeivas auTdy
kal amopeuEeabal THv ypariv: oUdt yap émefiéval oudéva, AN’
epriunv auTtnv éoecBar- € Te kal &oin, TiHwpnoauévwt kGAAiov
€8ofev  aUT®!l TaUTta TWAOXew, [ A&vavdpws  undiv
avTiSpdoavta UTO Tiis ypagiis diapbaphivar cagdds 8 fidel
aAwOOHEVOS aUTHV: oU yap Gv Tévde TOV dydva évduioey
aopaléoTepov eival. T& pév Blacdueva TalTd eoTiv aoePiical
auTév. papTupes 8’ ei piv moAAol TapeyévovTo, ToAAous Gv
mapeoxOueba: €vos B¢ Tol akolovubBou Tapayesvopévou, ol
TOUTOU TKOUOV HapTupriooucty: Eumvous yap €Ti apBeis,
avakpivépevos U’ UGV, ToUToV Hdvov £pn TV TaIdVTwV
yvéval auTtous.

t€eheyxduevos & UMS Te TOV EikOTWY UMS Te TV
Tapayevouévwy, oudevi TpOTw!  oUTe ! dikaiws oUTe
OUHPEPSYTWS ATTOAUOIT’ &V UP’ Unddv. of Te yap emBoulelovTes
aveféheykTol &v einoav, ei uijTe UTO TEOV TAPAYEVOUEV WV T TE
UTTO TV eikdTwY EEeAéyxovTal aouupopov 8’ Uuiv 0Tt TOvSe
Hiapdv kal Gvayvov dvta eis {Te> Ta Tepévn TV Becov eicidvta
Hiaivelv Ty ayveiav aUTtdv, € Te T&s autds Tpamélas idvta
ouykaTamuTAdval Tous avaiTious: &k yap ToUtwv ai T’
&gopial yiyvovtai SuoTuxeis 8’ ai mpaeis kabioTavrtal. oikeiav
oUv Xp1) TNV TiHwpPiav fynoapévous, aUuTddl ToUTw! T& ToUTou
aoeBruaTa dvabévras, idiav ptv THv ouppopav, kabapav 8¢ Trv
TOAW KaTaoThoal.

2.2
OU por B0ok@® &UapPTAVEIV ATUXECTATOV EUAUTOV T)yOUHEVOS

glval TGOV TavTwv avBpdmwv. TGV pEv yap GAwv ol

2.1.9 waévtwv Bekker: mapévtwv A: yvdvar tédv Tapévtwv N
2.1.10 Te add. Blass
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SucTuxolvTes, OTOTAV pEV UTO XEIUdVOS Tovdow, eudiag
yevouévns Tavovtar 8tav 3t vooriowaov, Uyiels yevouevol
ofovtar £&v Té Tis &AAN ouppopa kaTalapuBavnt attovs, Ta
gvavTia émytyvépeva ovivnow. éuol 8¢ (v Te GvBpeomos 2
&vaTpoTeUs ToU oikou éyéveTo, aTofavdv Te, K&V ATOPUYw,
ikavas AUTas kai gpovTidas mpooBéBAnkev. eis ToUTo Yap
Bapudaipovias fikw, ¢30Te OUK APKOUV Lol EGTIV EuauTOV Go10V
kai dikaiov mapéxovta pif SwagbBapiivai, dAA& k&v pi TOV
amokTeivavTa eUpcov tEeAéyfw, OV oi TiHwpPOUVTES aUT!L
aduvaTol eupeiv eiov, auTds kaTadoxBeis povels eival avooicws
aAcoopat. Kal epe €5 Setvdv pév Tay XGAemov paoctv eEAéy xecBar 3
eival, s & HAibov € autdv v émpaa @avepdv eval
Epyacdauevoy T Epyov. i yap viv 81 Tiis éxBpas TO uéyebog
eikdTws UP’ UpdV kaTadokoupal, Tpiv épydoacbai eikéTepov
fv TpoeddTa THv viv UToyiav eis épt oloav kai TV &AAwv &l
Twa éyvwv émBoulevovta auTdl, StakwAvelv uGAAov 1} auTtov
£py acAuevoV eis Ekouaious kal TpodrjAous UToyias éuTreoeiv: £k
Te y&p autoU TolU €pyou @avepds YevOUEVOS ATWAAUUNY,
AaBcov Te capdds Hidn THVde THv UTowiav eis éut olUoav. &BAia
uév oUv Taoxw U amoloyeicbai pévov Bialduevos, aAA& kai 4
TOUS ATMOKTEIVAVTAS PAVEPOUS KATAOTHOA Suws 8¢ KAl TOUTO
ETIXEIPT)TEOV" OUBEY y&p MIKPOTEPOV Tl AVAYKNS EOIKEV EIVaL.
Exw Bt oUBaudds EAAws EAéyxew { ¢ v Tous &AAous O
KaTiyopos &moAUwv altdv TdV 8&vaTdy gnot pnviev éué TOV
Povéa SvTa. €i y&p TOUTWY AvaiTiwv SokouvTwy eival év époi
TaSiknua @aveital, TOUTwWY UTOTTWY SvTwy £y diKaiws
kaBapods Sokoinv eival.

€oT1 B¢ oUKk ameikds, s oUTol pactv, AN eikds dwpi TGOV 5
VUKTGV TAQVOUEVOD £ TOIS ipaTiols Siapfapiival. T6 y&p un
£kSubBfval oudtv onueidv EoTiv: & Yap uf épbnoav mepidUoavTes
auTtév, aAA& Twas Tmpooidvtas @oPnbdévres amélimov,
E0@PPOVOUY Kal ouk éuaivovto THv cwTnpiav ToU képdous
TPOTIUGVTES. €i B¢ pi} kai émi Tols inaTiols diepbdapn, &N’ 6
2.2.1 G TE N EavBé 4
2.2.3 (bis) oVoav AV: ioloav Reiske
2.2.4 dikaiws NV 8'eikdTeos 4



Ix

48 ANTIOWNTOX

eTépous idcov &ANo TI kakdv TololvTas, fva i) UNVUTHS ToU
aSiknuaTos yévnrtal, Gmédavev U’ auTdVv, Tis 0ide; Tous B¢ un
TOAU flooov épol picotvtas autdv — foav 8¢ ToAAoi — Téds oUk
eikds v pol uaAAov SiaBeipal alTdv; éxeivols piv yap pavepa
v 1) Umoyia eis éué oloa, éycd 8¢ Umip ékeiveov UmaiTios
toduevos capads Midn. Tou 8¢ akolovBou 1 naptupia s afia
mioTeveoBai éoTv; UTS Te yap ToU kiwdUvou ékTeTAnypévov
auTOV oUk eikds fV ToUs aTokTeivavTas yvévai, Umd Te TV
Kupiwv avaylyvwokouevov émvedoal Ny eikds. ATOTOUHEVVY
Bt kal TéV dAAwv SovAwv év Tais papTupials  oU yap &v
tBacavifouev auTous T&s Sikalov ToUTw! HapTUpoUVTI
moTevoavtas Siapbeipai pe; €l 8¢ TIs Ta eikdTa AAnbéocw ioca
Nyeital kKaTapapTupfioai pou, TaUTOV avTidoylodobw 811 pe
elkéTepov Ny THV  aopdleiav Tis émPoulfls Tnpolvta
purafacBai kai pn TapayevésBal T Epy ot pGAAOV T ToUTOV
opaTToHevoy OpBdds yvddval s 8t Tévde TOHV kivBuvov ouk
acpaléoTepov ToU ATO TRHS ypagfis nyovuunv eval, aAA&
ToAAaTA&oI0v, € Ut Tapeppdvouv, B18dEw. dlovus piv yap Thv
Ypaehv Ths utv ovcias H§idn ékoTnoduevos, Tou 8t opaTos kai
Tiis TOAews OUK &MECTEPOUUNY, TeplyevOuevos Bt kai AeipBeis,
KGv épavov Tapa TV ¢ilwv culAéEas, ouk Gv eis Ta éoxaTa
kakd NABov: tav 8¢ viv kaTtaAngbels amobdvew, avdoia dveidn
Tois Taoiv UToAeiyw, fi puycov yépwv kal &moAls v émi
Eevias MTwxeUow. oUTw uEv & katnydpnrtai pou, TEVTa
&moTd ¢oTv: amoAlUecBal BE UP® UGV, ei kal eikdTws HEV
SvTws 8¢ un améktewa TOV Evdpa, oAU pdAAov Sikaids eiut.
£y Te Yap pavepdv 811 ey dha &BikoUpevos HUuvounv: ou yap
v eikdTwS €86kouv aTokTEIVal aUTdV: ToUs Te ATTOKTEIvAvTAs
kai oUu Tous aitiav ExovTtas amokTeival 6pBdds  &v
kaTalauPavorte.

¢k 8¢ TavTds TpOTTOU AdTToAudpevos Tiis aitias Eywye oUTe eig
T& Tepévn eiciov THY ayveiav TGOV Beddv piavdd, oUte UUES

2.2.6 (eikds) fv A: av Av A% fv av N ovoa AV: iovoa Reiske
2.2.10 fuuvdunv Keyser: quuvaunv AN
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weiBwov amoAUoai pe Gvdoia TPATTW. oi Bt SicokovTes pEv Ep
ToV dvaitiov, TOv 8’ aitiov agiévtes, Tiis Te agpopias aiTiol
yiyvovtai, Upds Te &oePels eis Tous Beous TeibovTes
kaTacTival TavTwv v éut &E1év paot Tabeiv eivar dikaioi eiot
TuyXGVew. ToUTous UEv oUv TouTwv afious dvtas amioTous
NyeioBe éut 8t €k Te TOV Tpoeipyacuévwy yvwoeohe ouTe
¢mPoulevovTa oUTe TGV OU TPOONKOVTWY OpeyOUEVOV, GAAE
T& évavtia ToUTwv TOAAas uEv kai ueydlas eiopopasg
elopépovta, TOAA& Bt Tpipapxouvta, AQuUTps Ot
xopnyouvrta, ToAlous Bt épavifovra, upeydhas Bt UTEp
TOAAGV EéyyUas amoTivovta, THv Te oUoiav ou dikaldéuevov
A&AN’ épyaldpevov kekTnHEVOY, PiAoBUTNY Te kal vépipov dvta.
TolouTou 8¢ SuTos pou undiv dvdoiov und’ aioxpodv KaTayva Te.
el 8¢ UTMO CdovTos €8iokdunv, oUuk &v pdvov UTEp EpauTol
amedoyouunv, aAA’ auTtév Te TOUTOV Kai TOUS TOUTWI MEV
Bonbolvras, map’ tpou 8t cpeleicbar {nTolvTas €@’ oig
KaTnyopeiTé pou, émeédeifa &v adikoUvtas. TalTa uiv olv
¢MelkéoTepoy 1) dikaidTepov Tapnow: déopal & UpdV, &
&vdpes. TGV peyioTwv kpitai kal kUplol, éAejoavtas THv
aTuxiav pou iaTpous yevéoBai auTis, kai uf ouvemBdvras Tht
TouTwv emBéoe mepudeiv pe adikws kai abéws Siapbapévra um’
aUTAV.

2.3

"H te atuxia adikeitar UM alUtoU, fjv TPOICTAUEVOS Tijs
kakoupyias agavioai THv autou piapiav {nTer UTd Te UUGV oUk
&Elos eAeeioBai éoTiv, dkovoiov piv TG TabBdvTt TepiBeis THY
OUHPOPAV, Ekouoiws 8t auTds eis TOUs KIvdUVoUs KaATAGTAS. €S
uév olv amékTeive TOV &udpa, év TAI TpoTépwi Adywi
amedeifauev: o5 8¢ ouk 6pbds amehoynfn, viv Teipacdueda
ENEy XOVTES.

€lTe yap TpooidvTas Twas TpoidovTes of ATMOKTEVAVTES

2.2.12 QIAoBUTNY Te .V prAoBUTNY 8¢ A

2
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auToUs ATONTIOVTES CIXOVTO PeUyovTes TpOTepov 1
améduoav, ol évtuxdvTes &v auTols, i kal TOV SeomwdTnv
TeBvedTa nupov, TéV ye Bepdmovta, Os Eumvous apbeis
EHapPTUpPEL, ETI Euppova eUpOVTES, CAP®S AVAKPIVAVTES TOUS
gpyacapévous fyyethav &v v, kai oUx olTos &v THv aitiav
gixev. eiTe &ANor Twis ETepdy TI TOIOUTOV KAKOUPYOUVTES
S@BévTes U ATV, va un yvwobdo: Siépbeipav avtous, Gua
T TOUTwY @dvwl TO kakoupynua &v éknpUcceTo kai Eeig
TouTous &v 1 Umowia fjkev. of Te fooov kivduvelovTes TV
uaAdov év @éPwi Sdvtwv olk old Bmws &v  pdaAdov
émeBoulevoav auT ToUs utv yap & te péPos 1 Te adikia ikavn
fv Tadoal TR, Tpounbias, Tois 8¢ & Te kivduvos H Te aioxuvn
HeiCwv oloa Tiis Siagpopds, i kal Sievorinoav Tavta mpaal,
apkovoa NV cwpovical TS BupoUpevov Tiis yvuns. ouk dpBdds
3t TNV ToU akolouBou papTupiav &moTov Aéyouciv gival. ou
Y&p €m Tals TolauTals papTupials Pacavifovtai, &AN’
éAevbepor apievrar omoéTav 8¢ 1 kAéwavTes admapvdvtal f
OUYKPUTITwOL TOls deomdTals, TOTe Pacavifovtes afiovuev
TAAN6BA Aéyew auTous. oudt unv amoyevéoBan fj Tapayevéobal
eikdTepov auTSY EoTIv. €l Yap &TeyEveTo, TOV pév kivduvov ToV
auTdY EneAAe kal Tapcov kivduvevelv, Tas yap auTtdv Angbeis
TouTov Gv TOV émPBoulevoavta fAeyxev dvrta, TO & Eépyov
flocov Tpdooe, oUdels yap BoTis TV TapdvTwv ouk Gv
okvnpdTEPOS Eis THY TP&EEIW Nv. s 8’ oUk EAdoow &XA& ToAY
HeiCwo TOV amod THs ypagis kivduvov fij TOvde fyeito evan,
B18a€w. TS utv &dhdval kal AToPUYEV aupoTépas Tas SicdEels
¢v foais éAmiol BOdpeEV aUTd eval. pny TapaxBivar 8¢ ThHv
ypaghv oUdepiav éATida eixe TouTou ye {vTOs' oU yap av
¢meiBeTo aUTA €is 8t TOVSE TOV &yddva fjEev ouk A TIoE AfjoEIv
yap £86kel amokTeivas auTév. aficv Bt dik TO pavepdv eival
v UToyiav atTédl uf katadokeiobal U’ Updv, ouk SpBdds
a€101. €l yap ToUTov év Tois peyioTols kiwdUvols dvta ikavi fv i

2.3.3 mpounbBias Bekker: mpoBuuias AN
2.3.7 € yap ... oudeis y' av Reiske: ou yap . .. oUdeis yap AV eméBeTe
Maetzner: fiyeito AN
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UToyia amooTpéyan Tfis emBécews, oudeis y' av émeBoUlevoev
aUTA Ta&S yap &v Tis TGV flooov KvduveudvTwv, TH UTToyiav
ua@Ahov ToU kiwdivou @ofouuevos, flocov 1| oUtos EéméBeto
auTtédLl. ai 8’ eiopopai kal xopnyiar esdaipovias pév ikavov
onueidv 0TI, TOU B¢ U &TMOKTEIVaAl TAvavTia: Tepl y&p auTiis
Tiis el ainovias Tpéuwv uj amooTepndijl, eikdTwWS HEV Avooiws
B¢ amékTeve TOV Gudpa. pdokwv B¢ oU ToUs eikdTwSs GAA& ToUs
&TokTeivavTas ovéas eival, Tepl HEV TV &TOKTEWAVTWY
6pBcds Aéyel, eimep Eyéveto Qavepdv Nuiv Tives Roav oi
ATOKTEIVAVTES  auTOV: u Sednlwupévwov B¢ TV
ATTOKTEWAVTOV, UTO TAV eikdTwv EAeyxduevos olTos v kal
oUBels €TepOs ATTOKTEIVAS AUTOV ein. OU y &p ETT HAPTUP IV GAA&
KpuTTOUEVa TTpGooeTal T TolalTa.

oUTw Bt @avepds €k TRAs auTtol damoloyias eleyxBeis
Siagbeipas autdv, oudtv ETepov Uuddv Seital §j THv auTou
uapiav eis Upas auTous EKTPéwal. Nuels 8¢ Uuddv dedueba ptv
oudév, Aéyopev 8 Upiv, i priTe €k TAOV eikOTWV UTE €K TGOV
HOPTUPOULEVWY oUTOS ViV EAéyxXeTal, OUK 0TV €TL TOV
Sicokopévaov Eleyxos oudeis. adikws &’ amolvopévou TouTtou
U@’ UuddV, uiv pév mpooTpdTaios 6 amobavcov ouk éoTal, UNiv
8¢ ¢&vBUulos  yevijoeTal ocagfi uEv yap TOv BdvaTtov
Y1YVOOKOVTES Pavepdds d¢ T& ixvn Tfs UTowias eis ToUTOV
PépovTa, MOoTAs 8¢ Tou akolouBou papTupolvTos, QS Gv
Sikaiws &moAvoiTe aUtév; Talta olv eiddTes BonBeite pév T
amoBavévTi, TinwpEicBe 8¢ TOV Aok TeivavTa, Gy veleTe 8¢ THY
wohw. Tpla yap &yab& wpdeter éAdooous upiv  ToU
emPBoulevovtas kaTtaoToeTe, TAeious 8¢ ToUs THv evcéBeiav
tmndedovrtas, &moAveche 8’ auTol THs UTEp ToUToU Miapias.

2.4

180U ¢y T Te aTuxial, fiv o Sikaiws aiTidual, s oUtoi
PacIV, EKCOV EQauTOV Eyxelpilw, T Te ToUTwv éxBpai, Bedicos

2.3.8 ¢m Aldus: Umd AN
2.3.9 pavepds A% pavepds AN
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uev 16 uéyeBos Tijs SiaBoriis auT@V, MoTevwv B¢ THI UpeTépal
yveount  Tit  Te aAnBeiocn TV €€ Epou  mpaxBévtoov.
amooTepoUpevos 8t UM’ avuTév undt Tas mapovcas atuxias
avakAavocacBal Tpds Upds, &Topd eis HvTiva &GAARv cwTnpiav
XPNH HE KaTauyelv. kawdtata yap 37, e xph kawdtarta
uaAhov 1j kakoupydtata eitmeiv, diaBdAlovsi ue. kaThyopol
Y&p kal TiHwpol ¢ovou TpooToloUpevol  eival, UTep-
amoloyouuevol Tijs dAnbols uoyias amaons, Si& THv dmTopiav
ToU &TOKTEIVAVTOS aUTov Eut povéa paociv eival, dpcdvTes Bt
TAVavTia OV TPOCTETAKTAl QUTOLS, pavepdv &TI &dikws éut
u&AAov amokTeival {ntouctv fj TOV povéa TipwpeioBal. eut Bt
Tpooiikev oultv &ANo fi Tpds THY papTupiav Tou akohouBou
amoloynBijvar oU yap unvuths oud’ EAeyKThp TV
ATMOKTEIVAVTWV eipi, GAA& Sicokdpevos amokpivopal. Sucos S
TeplEPYaoTEOY, Tva €k TavTds TPOTOU TOUTOUs  TE
tmPBoulevovTds pot EnauTov Te amoAuduevov émBeifw TS
UTroyias. THv pév olv atuxiav fi pe StaBaiAovoiv, eis eUTuxiav
aitolual petaoTtivar agid 8’ Uuas amoAvoayTds He pakapical
u@Alov fj katahaBdévras eAefjoal.

Paoct 8t TV HEV EVTUXOVTWV TAIOUEVOLs auToils oudéva
duTiva oUk EeikdTepov  elval  ocagcds muBduevov  Tous
Slapbeipavras avutoUs eis oikov ayyellal, 1 amolimévra
oixecBal. tyco 8t oudéva oUTw Bepuodv kai avdpeiov Gvbpwmov
glval Sokd SvTwa oUuk &v &wpl TEOV VUKTGOV VEKPOIS
aomaipouot ouvtuxdvTa TEAW  UTOOTpéyavTa  QeUyElV
udAAov fj TuvBavduevov ToUs kakoUpyous Tepl THS Wuxis
kiwBuveloal. TouTwv 8¢ padAAov & eikds v SpacdvTwy, oi pev
¢ml Tols ipaTiols Siagbeipavrtes avTous ouk Gv ETi eikdTWS
agiowTo, tyc 8¢ amiAhayual Tis UToyias. ei 8¢ EknpuccovTo T
uf &AAot Twves kakolUpyol dpa T ToUTwY Povwl, Tis oidev;
oUdevi y&p emineAEs fv okoTeiv Talta. apavols 8¢ dvTos ToU
KnpUyHaTos, oudt UTMO ToUTwv TV KAKoUpywv GTMIGTOV
SiagpBapiival alTdv. ToU 8t BepdmovTos TS XPT) MOTOTEPAV
v udapTupiav fi T&OV EAeuBépwov TfyeioBar; of utv yap
aTipoUvTai Te kal xpruact CnuiotvTtal, £&v ui} TaAndi Sokdot
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paptupiicar 6 8t olk #Aeyxov Tapaoxcov oudt B&oavov Tol
Siknv Scaoet; fi Tis EAeyxos EoTal; &KwdUVws Te oUTOS Ye HEAA OV
napTupelv oUdtv BavpaoTov Emabey UTO TV Kupiwv exBpdov
pol dvtwv TeoBels kaTayeudeobai pou éycd Te avdol’ &v
TAGXOWL, € ) MOTASs katapapTupnBels diapbapeiny v’
UuGv. pi) TapayevéoBar 8¢ pe T poveol AMOTOTEPOV T
TapayevéoBai paciv elval £yc 8’ oUk £k TGV eikdTwv &AN’
Epyw! SnAow ou Tapayevdpevos. 6Técol yap Souloi pot 1
doUAai eiol, mavTas Tapadidwiu Pacavicar kai Eav ur paved
TAUTNL THl VUKTI v oikw! kaBeldwv fj ¢6eABcov Tou, dpoloyd
poveUs elval. 1§ 8t vUE ok &onuos: Tois yap Autoleios 6 aviip
améBave. Tepl Bt This eUdaipovias, s Eveka TPEHOVTE HE paoty
eikdTws aTokTEIVal aUTéV, TOAU TavavTia €0Ti. Tols uEv yap
&TUXOUO! VewTepilelv ouupéperr €k yap TV peTaBoAdv
tmidofos 1) duompayia peTaBdAAew avutdv toTir Tols &’
eUTuXOoUOIW  ATpedilev  kai  @puldooewv  Thv  TapolUoav
euTrpayiav: uebiotapéveov yap Tév TpayudTtwy SucTuxels £
eUTUXOUVTWV KabioTavTal. ek 8¢ TGV eikdTwWV TPOoTOIOUHEVOI
He EAEY XEY, OUK eikOTWS GAN SvTws povéa pé paot Tod avdpds
elval T& 8t eikdTa &AAa Tpds énol p&AAov &modédeikTal dvta-
6 Te y&p KATAHAPTUPGV Hou &ToTos EANAeykTal dv, & Te
ENey XOS5 OUK 0TI, T& Te TekuTpIa €ud, oU TouTou SvTa édnAwoa,
T& Te ixvn ToU @dvou ouk eis éuE @épovta &AM’ eis TOUS
ATTOoAUopEVOUs ATTOBESEIKTAL UTE aUTV.

TavTwv 8¢ TV kaTnyopndévtwy amioTwy éAeyxBévtwov,
oUk £av ATopUyw ouk EoTv E§ v EleyxBricovtal oi
KakoupyouvTes, GAN’ €av éleyx8c oudenia amoloyia Tols
Siwkopévols apkolUod EoTiv. oUTw Bt &dikws BicdkovTés Ue,
auTol pEv avooiws atmokTeval {ntouvTes kabapoi paow eival,
eut 8¢, o5 evoePeiv Upds Teifw, dvdoia Bpav Aéyouciv. éyco Bt
kaBapds v TMavTwv TV EykAnudTwv UTEp EpauTou
EMIOKNTITe aideioBar THy TGV undiv adikolvtwy evcéBeiav,
umép 8¢ ToU &moBavdvTos AVAUIUVHIOKWY THY  TOWRV

2.4.9 atuxouoi vewTepileiv Aldus: atuxolUow étaipifew AN
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Tapawd UHiv, un TOV avaitiov kataAaBdvras TOV aitiov
ageivarr amoBavévTos yap uol oudels £T1 TOV aitiov {nTrcel.
TauTa olv oefduevol doiws kai Sikaiws aTMoAUeTé We, Kai ui
UETAVONOAVTES TNV GuapTiav yvdTe aviatos yap 1 peTdvola
TGOV TOIOUTWV EOTIV.

3. Tetpaloyia B
3.1

Té& uptv dpoloyovpeva TGOV TpaypHdTwy Umd Te ToU vdpou
KATakékpITal UTS Te TV yneioauéveov, oi kuplol Taons Tis
ToMiTeias eioiv: €av 3¢ TI aueioPnTrioipov fi, ToUTo UiV, &
&vdpes TOATral, TpooTETAKTAL Siayvddval. oijal Htv ouv oudt
aupoBntroev Tpos éué TOV Siwkduevov: 6 yap mals pou Ev
yuuvaociwt akovTioBels 81& TGOV TAeupdv UTS ToUTou TOU
uelpakiou Tapaxpfina amédavev. EkSvTa pEv oUv oUK ETIKAAG
aTmokTelval, dkovta dé. éuoi Bt oUuk EAdoow Tou £kOVTOS EKCWV
THY CUHPOPAVY KATECTTOE. TA 3¢ ATOBAVSVTI AUTAI HEV OUBEV
evBUuIoV, TOls 8¢ Lot Tpooednkev. Unds 8¢ aEidd EAeolvTasg uév
THY amaidiav Tdv yovéwv, oikTipovtas 8¢ ThHv &wpov Tou
amoBavévTtos TedeuTrv, eipyovtas v 6 vopos eipyer TOV
ATOKTElVAVTA WN) TEeplopdv dmacav THY TOAv UTd TouTou
HIQIVOHEVTIV.

3.2

Nov 81 pavepdv poi 811 avtal ai cuppopai kai xpeiail Tous Te
aTmpdypovas eis ayvas Tous Te ouxious TOAUEY T& Te GAAQ
Tapd @Uow Aéyew kal dpav Pidlovtal éyd yap fikioTta
ToloUTos v kai Bouhduevos eival, e ut) oAU ye éyeuopal, U’
auTiis Tis cupPopds Huaykdodnv viv mapd Tév &AAov TpdTov
UTép Tpayudcwv amoloyeioBal, v Eyc XaAemds HEV THY
akpifeiav éyvowv, #T1 8t dTopwTépws SIGKeIHAl @S XPT) UMV
épunvelioal Talta. UTd 8¢ okAnpds avdykns Bialouevos, kai
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auTtds el TOV Upétepov EAeov, & Gudpes SikaoTai,
KATATEPEUY S déopal Uuddv, eav akpiBéoTepov 1 s ouvnbes
Upiv - 86w  eimeiv, uf) Sia  T&s  Tpoelpnuévas  TUXAS
amodeEauévous pou THv amoloyiav 86Ent kal un aAnbeiar v
kpio Tomoachar i ptv yap 86Ea T mpaxBévTwov Tpos TéHV
Aéyew Suvauévewv éotiv, 1) 8¢ aAnBeia mpos TV dikaia kal ola
TPACCOVTWOV.

£d6kouv piv olv éywye TavTa TaideUwv TOV vidv EE v
udAiota TO KOwOV EeEAEITAl, AUPOIV TI MUV ayabov
amoPrjoecBarr cupRéRnke 8¢ pot TOAU Tapd yvounv Toutwy. T
Yap Uelpakiov oux UBpet oUdt akoAacial, GAN& HEAETOV HETA
TGOV NAlkwv dkovTileww év T yupvaoiol, #Bale pév, ouk
améxTelve Bt oUdéva kaT& ye THY aAnBelav v Empaev, &AAou
8’ eis aUTOV AuapTovTOS eis dkouoious aitias HABev. € utv yap
T &kdvTIOV EECd TGV Spwv Tijs auTol Topeiags el TOV Taida
eCevexBev €Tpoooev auTdév, oudeis NIV Adyos UmeheimeTo un
povelotv eivar Tou 8¢ Taidos Umd THV ToU dkovTiou popav
UTTodpapudvTos kal T odua TPooTHoavTos, <6 uEv ekwAUdnd
TOU OKOTIOU TUXEIV, 6 88 UTS TO akdvTiov UTeABcov ¢BANON, kal
THY aitiav oux fueTépav oboav mpooéBalev Nuiv. Si& B¢ ThHv
umoSpounv BAnBévtos ToU Taidds, TO pEv HelpdKIov ouU Sikaiws
emikaAeital, oUdéva yap €Bake TV amd ToU okomoU
APECTOTWY: 6 8¢ Tais eiMep €0TCS Pavepds UUIV €0TI Un
BAnBeis, ékouoiws &’ UTd THV Popav ToU akovTiou UTEABDVY,
£T1 ca@eoTéPLS dnAoUTal Bi1& TH aUTol duapTtiav amobavdv:
oU yap av BANON atpenifuv kai un dratpéxwv.

akouciou 8¢ ToU @dvou £§ &upoiv Upiv SpoAoyoupévou
yevéoBal, ek Tils apapTias, OmoTépou auTdv EoTiv, €Tt Bt
ca@écTepov 6 povels EheyxBein. of Te yap duapTdvovTes v &v
£MVONowoi TI p&oat, oUTOl TPAKTOPES TAV AKOUTiwvY eiciv: of
Te AKOUGIOV T1 BpdVTES 1) TAOXOVTES, OUTOl TGOV TTadnudTwv

3.2.4 6 utv ékwAUBn add. Reiske
3.2.5 & add. Blass
3.2.6 of e dkovoidv: Te Spengel: akouciév Pahle: oi 8¢ ékovuciév AN
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aiTiol ylyvovTal. T6 uév Toivuv pelpdkiov Tepi oUdéva oUdev
fuapTev: oUTe yap ATelpnuUévoy GANE TPOOCTETAYHEVOV
tueAéTa, oUTe €v yupvalopévors &AN’ &v Tijt TGV axovTi{évTwov
Tta€el MkovTIlev, oUTe ToU okomoU AUapTV, Eeis TOUS
APECTAOTAS AkovTioas, Tou Taidds éTuxev, AN TdvTa Spbids
s tmevoel dpdv ESpace uptv oudtv axouoiov, Emabe Bt
BlakwAubels ToU okomoU Tuxeiv. 6 8¢ Tals Poulduevos mpo-
Bpaueiv, Tou kaipol SiapapToov év i dlaTpéxwy olk &v
EMAN YT, Teptémecey ofs oUk fiBelev, dkouoicws 8¢ apapTdov eis
€auTOv oikelals ouppopals kéxpntatl, Tis & dapapTiag
TETIHWPTHEVOS EQUTOV Exel TNV BikNV, oU cuvnBouévwy utv oudte
ouveBeAdvTwY MUY, ouvalyoluvTwy 8¢ kal CUAAUTIOUHEVWY.
Tiis 8¢ apapTiags eis ToUToOV NKouons, TO Epyov oux NuéTepov
&AA& ToU éEapapTévTOS €0TI, TO Te T&BoS eis TOV dpdoavTa
EABOV Nuas pEv dTToAVel Tiis aitias, TOV 8¢ Spdoavta Sikaiws
Gpa T apapTial TETIHOPNTAL ATOoAUEel 8E Kal 6 vduos fuas, Ot
mMOoTeYwv, eipyovTt uiTe adikws ufiTe Sikaiws AToKTEIVE,
povéa pe Bicdkel. UTO pEv ydap Tijs autof ToU TeBveddTos
apapTias 83 dmoAUeTal undE dkousiws AToKTEIVal AUTOV" UTT
8¢ TOU di1cbkovTos oUS’ ETMKAAOUHEVOS €O EKCOV ATTEKTEIVEV,
AoV aTToAUeTal TOIV EYKANHAETOW, UnfTE EKGV UNjTe KWW
AToKTEVAl.

amoluduevos 8t UTS Te Ths aAnbeias Tdov mpaxBévTwy UTd
Te TOU vOpou kab’ dv BicdkeTal, oUdt TAOV EMITNSEVHATWY Eiveka
Sikalol ToloUTwWY KakG&V alovobai éopev. oUTSs Te yap avéoia
TeioeTal Tas oU TpoonkoUoas pépwv auapTias, £ycd Te HGAAov
utv  oudév, OSpoiws Bt ToUTwW! AvapdpTNTOs W,  Eig
moAAamAacious TouTou cupgopas fifw: i Te yap T TouTou
SlagBopat aBicwTov TO Aetdpevov Tou Biou Sidfw, Emi Te TH
¢nautol amaidiar §év éTi katopuxbrocouar. €éAeolvTes olv
ToU8e puév Tol vnmiou THY dvaudpTnTov ouNPopav, épou 8t Tol
ynpatot kai &BAiou Thv ampooddknTtov kakomdbeiav, i
KaTayneodpevol  duoudpous NUES KaTaoTHonTe, &AA’

3.2.8 xapoi Spengel: xcopou AN
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amoAUovTes eUoeBeite. 8 Te yap amoBavdv ouppopais
TEPITEOGV OUK ATIHAPNTSOS £0TIv, THels Te o dikalol TAs
ToUTWY AQUapTias CUUPEPEV EOHév. TNV Te oUv eUCEBeiav
ToUTwY TGV TpaxBévtwy kal T6 dikatov aidovuevorl 6ciws kal
Bikaiws amoAveTe NUES, kal pf) abhiwTdTw dVo maTtépa kai
Taida dwpots ouppopais TeptBAAnTE.

33

“OTi pév auTh Ty Xpeia Tap& pUow kai Aéyew kai dpav Gmavrag
avaykdalel, Epy wi kal ol Ady wi Bokel pot onpaivelv oUTos: fikioTa
y&p v ye T EpmrpooBev xpdvat avaidils kal ToAunpds cdv, viv
Ut auThs Tis ounpopds fvaykacTtal Aéyev ola oUk &v ToTe
AIUNY £y TOUTOV EITIEIV. €Y Te Yap TOAATI avoial xpuevos
oUk Gv UTéAaPBov ToUToV AV TEITIEIV: OUdE y&p &v Eva Adyov avTi
Buoiv Aé€as TO fjuou Tiis kaTnyopias éuauTtdv &v dmeoTépnoa:
oUTSS Te UT) TOAUGOV OUK GV TTpoteixe T SimAacicwi pov, Eva ptv
Tpos Eva Adyov amoloynBeis, & 8¢ kaTnydpnoEv AvaToKPITWS
€T COV. ToooUTov Bt Tpoéxwv v Tols Adyors Nucv, €Tt 8t év ofs
émpaococe ToAAaTA&oia ToUTwv, oUTOS HEV oUxX OOiws deital
UHGV Ouxv®s THv amoloyiav amodéxeobai autol éyco B¢
dpdoag utv oudtv kakdv, maboov 8¢ &6Aia kal dewd, kai viv éTt
BewdTepa TOUTWY, Epywi kal o Adywl eis TOV Upétepov ENeov
KATATEPEVY S Séopat UUdV, & &udpes avooiwv épywv TiHwpOI,
ooiwv 8¢ diayvdpoves, uiy épya pavepd Umd Tovnpds Adywv
akpiBeias weiobévtas weudi ThHv aArbeiav TV mpaxbévTwy
NyfoacBar 1 pév yap motdtepov §) dAnbéoTepov oUykeital, 1y &’
adoATepov kal aduvaTdTepov AexBriceTar TG pEv olv
Bikaiwt MOoTeVwY UTepopd Tiis amoloyias: Tijt 8¢ okAnpdTnTi
ToU daipovos &mMOoTGY Oppwdd, uf) oU pdvov Tis xpeias Tol
Tados amooTepnfd, AN kal alfévTn TpookaTayvwobévta
U’ UpGdv EMidw auTd.

3.3.2 avTi duoiv Aé€as Reiske: avtidous [ AéEas] Maetzner: avidous fj Aé€as
AN
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el ToUTo yap TéAuns kai avaideias Hkel, doTe TOV Uty
BaAdévTa kal amokTeivavTa olTe TP oAl oUTe ATTOKTEIVA PTiOL,
TV B¢ olTe wavcavTa ToU akovTiou oUTe ETvoRcavTa
akovTioal, ATMACNS UEV YTis AUAPTOVTA, TAVTWY B¢ CLUATWY,
Bi1& TV tautol mAeupdv Siamiifatl TO akévTiov Aéyel Eyco Bt
£KOUGIWS KATNYOPGV ATOKTEVal auTdv mMoTdTepos &v pot
Bokd elval fi oUTos, <ds> urite Badelv ufte amokTeivai pnot T
UEIPAKIOV. & HEV Y AP €V TOUTI TAI KAIPEI KAAOUHEVOS UTIO TOU
madotpifou, 8s Umedéxeto TOls akovTifouot T axdvTia
avaipeioBai, 3i& THv ToU PaAdvTos adkohlaociav ToAepicot TAO!L
ToUTou BéAel epITeccov, oUdEv oud’ eis €v’ apapTcov, &aBAics
améBave 6 8t mepl TOV Tiis Avaipéoecos kalpdv TAnuueAfoas, oU
ToU okoToU Tuxelv ékwAUBn, aAA’ &BAiov kal mkpodV okomdY
¢uol dkovTioas, EkCov HEv oUk ATTEKTEIVE, HGAAOV BE ékcov T oUTe
éBalev oUTe améxkTelvev. akoucics 8& oux fooov fi ékoucicds
aTokTeivavTds pou TOV TTaida, Td Tapdmav 8¢ &pvouuévou pr
amokTeival auTtdv, oud’ UMd ToU vopou kataAauBdvecbai
enow, ds amayopelel piite Sikaiws uriTe adikws amokTeivew.
AAN& Tis 6 BaAcddv; eis Tiv' 6 pdvos avrikel; eis Tous Becopévous 1y
els Tous Taidaycwyous, v oudels oudtv kaTnyopsi; ou yap
apavns aAAa kai Aav pavepds uotye autou 6 B&vaTds eoTv.
£y 8t TOV véuov 6pBdds ayopelelv prul ToUs ATOKTeivAVTAS
koAGlecBarr & Te ydp BKwv ATOKTEIVAs AKOUsIOls Kakoig
TeptTeoeiv dikaids €oTv, 8 Te SrapBapels oudtv fioocov akouaiws
i ékouoicos BAagBeis adikoiT’ av aTIHWPNTOS YyevOUEVOS. oU
Bikalos 8¢ amopuyeiv éoTi Bi1& THv aTuxiav Tis dpapTias. i utv
yap UTO undewds émpeleias ToUu Beol N atuxia yiyvetal,
audptnua ovoa T GUapTOVTI ouppopd Sikaia yevésBal
toTiv- €i 8t dn Beia knAis T SpdoavTi TpooTiTTel doefoivTl,
ou dikaiov Tas Beias mpooBohas SiakwAve yiyveobarl. éAeav
B¢ kal s oU TPETel XPNOTA £MTNSeYovTaAS AUTOUS KAKDV

3.3.5 O5add. Alcus

3.3.7 Tis 6 BaAddv; eis Tiv' 6 pdvos aviker Bekker: tis 6 BahAwv éoTiv: 6 pdvos v
aviiker AV Bakcov A7

3.3.8 undeas A% unde. .. AN ded. ..V
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agloUobar fueis 3¢ TS &v TpémovTa TACXOIUEV, i undév
UmoBeéoTepa  TOUTwV peeTdvTes BavdTtwi  Cnuiovpeda;
Paokwv B¢ GvaudpTnTos elval, kal afidv Ta&s ouupopdas TV
ApapTOVTWY Eival kal Ui eis ToUs AvapapTriTous ekTpémesbal,
UTEp UGV Aéyel 8 Te yap Trais pou eis oUBéva oUdtv auapTav,
UTd ToUTOU TOU pHelpakiou &TToBavcov, aSIKOIT &V ATIMWPTTOS
yevouevos: tycd Te Toude p&ANov avaupdpTnTos v Sewd
meicoual, & 6 véuos amodidwoi pot uf Tuxcov Tap’ Uudv. s 8¢
oUdt Tiis duapTias oudt ToU dkouciws amokTeval, ¢§ v avTol
Aéyouoiv, amoAveTal, GAA& Kowd auedTepa TAUTA AUPOIV
auTolv €01, dNACowW. eiep 6 Tais Si1& TO UTO TNV Popav Tou
akovTiou UTEABEIV Kal uf &Tpéuas E0TEval povels auTds auToU
Bikaios elvai éoTiv, oUdt TS pelpdkiov kabapdv Tijs aitias éoTiv,
&AM’ eimep ToUToU uf akovTiCovtos GAN’ &Tpépa E0TETOS
améBavev 6 Tals. €€ aueoiv 8t ToU pdvou yevouévou, & pév Tais
eis aQUTOV auapTtov p&AAov fj kaT& ThHYV apapTiav auTov
TETIMWPNTAL, TéBunke ydp, 6 8¢ CUAATITWP Kai KOWwVdS Eig
ToUs oV TpooTikovTas THs auapTias yevdpevos s dikalos
aChuios &mopuyelv £0TIV;

¢k B¢ Tiis aUTOV TGOV dmoloyoupévwy &Toloyias petdyou
ToU pelpakiou ToU pdvou Svtos, oUk &v Sikaiws oUdt doicws
ATTOAUOITE QUTOV. OUTE Yap TiUEs, oi S1& TNV ToUTwv GuapTiav
SiapBapévTes, auBévtal kaTayvwobévtes Soia &AN’ &vdol’ Gv
m&Boiuey U’ Uuddv- oub’ ol BavaToavTes HUaEs Wi eipyduevol
TGV TPOoNKOVTWY eUCEROIVT’ &V UTTO TEOV ATTOAUGAVTWV TOUS
avooious. Taons & UmEp WavTwv Tis knAidos eis Uuds
avaeepouévns, ToAAT eUA&Rela Uuiv ToUTwv TomnTéa €oTi
kaTalaBoévTes pév yap autov kal eipfavres v & vopos eipyer
kaBapol TGV éykAnuaTwy éoecbe, dmToAUcavTes 8¢ UTaiTiol
kaBioTtaoBe. Tijs oUv UueTépas evoePeias Eveka kal TGOV véuwv
ATAYovTes TIHWPEIoBe auTédy: auTol Te un petal&PnTe TS
ToUTOUu uiapias, MUV Te Tois yovedow, ol {ovTes
kaTopwpUyueba UM avutol, 84Em yoiv éhagpoTépav ThHv
CULPOPAV KATACTHOATE.

12
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34

ToUTtov uév eikds TPoOs THY EauTol KATNyopiav TpooéxovTa
TOV voUv un uabeiv Tty amoloyiav pou, Uuds Bt xpn,
YiyvaokovTas 8Ti el pév oi vtidikol kat’ elvolav kpivovTes
TO Mpayua eikdTws dikaia ékdTepol autous oidueba Aéyew,
Upas Bt iocos Opav mpootikel TG TpaxBévta: ek TGV Aeyouévov
y&p 11 GArBela okeMTéa aUTV €0Tiv. Eycd 8¢, el uév T1 weudos
eipnka, OpoAoyd kail Ta OpBdds eipnuéva mpoodiaBaiiew
&Bika eivar ei 8¢ GAnBf uév, Aemta B¢ kal axkpiRi, ouk ¢y O
Aéywv aAN’ 6 mpéEas Thv améxBeiav avtdv Sikaios pépecdai
EoTL.

Béhco Bt mpddTOV Uuds pabeiv, 8Ti oUk Edv TIs Q&okn!
amokTeival, ToUT  EoTiv, &AN’ é4v Tis éAeyxBfi. oltos B¢
Suoloydv TO Epyov s TNuEels Aéyouev yevécBai, UmEp ToU
aTmokTeivavTos aueioPnTel, 8v aduvaTtov ahhaxdéBev fj ék TV
mpaxBévtwv dnhotobai. oxeThidlel 8¢ kakdds GkoUelv pAoKwWY
TOV maida, i unTe akovTioas uriTe émvoroas aubBévtns cov
amwodeikvuTal, kal ou Mpds T& Aeydpeva amoloyeital oU yap
akovTioal oudt Baleiv autdédv enui TOHV TMaida, GAN’ UTd ThHY
TANYfv ToU dkovTiou UTeABSVTA oUx UTO TOU ueipakiou GAN’
U@’ éautou SiapBapiivar oU yap atpepifwv amébave. Tis B¢
Biadpoufis aitias TauTtns yevopévns, i pEV UTO TOU
maiBotpiBou  kalovpevos Biétpexev, 6 TadotTpifns av
amokTeivas auTov €in, i 8’ U’ EauToU Te1oBeis UTTAABEY, alTods
U’ tauTtol SiépBapTal BéAw 8t uf) mpdTepov m’ &AAov Adyov
opuiioat, fj TS Epyov ETI PavepdTEPOV KATAOCTHOAL, OTTOTEPOU
AQUTEV 0TI TO HEV HEIPGKIOV OUBEVOs UGAAOV TGOV GUUHE-
AeTOVTWY  EoTi  TOU OkOoTOU  aupapTov, oUdt TV
¢mikaloupéveov T1 S1& THY auToU auapTtiav dédpakev 6 8t Tais
ol TauTd TOois cuvBewpévors dpdov, aiN’ eis ThHv 636V TOU
akovtiou UTEABOY, capds dnloltar map& THV auToU

3.4.1 {ows Decleva—Caizzi: 6cicws ANV
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auapTiav  TePIOCOTEPOLs  ATUXHHACL TGV  ATPelifovTwy
TePITECCOV. O uEv Yap a@els oudtv Gv fjuapTe, undevds UTO TO
Béros UreABOVTOS auTOs 8’ oUk Gv EBATBN HET& TV Bewouéveov
£0TWS. s 8 oUBevds HEAAOV TGOV cUVakovTILOVTWY HETOXOS
toT1 TOU pbvou, Bi18&Ew. ei yap d1a T6 TolTov akovTilev 6 Tais
améBave, TAVTeS GV Ol CUPHEAETEOVTES CUNTIPAKTOPES €inoav
Tfis aitias oUtol yap ov 8i& TS uny akovTiCew ouk éBalov
aUTov, GAAA Bi1& 1O undevi UTd TO AkdvTiov UTeABev: & B¢
veaviokos oUStv TepIoodV TOUTWY AUAPTV, OHOiwS ToUTOoIS
oUk &v éBalev auTdV &Tpépa ouv Tois Bewpévols EoTdTa. £0TI
B¢ oUdt TO ApdpTnua ToU Taidds pévov, GAA& kai 1} apuAagia.
6 utv yap oudéva Opddwv Biatpéxovrta TS &v tpuldEato
undéva Baleiv; 6 8 idcov ToUs akovTifovTas eUMETRS Gv
tpuAraEaTo undéva un Bakeiv: Efv yap auTd! ATpépa éoTdval.
TOV 8¢ vduov dv mapagépouotv emaveiv Sel. 6pBdds yap kal
Sikaiws ToUs akouoiws amokTeivavTtas akouaiols mTabriuaoct
KOAGLel. TO pEV oUv HEIPAKIOV GVAPEPTNTOV 8V oUKk Gv dikaiws
UTEp ToU auapTévTos KoAdLolto: ikavov yap auTd! €0Tl TAS
auTtol auapTtias @épew: &6 8¢ mais Tals auTtol apapTialg
Biapbapeis, dua HuapTté Te kal UP’ Eautol EkoAdodn.
KeKOAQOPEVOU B¢ TOU ATTOKTEIVAVTOS, OUK ATIMWPNTOS O PAVOS
EQTI.

gxovtds ye 8 Thv Biknv ToU povéws, oUk tav &ToAvonTe
Nuas, aAX’ £av kataldPnTe, évBUpiov UTToAeiyeoBe. & ptv yap
autds  Tas  tauTtol  apapTias  @épwv, oudevi  oudtv
TpooTpdTalov kaTaAeiyer & 8¢ kabapds Tiis aitias 88e é&v
SiagBapfi, Tols katahapBdvouot peifov TS EvBUupiov
yevroeTal el 8¢ auBévTns €k TGV Aeyouévawov emdeikvutal, oux
NUETS aUTE1 of AéyovTes aiTtioi éopev, GAN’ 1} TpaEis T Epycov.
6pB&s Bt TV EAéy XV EAey XSV Twv TOV Taida aubévtnv dvta,
6 véupos amoAUwv nuas Tis aitias TOV A&TokTeivavTa
kataAhauBavel. prite obv Nuds eis Ui TPOONKOUCAS CUUPOPAS
euBainTe, ufTe avutol Tals ToUuTwv aTuxials PonBolvTes
EvavTia Tou Saipovos yvédrte, &AN’ doTep Sotov kai Sikaiov,
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uepvnuévol Tou TaBous 8T1 81a TOV UTd TH popdv Tol dkovTiou
UTeABOVTa EyEveTo, ATTOAUETE UGS OU Yap aiTiol ToU pdvou
ECUEV.

4. Tetpahoyia I”

4.1

Nevéuiotar ptv 6p8dds Tas povikas Sikas mepl TAeioTou TOUS
kpivovTas ToleioBal Sicdokelv Te kal papTupelv kata To Sikalov,
ufTe ToUs évdxous APIEvTas UrTe Tous kabapous eis aydva
kaBiotdvras. & Te yap Beds PBoulduevos Toifjcal TO
avBpwmivov QUAOV TOUS TPETOV YEVOUEVOUS EPUOEV THGV,
Tpogéas Te TapEdwke TNV Yijv kal THv 8dAacoav, iva ut) oédvet
TV avaykaiwv TpoaToBvilokoley Tis ynpaloU TeAeuTds.
80Tis oUv, ToUTwv UTd Tou Beol afiwbévTos Tou Biou Huddv,
AvoHws TIvd amokTeivel, doePel piv mepl Tous Beovs, ouyxel B¢
Ta véppa TV avBpmwv. & Te yap amobaveov, oTepduevos v
6 Beds EBokev aUTAL, EikOTWS Beol TiHwpiav UToAeiTel THY TV
aAitnpicwv Buouévelav, fjv ol Tapd TO dikalov KpivovTes §j
HapTupoUvTes, ouvaceBouvTtes T Talta SpdovTi, oU
Tpooijkov piaopa eis Tous idious oikous eiodyovTal: fHels Te oi
TIHwpol TV diepbapuévaov, e 8 GAANV Twva éxBpav Tous
avalTtious S1OKOIUEY, T HEV ATTOBAVOVTI OU TIHWPOUVTES
Bewwous  ahiTnpious Efouev  ToUs TV  amobavévtwv
TpooTpoTaious, Tous Bt kabBapous a&dikws ATOKTEIVOVTES
gvoxol TolU pdvou Tols émiTiniols éopév, Unas Te Gvopa Spav
TeiBovTes kal ToU UpeTépou AuapThnaTos UTaiTiol yryvoueba.
£y o ptv oty Bedicos TauTa, eis Uuas Tapdywyv TOV acePricavta
kabBapds TV EykAnudTwv et Uuels B¢ aficws TV
TPOEIPTIHEVOV TR KP{OEl TTPpOOEXOVTES TOV vOuv, afiav diknv Tol
T&Bous T elpyaouévaor EmbBévtes, Gmacav ThHv TWOAW
kaBapdav ToU HIdopaToS KATAOTHOETE.

4.1.2 Tpogéas Te A”: Tpopéas Te kai AN
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el piv yap a&xkwv améktewve TOV &vdpa, &flos &v fv
OUYYVOUNS TUXEY Twos: UBpet 8E kal akoAacial Tapowdv eig
&vdpa TpeoPUTnY, TUTTWV Te Kal Tviywv €ws THS Wuxis
amecTépnoev autdv, s HEV AaTOkTeivas Tol @dévou Tois
tmTigiols Evoxos EoTiv Q5 Ot ouyxéwv Gmavrta TV
yepaiTépwv Ta vépipa oUdevds auapTeiv, ofs oi ToioUTol
koAd&CovTat, Sikaids eoTIv.

& utv toivuv véuos SpBdds UiV TiHwpeioBar Tapadidwoiv
altTév: TAV B¢ HapTUPwV GKNKOATE, Ol Tapijcav TapoivoivTi
auTéL. Upas 8¢ xpt, Tit Te avopial ToU TabripaTos apdvovtas
v Te UBpv koA&LovTas aiws Tou m&bous, TNv Boulevocacav
wuxnv avtagelécdal autov.

4.2

"OTt ptv Bpaxels Tous Adyous émomjcavto, oU Bauvpdlw
aUT@V oU yap s uf m&bwotv 6 kivduvos auTols éoTiv, AN’ g
tuE N Sikaiws 3’ éxBpav diapBeipwoiv. Tt &’ egicolv Tols
ueyiotots eykAfuaoctv fiBehov TO Mpdyua, ou 6 amobavcov
auTtdl aitios kai p&AAov 1§ éyco EyéveTo, eikOTwSs &v
AyavakTelv pot Bokd. &pxwv yap xeipdv adikwv, kai
Tapowev eis &vdpa TOAU aUToU CLPPOVESTEPOV, OUX AUT!
Hévov Tis ouppopds, GAA& kal éuol TolU éykArjpaTos aiTios
Yéyovev.

olpal pEv ol Eywye oUTe dikaia ToUTous olf’ Soia dpav
tykalolvtas époi. TOV yap &pfavta Tiis WAnydis, ei pév
oldnpat §j AiBcot §j EVAcl Huuvdunv auTtdv, f8ikouv ptv oud’
oUTws — oU yap Ttautd aAA& ueilova kal mAelova Sikaiol oi
GPXOVTES AVTITTAOXEW eiois Tals 8¢ xepol TUTTOHEVOS UT
auTol, Tals Xepoiv &mep Emaocyov avTidpdv, TéTepa {dikouv;
elev épel 8¢ “GAN’ 6 véuos elpycov ufte Sikaicws unTe adikws
ATOKTEIVEIY EVOxXoV ToU Qdvou Tols EmMiTiHiols &mogaivel oe
Svtar 6 yap avip TéBvnkev.” éyco Bt BeUTepov kal TpiTov ouk
amokTelvai @nui. & pEv y&p Umd TAOV TARydv O avip
Tapaxpfiua amédavev, U’ épod pEv Sikaicws 8’ &v éTeBurikel — ov
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Yap tauta aAlla peilova kail mAeiova oi &pEavTes dikalon
auTITaoxew eioi- viv 8¢ ToAAais nuépais UoTepov poxBnpdn
iaTtpdr emTpepBeis Sid TNV Tol iaTpol poxBnpiav kai ov dia
Tas TAnyas améBave. Tpoleydvtwy yap auTddr TGOV EAAwv
iaTpv, ei TaUTnv THY Bepameiav Bepamelooito, 8T1idoipos v
SiagBapricorto, 81’ Uuds Tous oupPoulous SiagBapeis Epoi
avoaoiov EykAnpa mpooéBalev. amoAUel 8¢ pe kai & vépos kab’ dv
Bidokopatr. TOV yap émPoulevoavta kelever povéa eival éycd
uév ov més av émPBoulevoaiput abTol el 1) kai émeBoulelBny
Ut autol; Tols ydp auTois apuvdpevos auTov Kal T& auTd
dpiv Gmep émaocxov, capis 8T T& auTd EémePoulevca kai
emeBoulelBnu. ei 8¢ Tig ék TGOV ANy GV TdV BavaTov oiduevos
yevéoBal povéa pe auToU Nyeital eival, GvTiAoyiododw 811 Sia
TOV dpEavTa ai TAnyal yevopeval Toutov aitiov Tot 8avéaTtou
Kal oUK EuE amogaivoucv Svta: oU yap &v THUVAUNY uh)
TUTTTOHEVOS UTT’ aUToU. dmoAuduevos 8¢ UTtd Te ToU {vdpou UTd
Te ToW &pEavTos Tijs TANYTs, €y HEV oudevi TPOT I PoVeUs
auTou eipt, 6 8¢ amoBavadv, ei uEv aTtuxial TéBunke, TH éauTol
atuxial kéxpntar  nTUXnoe yap &pEas Tis WAnyfs: e 8’
aBouliar Twi, TH éauTtoU aBoulial SiépBapTar ou yap U
PPOVAV ETUTITE HE.

5 HEV oUv oU Bikaiws kaTnyopolUual, émdédeikTai pot- e8éhw
8t ToUs kaTnyopouvTds pou TAGCIY ofs éykahoUowv évdxous
auTous dvtas amodeifal. kabapdd uév poi Tijs aitias SvTi pdvov
¢mPoulelovTes, amooTepoUvTes B¢ pe ToU Biou dv 6 Beds
Tapedwké pot, mepl TOV Bedv aoeBouoiv: adikws 8t BavaTov
t¢mPouleUovTes TE Te VOHMIHA OUYXEOUuol QOVeEls TE HOU
yiyvovtar avociws & &mokTeival Upds pe TeiBovTes kal Tijs
UpeTépas eUoePeias auTol Povels eiol. ToUTOols HEV oUv O Beds
¢mBein THv Biknu: Upas Bt xpny TO UpéTepov okoToUvTag
amoAUoai pe paAAov  katalaBeiv Bouleobar. adikws utv yap
amoAuBeis, Sia TO pr) dpbdds Upds SidaxBivar admopuyov, Tou
un 8i18&EavTtos kai oux UMETEPOV TOV TPOCTPOTAIOV TOU

4.2.6 vépou Ué Te Tol add. Reiske
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amofavdvTos kaTaoTHow: Ui 6pBdds 8¢ kaTtaAnebeis up’ Uudv,
UMV kal oU ToUTw! 6 uivipa Tédv aAiTnpiwy TposTpiyouat.
TaUT oUveiddTeS, TouTOI101 TS &oéPnua TouTo dvabévTes, auToi
Te kaBapol Tiis aitias yéveoBe, tué Te Ooiws kal Sikaiws
amolUeTe: oUTw ydp &v kabapdTaTtor Wa&vTes oi TWoAiTal
einuev.

43

ToUTdév Te oU Baupdlw avdoia dpdoavta Suowa ofs eipyaotal
Aéyew, UHiv Te ouyyryvaokew Boulouévols Thv akpifeiav Tév
TpaxBévtwv pabelv Toalta avéxeoBai axkovovrtas autou, &
tkBaAAecBal &E1d EoTi. TOV y&p &vdpa SHoAoy OV TUTITEW TAS
TANYd&s €€ v amébBavev, auTods peEv Tou TeBunkdTos ou enot
PoveUs elval, Tiuas 8¢ ToUs TipcwpolvTas autdl {&Hv Te kai
BAémwv @ovéas auTou @now eival BéAw Bt kal TE&AAa
TapamAfoia dmoloynbévta TouTols Emei§ar auTodv.

€lTTe Ot TP TOV HEV, el KAl Ek TGOV TARY GV &éBavev 6 &vrip, s
oUK ATEKTEIVEY auTOV: TOV yap &pEavTa Tijs TANyijs, TouTov
aiTiov Tév TpaxBévTwv yevduevov katalauPdavesbal UTd ToU
vépou, &pfai 8¢ TOv amobavdvrta. udbete dn TpdTOV HEV BT
&pfar kai Tapowelv Tous VewTEPOUs TV TPeoPuTépcov
eikOTEPOV ECTI TOUS HEV y&p T Te HEy ahoppoauvn ToU yEvous 1j Te
akur Tiis poouns 1 Te amepia Tis pEdns émaiper T Bupddn
XapiCecBal, ToUs 8t fi Te Eéumelpia TV Tapooupévewv fi Te
acBéveia ToU yhpws f Te dUvaps TV véwv gofolca
c@poviCel. cs 8t oudt Tois avuTois &AN& TOls EvavTILTATOIS
fuUvaTo autév, altd Td Epyov onuaiver 6 uév yap akpafovon
T PCOUNI TV XEIPEOV XPOHEVOS ATIEKTEIVEY" O Bt ABUVATWS TOV
kpeiooova apuvéuevos, oUdt onueiov oUdtv OV HuuvaTo
UToAITTcov ameéBavev. ei 8¢ Tails xepoiv &meékTelve kal ou o181jpol,
Soov ai xeipes oikeldTepal ToU o1dfpou ToUTwWI EiGi, TooOUTwW!I
UGAAOV POVEUS EGTIV. ETOAUNOE B EiTTEIV €S 6 &pEas Tiis TANYTs
kai un Siapbeipas p&AAov TolU &TokTeivavTos govels EoTr
ToUTOV yap BouAeuTnv Tou BavaTou pnoi yevéoBal. yco 8E oAU
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TavavTia TouTwv rui. el ya&p ai xeipes & Siavooupeba ékaoTwr
NU@V UToupyouoty, 6 ptv mat&Eas kai pi) aTmokTeivas Tis
TAnyfs Pouleutns éyéveto, 6 8t Bavaociuws TUTTWV TOU
BavdTou: ek yap Qv keivos SiavonBeis Edpacev, 6 avnp TéBunkev.
éoTt 8¢ 1} uEv artuxia toU matafavros, 1} 8¢ ouppopd ToU
TaBbvTos. 6 putv yap €€ Qv Edpaocev éxeivos SiapBapeis, o TH
tauToU apapTial GAA& Tt ToU Tatafavtos Xpnodpevos
améBavev: 6 Bt peifw v 1i8eke mp&as, TH EauTol &Tuxial
dv ouk TfiBehev amékTewev. UMd 8t ToU iaTpoU PAOKwV
autdév  amoBavelv, Baupdlw ST [oUx] VP’ TnHuLV TV
oupPoulevcdvtwy emTpe@dijvai pnow autdv Siagpbapijval. kai
y&p &v el ur) emeTpéyapev, U’ abepameias &v épn Siapbapival
auTov. ei 8¢ Tol kal U ToU iaTpol &méBavev, cos ouk aTmeBavey,
O HEV iaTPOS OU POVEUS aUTOU ECTIV, O Yap vOHOS & TTOAUEL aU TSV,
B1& 8¢ T&s TOUTOU TANY &S EMTPEYAVTWY HUAV QUTAL, TS &V
&AAos Tis fj 6 Bracduevos iuas xpiiodat autédi poveus ein &v;

oUTw 8t pavepds EK TavTOs TPOTTOU EAey XOHEVOS ATTOKTEIVAL
1OV &vdpa, eis ToUTO TOAUNS Kal dvaideias fikst, OoT’ OUK &pkoUv
auTdI EoTIV UTTEP TRS aUToU aoePeias amoloyeioBal, aAA& kal
fués, ol T6 ToUTou piaoua émeEepxdueda, abépioTa kai avdoia
Bp&v @nol. TouTw! HEv oUV TPETEl KAl TAUTA Kai ETI TOUTWVY
BewdTepa Aéyew, TolalTta SedpakdTi Tuels 8¢ TOV BdvaTov
pavepdy amodelkvivTes, TAYV Te TANYRHY duoloyoupévny €€ fis
améBave, TOV Te vOUOV Eis TOV TATAEavTa TOV pévov avayovTa,
&vTi ToU &TmoBavdvTos ETOKH TTTOUEY UHIV, T TOUTOU pOVWI TO
uRvipa TGV dAitnpicwv dkecapévous Taoav tnv moOAw kabapav
ToU HIGOHATOS KATAOTHOAL.

4-4

‘O uév aviip, oU KaTayvous autds altod, &AA& THV oToudiiv
TV KaTnydpwv poPnbeis, UraméoTn fuiv 8¢ Tols pilols CdvTi

.3.5 oux A°N: om. A: del. Hemstege
.3.7 amobavévros N: mabévros A

4
4
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i amoBavdvTi eUoePéoTepov Guivelv auTdL EploTa UEv ovv
aUTds av UTEp auTol ameloyeiTor émel 8t TGde akwduvdTepa
£8oEev eival, Nuiv, ofs péylotov Gv mévBos yévoito oTepndeiciv
aUToU, amoloynTéov.

Bokel 8¢ pot mept TOV &pEavta Tiis ANy s T6 adiknua eivat. 6
UEV oUv Bicdkwov oUK €ikOO1 TEKUNPIOIS XPOHEVOS TOUTOV TOV
&pEavtd @now eivai e pEv yap omep PAEmMEw pEv ToIw
o@BaApoiv, akolev 8t Tols coiv, oUTw kaTtd euoiv Ry UBpilev
UEV TOUS VEOUS, C@PPOVEIV Bt Tous yépovTas, oudtv av Tijs
UleTépas kpioews €S auTr) yap 1) nAKia TGOV VEwv KaTEKPIVE:
viv 3¢ ToAAol uév véor cw@povouvTes, ToAAol 8¢ TpeoPiTal
TapowouvTes, oUdtv H&AAOV T SicdkovTi | T PevyovTi
Tekunipiov yiyvovTal kowoU 8t ToU Tekunpiou Nuiv dvrtog
TOUTWI, T TAVTI TPOEXOUEY: Of Y&pP HAPTUPES TOUTOV QpaAsIv
&pE€al ThAs TANyfis. &pEavtos Bt ToUTou, Kai TGV &AAwv
ATEVTWV KATNYOPOUHEVWY ATTOAVeTal Ths aiTias. €i Te yap 6
maTtagas, dia THV WAnynv Piacduevos Upds emTpe@bival
iaTpddl, p&ANov ToU aTokTeivavTos Qovels EoTIv, 6 &pfas T
TANYyfis @oveUs yiyvetal oUTos y&p nvdykaoce TOV Te
ApuvéUEVOY AVTITUTITEIY TOV Te TARyévTa €m TOV iaTpdv
£ABeiv. avooia yap & ye Sicwokduevos Tabor, i urte amokTeivasg
UTEp ToU aTmokTeivavtos uniTe &pfas UmEp ToU &pfavros
poveus EoTal. éoTi Bt oudt & émPoulevoas oUdtv paAAov 6
BicokdpEVOs TOU BicokovTos. € yap O uév &pEas Ths TANyRs
TUTITEWY kAl Wf) aTmokTeivelv dievorifn, & B¢ dApuvduevos
amokTeival, oUTos &v 6 émPBoulevocas ein. viv 8¢ kal o
AHUVOUEVOS TUTITEIV KAl OUK GTokTEIval SiavonBeis fjpapTev, eis
& ouk nPovketo matdfas. TS uEv oUv WANyfs PouleuThs
£Y€veTO, TOV Bt BavaTov s &v émeBoUleucey, 8s ye akouoiws
emaTagev; oikeiov 8¢ kal TO audpTnua T &pfavti uaAAov i
T AUUVOUEVWI EGTIV. O HEV Yap & ETaoxev avTidpav Entdov,
Ut éxeivou Pialduevos EEuapTev: & Bt Bid THV €auTol
akoAaciav TavTa Spdv kal TAoxwy, Kal TS €éauTou Kai TR

4.4.5 xaiTijs éautol om. N aitios v add. Maetzner
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ekeivou apapTias aitios cdv? Sikatlos poveUs eivai éoTiv. s B¢
oUdt kpeloodvws GAN& TOAU UTodeeoTépos v ETaocyev
NuuveTo, 8i18&Ew. 6 pév UBpilwv kai Tapodv Tavt’ ESpa kai
oUBEv fuuveto: 6 8t un maoxeiv &AN’ amwbeiobal InTddv, & Te
émaoxev akouciws Eémaoxev, & T E8pace T mabnuaTa
BouAduevos Biaguyeiv éAacodvws | kaT’ abiav Tdv &pEavta
NHUVETO, Kal oUk E8pa. ei Bt kpeioowv OV TaS XEIpas KPeIGTOV WS
NUUVeTo T Emacxev, oud’ oUtw Bikalos U’ UpddV
kaTtalauPBaveobai €oTi. TAI pEv ydp &pEavrti mavrtaxol
ey &Aa émiTipa EmiketTal, T 88 AUUVOUEVWI OUSauoU oudiv
EmiTinov yéypamTal Tpods 8¢ TO ufTe dikaiws unTe adikews
ATTOKTEIVEIV ATTOKEKPITAL OU yap UTO TAV TANydv aiN’ umod
ToU iaTpol 6 avnp améBavev, ws oi udpTUpes HapTupoUoIV. ECTI
3¢ kai N Tuxn Tou &pEavTos kai oU ToU Auuvopévou. 6 utv yap
akousiws Tavta Spdoas kai mabcov aAhoTpial TUxni kéxpnTar
6 8¢ ékouoiws TavTa dpdoas, €k TGV auToU épycov THY TUXNV
Tpooayduevos, Thi auToU aTuxial fuapTev. s HEV OUV oUdevi
EVOXOS TGV KATNYOPNUEVWY & BlcokOUEVSS EOTIV, ATTOBESEIKTAL.
el 8¢ Ti5 KOWNV pEv THY P&V, Kownv 8¢ THv &Tuxiav auTdv
Nyouuevos eival, undiv amoAucipov p&AAov fi kaTaAryinov €k
TGV Aeyopéveov yiyvokel auTov dvta, kai oUTws amoAvev
u@AAov fj katarapPave Sikaids éoTi. TéV T yap SidokovTa ov
Sikaiov kaTalauPdavew, pf capds Si8afavta 8T adikeitar
TéV Te pevyovTa avdoiov aGhdval, Ui pavepdds theyxbévta &
EmikaAeiTal.

oUTwol 8t €k TavTds TPOTOU TV  EYKANUATWY
aToAuopévou Tol avdpds, NUETS OCITEPOV UUTV ETTIOKT TTTOUEV
UTtEp avuTol, Ui ToOv povéa Lntouvrtas koAdlewv TOv kabBapdv
amokTelvely. & Te yap &AiTripios Tou amobavévtos oudtv fjocov
Tols aiTtiols TpooTpdTalos éoTal, oUTds Te avooiws diapbapeis
dimAdoiov kafiotnot Td piaopa T&V  &AiTnpicv  TOIS

4.4.6 xpeioodveos . . . UToBeeoTépws Reiske: kpeiooov v . . . UoBeéoTepos AN:
kpeioowv 42
4.4.10 ahithpios Thalheim: amokteivas AN
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aTokTeivacty auTév. Talta oUv dedidTes, TOV pév kabapdv
Upétepov 1yeiobe eival amoAve Tijs aiTiag, TOV 8¢ Hiapov T!L
Xpévwl amoddévTes  pijval  Tois EyyloTa  Tipwpeicbai
UToAeiTeTe oUTw yap av SikaidtaTa kai doidTaTta Tpafait’
&v.

5. Tepi ToU ‘Hpcoidou pdvou

.

’EBouAdunv uév, c &vdpes, TNV dUvauwv tou Aéyew kai THv
tuTelpiav TGOV TpaypdTwv €§ ioou poi kabeotdvar Tijt Te
GUUPOPEL KAl TOIS KAKOIS TOIS YEYEVNUEVOIS™ VIV Bt TOU WEV
TeTeipapal Tépai ToU TPOoHkovTos, Tou dt Evders it pGAAov
ToU OUUPEPOVTOS. OU HEV Ydp e EBel KakoTTaBelv T oOHATL
uHeT& TAS aitias TS ou Tpoonkouons, tvtaubBoi oudév e
QPéAnoev 1) EuTreipiar oU 8é pe Bel cwbfval peTd Tijs aAnbdeias
eimévta T& yevéueva, &v ToUTtwi pe BAATTel 1) ToU Aéyew
aduvaoia. moANol pEv yap 1§dn TV oU Suvapévwv Aéyew,
&mioTol yevdpevol Tois aAnbéciv, alTols TouTols ATAoVTO, oU
Suvdpevol dnAdoal auTd moAlol 8t TGOV duvapévwy Aéyew
MOTOl yevduevol T yeudeoBal, ToUTwi towbnoav, BidTi
tyevoavTo. avaykn olv, 8Tav Tis &Telpos (i ToU &ycwvileohal,
£l Tl TGV KaTNYySpwv Adyols eival p&Alov fj ¢’ auTols Tols
Epyols kai T ainBeial TGV TpayudTwvy. tyc odv, @ &vdpes,
aitrioopatl Upds oux &mep oi MoAAol TV &ywvilopévwy
akpodoBal opdV auTdv aitoUvTal, O@ict HEv  auTols
ATMIOTOUVTES, UUEOV Bt TPOoKATEYVWKOTES &BIKSY Ti — €ikds y&p
tv avdpaot ye ayabois kal &veu Tis aiTioews THY akpdaciv
UTT&PXEIV TOTs Pevyoustv, oUTep kai oi SicokovTes ETuxov &veu
aitrhoews: Tade 8¢ déopatl UUV, ToUTO PEV EGV TI THl yYAdoont
AUAPTW, OUYYVOUNY EXelv Hoi, Kal NyeioBai amepial autd
ua@AAov § adikiar nuapTtiobal, ToUto 8¢ tdv T1I Spbds eiTw,
aAnBeiar p&AAov /i SewdtnTi eipficBal. oU yap Sikaiov olT’
Epywi auapTtévTa Sid pripaTta cwbijval, olT’ Epycwi opbHAds

5.2 aduvaocia Sauppe: aduvauia ANV
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mpdavta & priuata amoléoBar TO uiv yap pfina Ths
YAoons audpTtnud éoti, TO 8t épyov Ths yvduns. avaykn d¢
Kwduvevovta Tepl aUtdl kai ToU Ti kal ¢EanapTeiv. oU yap
uévov TV Aeyouévwv avaykn évBupeioBal, &AA& kal TtV
€0OUEVLOV: GTTavTa yap Ta v adfAwt €T’ dvta ém Tht TUXM
u@AAov avakertat fj T Tpovoial Talt’ ouv EKTANEIV TOAARV
TAPEXEW AVAYKN E0TL T KIVBUVEUOVTL Opdd yap éywye kal
ToUs TA&vu éuTreipous Tol aywvifeoBal ToAAG! Xeipov EauTdv
AéyovTas, &Tav év Twi kwdlvwi dotv: dtav 8’ &veu kwvdldvav Ti
SiampdoowvTtal, ud@Alov dpBoupévous. 1) pEv odv airnois, &
&vdpes, kal vouipws kai 6ciws éxouca, Kai &V TG UHETEPL
Bikaict oUx ;300v 1j £V T EucdI Tepl B¢ TGOV kaTNyopnuévw
amoloyrjcopal kab’ EkacTov.

TPETOV UEV 0TV, CO§ TapavouwTaTa kai BlaidtaTta eis TOvde
ToV dydva kabBéotnka, Touto upds 8i18&Ew, ol T eevyev av
16 TAfBos TS UuéTepov, ETel KAV AveopdTols UMV Kal Uiy Kata
vépov undéva EmMTpéyalul Tepl TOU OCMATOS ToU €uol
Siayneioacbal, #vekd ye TOU TmMioTevew, Epoi Te undiv
eEnuapTtijoBan eis T68e TO MpayHa kal Uuds yvooeobar T&
Sikaia, &N’ fva fji Tekurpra UUiv kal TGV dAAwv TpaypdTwv
kal TGV eis pE i) TouTwv BratdTns kal Tapavouia. TPETOV HEV
Yap kakoUpyos évdedelypévos pévou Siknu eevycw, & oudeis
TmoT émabe TGOV Ev T Yijl TAUTAL Kal €5 pEv oU kakoupyds
el oud’ Evoxos T TGV Kakoupywv vouwl, autol oUTol
TOUTOU Ye UAPTUPES YEYEVNVTAL TEPL YAP TGOV KAETTOV Kal
AcomoduTtddv 6 véuos kelTal, v oudtv éuol Tpoodv amedei§av.
oltws eis ye Tavtny THY ATaywynv VOUIMWTATNYV Kal
SikaloTA TNV MeToIkacv Uuiv THY &Toywreioiv pou. pact 8t av
T ye &TokTeivew péya kakoUpynua eival, kai ¢yc opohoyd
UEY10TOV ye, Kal TO iepoouleiv kal TO mpodidévar ThHv TOAw:
AAA xwpls el aUTEV ék&OTOU of vopol Kelvtal. épol St
TpdTOV Pév, oU Tols &ANois eipyecBal Tpoayopelouat Tois Tou
@bvou peuyoust Tas dikas, évtaubBol memomjkact Tiv kpicw év
Tl dyopdr #merta Tiunoiv poi émoincav, avramobaveiv Tou
vdUoU Kelpévou TOV ATOKTEIVaVTA, oU TOU €U0l OUUPEPOVTOS
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gveka, aAA& Tol ogiow avTois AuciTedoUvTos, kai évtaifa
EAacoov Evelpav [av] T TeBYNKOTI TGV €V T VOUWI KEIHEVWV”
oU & #veka, yvcdoeoBe TpoidvTos ToU Adyou. émerta B¢, &
T&vTas oipal Unds émiotacBal, dmavrta T& SikaoThpla Ev
umaifpet iké&er Tas Sikas ToU pdvou, oUdevds &AAou Eveka
fva ToUTo pEv oi SikaoTal i iwoiv eis TO atTd Tols ui) kabapois
T&s Xeipas, TouTo 8¢ 6 Sicokwv TNV Biknu ToU @dvou va i
SHWPOPICS YiyvnTal T avbBévtni. oU 8¢ TouTo ptv mapeAbeov
ToUTov TOV véuov TolvavTiov Tols &ANois TeToinKas: TouTo 8¢
déov oe Siopdoachal Epkov TOV péyloTov kal ioxupdTaTov,
¢EdAelav cauT! kal yével kai oikial TR ofjl éTapuevov, i unv
ut) &AAa KaTnyoprioetv ol 1j eis aUTOV TOV pSVOV, S EKTEIVA,
gv A1 oUT’ &v kak& TOAA& eipyaouévos nAiokéunv Al 1
aUTdl T TPAayHaTi, oUT &v MOoAA& ayaba eipyacpévos
TouTOols &V towiféunv Tols ayabois: & oUu TapeABdv, auTods
oceauTtddl voupous Efeupcov, AVWOUOTOS MEV  aUTOS  EMOU
KQTNYOpPElS, AvedpoTol B¢ Oi HAPTUPES KATAUAPTUPOUOI, déov
auToUus TOV autdv Epkov ool Blopooapévous kal T TOUEVOUS
TV 0payiwVv KATAUAPTUPEIV EHOU. ETEITA KeAeUels Tous
SIKaoTAS AVWUOTOIS TMIOTEVOAVTAS TOIS HAPTUPOUCH PpAvou
Siknv katayvéavai, ols ou avutds ATioTous kaTéoTnoas
TapeABcov ToUs kelpévous vépous, kai iy i Xpfival aubis Thv onv
Tapavopiav Kpeioow yevéoBal aUuTV TV vépwv. Aéyels Bt s
oUk &v Tapéueva i EAeAUUNY, AN’ o1xSunv &v &micov, OoTepEl
&KOVTA e Qvaykaoas eloeABeiv eis THV yijv TadTtnv. kaitol énol
el undtv Biépepe oTépecBar THode ThHs MOAews, ioov Hv poi kai
TPookANBEvTI ur) EABeTV, AAN’ éprjunv O@Aeiv ThHv Siknv, ToiTo 8’
amoloynoauévwi THy TpoTépav eeival eEeABeiv: &maot yap
ToUTO KOWdY €0TI. oU 8¢, & Tois &AAois "EAAnot kowdv éoTiv,
iSiat {nTels He pOVOV ATTOOTEPETY, aUTOS CauTE! vopov Bépevos.
KaiTol Tous ye vépous o kelvTal Tepi TAV ToloUTwy, TAvTas &v
oipal opoloyfjoarl k&AAoTa véuwv &TMavTwv keicbal kal
401 TATA. UTTAPXEL HEV YE QUTOIS ApXAI0TATOIS Elval €V THl Yijt
TayTnL, EMEITA TOUS aUTOUs &el Tepl TEW aUTOV, 8Tep Héy10TSHY
ECTI OTMUEIOV VOUWY KAAGS KEIMEVWV & y&p Xpovos kai 1
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EuTelpia T& UM KaAdds éxovrta ékd18aokel Tous AvBpdTous.
OoTE oU Bel UNAS EK TV ToU Katnydpou Adywv Tous vouous
katapavBdvel, ei kaAdds Upiv ketvtal fj urj, AN’ ék TV véuwv
TOoUs TV KaTnyoépwv Adyous, ei 6pBds kal vopipws Upds
S1ddokouot TO Tpdypa i ob. oliTws of ye véuol k&ANioTa kelvTal
ol Tepl pévou, ols OUBEls TCOTOTE ETOAUNCE KIvijoal ou 8¢ pévos
81 TetdAunkas yevéoBai vopoBérns em T& movnpdtepa, kai
Tadta mapeABcov CntTeis pe &dikws amolécal. & St ou
Tapavouels, auTd TalTd pol HéyloTa HapTUpI& éoTIv: el y&p
Hideis 811 ouBels Gv fv ool &g Exkeivov TOV Spkov Slopocdpevos
EuoU KaTepapTUpnoev. €melta B¢ OUX S TMIOTEUWY TOL
TPAYHATI GVaHPIOPNTATWS Eva TOV Aydva Tepli ToU
TpdypaTos Emomow, GAA&  aueoPritnow  kai  Adyov
UTeAiTou €5 kai Toiode Tois dikaoTals AMOTHOWY. OOTE UNdév
uo1 vBade [undE] wAéov elval und’ amopuydvTi, &AN’ EEeivai ool
Aéyewv 8T kakoupyos amépuyov, &AN’ ol ToU ¢dvou THv
Biknv: éAcov &’ aU afidoels He ATOKTEVAL €5 TOU PdvoU THY
Biknv weAnkéTa. kaitol W&s Gv ein ToUTwv BewdTepa
unxavipaTa, el Upiv uév &mag Toutousi meicao kaTeipyaoTal
& PoulecBe, épol & &maf amopuydvTi & auTds kivduvos
UtoAeimeTar; €11 8¢ pal’ é3éBnv, @ &vdpes, TapavopwTaATA
ATavTwY avBpdmewv. é8éAovtos ydp pou EyyunTas Tpeis
kabBioTdval kaTta TOHV vépov, olitws ouTol Siempafavto doTe
ToUTO UN éyyevéoBal por morfjoatl. Tév 8¢ dGAAwv Eévwv SoTig
T ToTE NBEANCE KaTaoTHoAl £y yunTds, oudeis TOTOTE 866N
kaitol oi émpeAnTal TGOV KaKoUpywv Tl auT®dl Xp@vTal
VOUWI TOUTWI. (IOTE K&l oUTOS KOIos Tols GAAOIS TACIV €OV EOl
udveor EméNTre un w@erfjoal. TouTols Yap v ToUTo cuppépov,
TPdTOV pEv amapackeudTaTov yevéoBai pe, pij Suvapevov
Siampdooechal  auTdv  TApauTOU  TpdypaTta, EMEITA

5.16 Umehimou 4% UmeAeimou AN Toiode Tois Pahle: Tois Téte AN: TéTe TOIS
Denniston

5.17 Gehfioar Gernet: c@elfioan Toude kéopou AN: cpehiiobar Tolde ToU
vépou 42
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kakoTabelv TG oduaTi, Tous Te pidous TpobupoTépous Exelv
ToUs éuauTol ToUTols T& Weudii Hap TUPEV Tj Epol TaAnBfj Aéyew,
Bi1& THY TOU 6OHaTos KakoTabeiav. Sveldds Te aUTEL Te MOl
TepiéBecav kal Tols épols Tpoorkoustv eis TOV Biov Gmavra.
oUTwGi pEv 31 moAAois EAaoowbels TV VOUWY TV UHETEPLV
kal Tol Sikaiou kabBéoTnka eis TOV Aydva: Spws HEvTol ye Kal €k
TOUTwV Telpdoopal Euautdy  dAvaitiov emdeifal.  kaitol
XaAemdy ye T& ek ToANoU kaTeweuopéva kai émiPBeBoulevpéva,
Talta Tapaxpfiua amehéyxew: & ydp Tis pi) mpooedoknoev,
oUdt puaagaocBail ey xwpel.

tyco 8t TOV pEv mAoUv émomnodunv ek Tijs MuTIAfvng, @
&vdpes, tv T TAoiwt TAéwv dt 'Hpdidns oltos 8v pacw um’
tuoU amoBaveiv: émAéopev B¢ eis THv Alvov, ¢y piv s TOV
TaTtépa — ETUyxave ydp éxkel v TéTe — 6 8§ "Hpaoidns
avdpamoda Opaifiv avBpdmols aToAUcwv. cuvéTAel 8¢ TG Te
avdpamoda & £8el alTdV doAloal, kai ol ©pdikes oi Aucdpevol.
TouTwY &’ UiV TOous pdpTupas Tapéfouat.

MdpTupes

T HEv TPOPasIs EKaTEPl TOU TAOU alTn: éTUXouUeY 8t Xeluddvi
Tl Xpnoduevol, Up’ ol Nvaykdobnuev kataoxev eis Ths
MnBupvaias 11 xcwpiov, ol TS WAolov dpuel ToUTo Eis &
peTekBavTa paociv amobaveiv attdv ToOV Hpaodnv. kai mpétov
UEv auTd TalTta okoTEeiTe, ET1 oU Tpovoial p&AAov eyiyveTo fi
TUXNL oUTe yap Teicas TOv &udpa oudapol A&meAéyxopal
oupTAouv pot yevéoBai, AN’ autds kab’ autdv TOV mTAoUv
TETOINUEVOS Eveka TPayHETwY i8icov: oUt’ al tyd &veu
TpoPdacews ikavijs paivopal TOV TAOUV TOINCAUEVOS eis THY
Alvov, oliTe kaTaoxdvTes eis TO Xwpiov ToUTo &Td Tapaokevis
ouBeids, GAN  avdyknt  xpnodpevor olT’ aU  Emeldn
wpuicaueda, 1 neTékBaois eyéveto eis TO ETepov mAoiov oUdevi
unxaviuati oud’ &mwaTni, &AN’ dvdyknt kal TolTo tyiyveTto: év

5.21 oU Maetzner: uf AV
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@1 ptv yap émhéouev, aoTéyaoTtov fv TO TAolov, eis & B¢
HETEPNUEY, EOTEY aopévOY: TOU 8¢ UeToU Eveka TalT’ fv. TOUTwV
8’ Upiv udptupas Tapéfouai.

MapTupes

eme1dn) Ot ueTeEEPNUEY eis TO ETepov TAoiov, Emivopev. kai 6 pév
£0T1 pavepds ekBas ek ToU TAoiou kai ouk eioBas A Eyco B¢
TO Tapd&mav ouk eEEPNV €k ToU TAoiou Tis vukTos ékeivns. THI S’
votepaial, Emedn apavis v & &vrip, éEnTeiTo oUdév TI udAAov
UTd TV EAAwvV § kal U’ épols kal ei Tl T &AAwv é8dkel
Bewodv eival, kal épol dpoiws. kal es Te THv MutiAfvnv éyc
afiTios v mepg Bfvat &yyehov, kal Tiji éufjl yvdunt émépmeTo kal
&ANou oudevds éBéNovTos Badilev, oUTe TGV &md Tou TAoiou
oUTe TGOV aUutdl TA! ‘Hpdidnt ocupmAedvTtoov, ey TOV
akéAouBov ToV EpuauTol TEUTE ETOIHOS v KaiTOl oU dfjTTou Ye
KaT EpauToU UNVUTHY ETeRTIOV €idcds. ETe1dT) 8¢ 6 avnp oUTe év
it MutiAfjvmi épaiveto {ntolpevos oUT’ &AANobBi oudauod,
mAoUs Te fuiv EyiyveTo, kal T&AAa aviiyeTp mhoia &mavTa,
@IXOunV kayow mAéwv. ToUuTwv & Uuiv ToUs updptupas
TaApaACXCOHal.

MapTupes

T& pEv yevdueva TauT’ €oTiv: €k B¢ TouTwv f8n okomeiTe T&
eikdTa. TPEdTOV pEv yap mpiv &vdyeodai pe eis THvY Alvov, 8Te fjv
apavis & avip, oUdels MITIdoaTd pe avBpidmwv, [dn
TETUOHEVLOV TOUTWY THY Ayyehiav: oU y&p &v moTe co1xounv
TAéwv. AAN’ eis v TO Tapaxpiina kpeiooov fiv T6 &AnBis kai T
Yeyevnuévov TR ToUTwv aiTidoews, kal dua éycd ETi
emedApouy: emeldn B¢ €y Te di1xOunV MAéwv kai ouTol E§
¢mPBouliis ouvéBecav TalTa kal épnxaviicavTo kaT’ épol, TOTE
niTidoavto. Aéyouot B¢ s &v uév Ti yijl améBavev 6 avrp,
K&y AiBov avuTédn évéBalov eis THY kepaAijv, &s ouk RNV TO
Tapdmav ék Tol TAoiou. kal ToUTo HEv akpiPdds oUuTol icaciv:
8mws 8 feaviobn & avrp, oUdevi Adyw! eikdTI SUvavTal
amogaivelv. 3ijhov yap &1 &y yUs Tou Tou Aipévos eikds v auTod



5. TTEPI TOY HPWIAOY ®ONOY 75

yiyveoBai, ToUTo pEv peblovtos Tou avdpds, ToUTO 8¢ VUKTWP
¢kBavTos ¢k ToU TAoiour olTe y&p alTol kpaTeiv iows Gv
£dUvaTo, oUTE TAI &TTAYOVTI VUKTWP HaKpav 686v 1) Tpdpaocts
&v eikdTws tyiyvetor Entoupévou 8¢ Tou avdpods SUo fuépas kal
£V T Aévi kai &mwbBev Tou Aipévos, oUuTte STTHP oUdeis Epavn
oUTe aipa oUTe &AAo onueiov oUdév. K&IT' £y o CUYXWP®D TMI
ToUTwV Adywl, TapeXOUEVOS UEV TOUS HAPTUPAS €S OUK EEERNY
¢k ToU TAoiou; €l 8t kal s HdAioTa EEEPNY ék ToU TAoiou, oUdevi
TpdTwI eikds v dpavicBévta Aabeiv Tov &vBpwoov, eiTep ye un
mavu méppw amiiAbev amd Tiis BaAdcons. G’ s kaTe-
TovTdOn Aéyouov. év Tivi TAoiwt; dfjAov yap 811 €€ auTou ToU
Aipévos Rv TO TAoiov. TGS &v oUv oUk eENupedn; kai unv eikds ye
AV kal onueidv T1 yevéoBal v T TAoiwt &vdpds TeBveddTos Kai
tkBaAlopévou vUukTwp. viv Bt év pEv o1 Emve Aol kal €€ ol
tEéPavey, &V ToUTw! @aciv eUpeiv onueia, &v 1 avTol ui
opoloyoiuov amobaveiv TOv dvdpa- év &1 8t kaTemovTwdn, oUx
nipov oUT’ auTd TO TAoiov oUTe onpeiov oUdév. ToUTwv &’ Uuiv
TOUS HAPTUPAS TTAPACXTjOOHAL.

MapTupes

£e1dn 8 £y o nEv ppoudos v Ay eis THv Alvov, Td 8t TAoiov
fkev eis T MuTIAfjunu év & ¢y kal 6 'Hpidng émivopev,
Tp&TOV HEv eioPBAvTes eis TO TAoiov Tpeivawy, Kai eTeldn T
aipa nupov, évtatba épacav TeBvdval TOV Gvdpa- émedn d¢
QaUTOIS TOUTO OUK Evexcopel, AN’ épaiveTo TGV TpoPAaTwy dv
afpa, amotpamdpevor ToUTtou ToU Adyou oulhaPdvres
tBacavifov Tous avBpddmous. kal dv piv TOTE Tapaxpiua
tBacavicav, olTos utv oUdtv eime Tepl Epou pAatpov: dv &’
Nuépais Uotepov moAAals éBacdvicav, éxovTtes Tapa ogioiv
auTois TOV mpdobev xpdvov, oltos fiv & Telobels UTS ToUTwWY
Kal KaTayeuodaUevos €pou. Tapéfopal 8t ToUTwv ToUs
udpTupas.

5.29 ¢émivopev Weil: émhéopev AN
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MaépTupes

s HEv UoTepov TooouTw! xpdvwi 6 avip ERacavicdn,
UeHapTUPTITAL UUTV: TPOCEXETE 8¢ TOV vouv auTh!t TH Bacdvawl,
ola yeyévnTal 6 ptv yap Soulos, o1 iows olTtol ToUTo pEv
tAevBepiav UméoxovTo, ToUTo 8’ émi ToUTOIS NV TavcacHai
KaKOUHEVOV auTOV, icws UTr aupoiv Telobels kaTeyeuoaTd pov,
v pév éAevBepiav eéAmicas oicecbal, Tiis 8¢ Baodvou eis TO
mapaxpfina Pouldpevos amnAhdxBal  olpar & Upds
tmiotacBal toUto, 8TI €’ ol &v TO TAeioTov pépos Tijs
Bacavou, Tpods ToUTwv eiciv oi Bacavilduevol Aéyew & T1 Gv
ékeivols uEAAwol XapieloBal év ToUTw! yap auTois éoTwv 1
Geélela, GAAws Te KGV U] TAPOVTES TUYXAvwolv Qv &v
katayeUdwvTal. el HEv yap ¢ycd tkéAevov auTdv oTpePAoiv s
oU TaAnbdi Aéyovra, icws Gv év alT®d! TOUTw! ATMETPETETO
undtv katT’ Eépol kaTayeudeoBar viv 8¢ autol Hoav Kal
BacavioTal kai émTiunTal TGV OPICIV AUTOls CUNUPEPOVTWVY.
s HEV oUv  peTd XpnoThs €EATidos i« éyiyvwoké pou
KaTayeuoduevos, Toutw! Suoxupileto T Adycwr- émeldn 8¢
tyiyvwokev dmoBavoupevos, évtatb’ 1idn Th &Anbeial éxpiiTo,
kal Eéleyev 811 melobein UMO ToUTwv épol kaTayeudechal.
Siameipabévta 8’ autov Ta weudi Aéyew, UoTepov 8¢ TaAnbi
Aéyovta, oudétepa w@éAnoev, &AN’ amékTewav &yovTes TOV
&vdpa, TOV unvuTHY, O MoTeUovTES EUE Siddkoual, TouvavTiov
moijoavtes §| oi &AAot &vBpwmor ot uév yap &AAor Tols
unvuTais Tois v EAeubépors xprinata 8iddaat, Tous 8t SouAous
¢heuBepolow: oUtol 8¢ BavaTtov T pnvuTht THV Scpedv
amédooav, AMAYopeudvTwY TGOV PiAwv TGOV EUGV  UN
atokTeivelv TOV &udpa Tpiv Eyco EABorut. SijAov olv STi ou Tol
cdpaTos autol xpeia Hv auTols, A& TGV Adywv: Ldv piv
yap 6 avip 81& Tiis avuTis Bacdvou icov Ut épol kaTryopos &v
¢ylyveto Ths ToUTwv ¢mPouliis, TeBvecos B¢ TOV pév éAeyxov
Tiis aAnbBeias ameoTépel 81’ avTol ToU o HaTos amoAAupévou,
Tois 8¢ Adyols Tols éyeuopévols UTY ékeivou cos aAnBéciv oo
¢y ATOAAUHal. TOUTWVY 8t HEPTUPAS HOL KAAEL.
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{MépTupes>

EXPTV UEV Y &p auToUs, €5 £y Vouilw, evBade mapéxovtas TOV
UNVUTHY abTdv aTeAéyxelv EUé, Kal auTdl TouTw! Xpiicdal
AywviopaTi, éupavii Tapéxovtas TOV &vdpa kai keAevovTas
BacaviCev, &AA& un amokTeival @épe ydp df ToTépwl viv
xprioovtal TGV Adycwv; TéTepa I MPGOTOV EiMEv { I
Uotepov; kal métep’ &An6i toTv, 8T’ €n ue eipydobBai To épyov
f 8T oUk €pn; ei HuEv y&p £k ToU eikdTOs eEeTaochijval Bel T
Tp&yHua, oi UoTtepol Adyor &hnbéoteporl paivovrtal. éyelideto
uEv yap €M co@eleial Tl éauTol, medn 8¢ T weUdeoHan
ATOAAUTO, yrjoaTto T&ANOT kaTeiTov 81& ToUTo cwhijval &v.
Tijs HEv oUv aAnbeias oUk v avuTd! TIMWPOS oUdeis: o y&p
TapV Eyd ETUyXavov, MITep oUpHaxos fv i aAnbeia TV
UoTEpwvY Adywv: Tous Bt TpoTépous Adyous TOUS KaTe-
WEUOHEVOUS oAV Of APavioUvTes CIOTE UNdETOTE eis TO aAnbis
kaTtaoTival kai oi pgv &AAot kab’ v &v unvimt Tis, oUTtol
KAETTOUOI TOUS punvYovtas k&It agavifouoiv: altol 8t oUTol o
amdyovTes Kal {nTouvTes TO MPEAYUA TOV KAT EUOU HNVUTHY
Neavicav. kai el utv éycd tOHV &vdpa fedvica fi un ribelov
ekdoUval TouTols 1} &AAov Twva Epeuyov EAeyxov, auTois 81
TOUTOIS IoXUPOTATOIS Eis T& TP&YHaT’ EXpddVTO, KAl NV TalUTa
aUTOIS UEYIOTA TEKUNPla KaT’ énol: viv 8¢, 6TéTe altol olTol
TPOKAAOUHEVWY TV Pidwv TV tudv talt’ épuyov, Euol
Bnmou kaTd ToUTwy eival Xph TaUT& TalTa TEKUNPIA, €5 OUK
aAnbi] Ty aitiav émépepov fjv MimicdvTo. ET1 B¢ kal TAEde
Aéyouow, s @uoAdyer &  &vBpwmos Bacaviféuevos
ouvaTmokTeval TOV &vdpa. tycd 8¢ enui TadTa uév ol Aéyew
avutdy, 81 8t EEdyor éut kal TOV &vSpa ék Tol TAoiou, kai 8Ti
18N TebvedTa avTdV U EpoU cuvavedcov kal évBels eis TO
TAOIOV KATATTOVTCIOEIE. KAITOl OKéWwaoBe STI TP TOV HEv, TIpiv

5.37 T A% 15 AN: Bix 1 Jernstedt
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€T TOV TpoxOV avaBijval, 6 avnp uéxpt Tis EoX&Tns &vaykns
T aAnBeian éxpiiTo kal AMEAUE e This aiTias: émedn) 8¢ émi TOV
Tpoxov avéPn, Tit avdyknt Xpuevos §dn kaTeweUSeTd pov,
Boulbuevos amnAA&xBar Tiis Pacdvou émedn 3¢ émavoaTto
Baocavifduevos, oUkéTl €pn He ToUTwV eipydoBal oudév, dAN&
TO TeleuTaiov ATMMIHWEEY €ué Te kal autdv s adikews
amoAAupévous, ou XApITi T Eufjit — WS ydp; S5 ye
kaTeyevoato — aAN’ avaykalduevos Umd ToU &Anbous kal
BeBaidov Tous TpdTous Adyous s aAnbels eipnuévous. EmeiTa
8t o €tepos GvBpcoTos, 6 €V TG auTl TAoiw! TAéwv kal
mapcov di& Téhous kai ouvcov poi, TiHl auThl Pacavol
Baocaviféuevous Tois pEv mpdTOoIS KAl Tols UoTepov Adyois Tols
ToU avBpcdmou cuvepépeTo s aAnBéov eipnuévors, Sia Télous
YG&p He &TéAUe, Tols B¢ £ TOU TPoxoU Aeyopévols, oUs EKEIVOS
avayknt p&AAov | aAnbeiar éAeye, TouTols Bt SiepépeTo. 6 Ut
Yap ékBavta u’ €pn ék ToU TAoiou aTmokTeival TOV &vdpa, Kai
auTods 118N TeBveddTA ouvaveleiv porr 6 8t T6 Tapdmav épn ouk
ekPivai pe ék ToU TAoiou. .

kaiTol TO €ikds oUMpaxov poi éoTv. oU yap dfimmou ouTw
kakodaipwy Eycd, doTe TO pEv aTokTeival TOV &vdpa
TPOUVONOCAUNY Pévos, iva pot undeis ouveldein, év i pot 6 Ta&s
kivBuvos fv, 1§dn 8¢ mMempaypévou poi Tol Epyou papTupas Kal
oupBoulous Emololunv. kail aGmébave pév 6 aviip oUTWG! £yyUs
Tfis Baldoons kal TGV TAoiwv, s 6 ToUTwv Adyos toTiv: UTd
B¢t Evds audpods amobvijiokwy oUTe avékpayev oUT’ aicBnow
oUBepiav éToinoev oUTe TOTs £V TH1 Yijl oUTe TOIS €V TG TAoiwL;
kal ufv ToAAG! <ET> TAéov ye akouvelv €0TI vUKTwp 1) Hed’
nuépav, M’ &kTHs N KaTd TOAW: Kal unv €Tt €ypnyopodTwv
@aociv ékPrival TOV &vdpa ék ToU TAoiou. ETelTa €v Tt yijl HEV
atmoBavdvTos, évTiBepévou 8t eis TO TAolov, oUTe év Tijl yijt
onueiov oUdt alpa épdvn oUTe év TAI TAoiw!, VUKTwWP HEV
avaipeBévTtos, vikTwp 8’ évTiBepévou eis TO TAoiov. i Sokel Gv
Upiv &vBpotos Suvacbal év TOIOUTWI TPAYHATI COV TG TE €V Tl

5.44 tmadd. Schémann akovew Schémann: &yvoeiv AN
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yiit dvta dvagioai kal T& év T TAoiwt GvacToyyioal, & oude
ue® fuépav Tis oids Te tyéveto, Evdov v auTol kal i
TepoPnuévos, TO Tapdmav apavicai; Taita, & Gvdpes, TS
eikOTa EoTiV;

& Bt kal p&Aiota évBuueiofe — kal urf por &xBecbe, av Uuas
ToAAGkis TauTd 318&Ew: uéyas y&p & kivBuvds éoTiv, kab’ & Ti
8’ &v Upels 6pBGds yvédTE, KaTd TouTo owifopal, kab’ & 118’ av
weuoBiite T&AnBoUs, katd ToiTo amdAAupal — uf ovv eEéAnTal
TOUTO UMV undeis, 8Ti TOV unuuThv ATEKTEWAY, KAl
BieTeivavTo aUTdv uiy eioeABeiv eis Upds, pnd’ €nol eyyevéoBat
Tapdvti &Eai TOV &vdpa kai Bacavical auTdv. kaitol MPOS
ToUTV fjv ToUTO. viv 8¢ Tpiduevol TOV Gvdpa, idiat €l opddv
aUTQV  AaTékTewvav, TOV  pnuuthy, OoUTE Ths TOAews
yneloauévns, oUTe auToxelipa Svta ToU avdpds. dv Expiiv
Bedepévov  auToUs @uAAcoewv, T Tois @ilols  TOls €Ol
tEeyyvuiioal, fj Tols &pxouot Tois UneTEpols Tapadoival, Kai
wiipov Tepl aUtoU yevéoBal. viv 8¢ auTtol kaTtayvévTes TOV
BavaTtov ToU avdpds amekTeivaTe & oudt TOAel EEeoTIV, &veu
'ABnvaicov oUdéva BavaTw {nudoal kal TGV pEv EAAwv
ASywv TV Ekeivou TouToust kpiTas EicdcaTe yevéoBal, Tov B¢
Epywv auTol SikaoTtal éyéveoBe. kaitol oudt oi Tous deomdTaAs
ATOKTEIVAVTES, EQV €T auTopwpw! Anebddow, oud’ olTol
amoBvijiokoucty U’ aUT®V TGOV  TPOONKOVTwWY, A&AA&
mapadidéaciv avToUs Tl apxfi kaT& vuous UHETEpous
TaTpious. eiTep y&p kal papTupeiv éeoTt doUAw! kaTa ToU
eAeuBépou TOV Povov, kai T deomdTNL, Gv Bokijl, EmeEeABeiv
uTep ToU douUhou, kal N wiigos icov dYvaTtal T doUAov
ATOKTEIVavTI Kal T EAevBepov, eikds Tol kal yiigov yevéohal
Tepl aUToU v, Kai pij &kpitov &mobaveiv auTdv Up’ UpG. CHoTe
TOAAG &v Uueis Sikaidtepov kpivoioBe fj Eycd viv gevyw U’
VUGV adikws. okoTeiTe 81, @ &vdpes, kai ék Tov Adyow Toiv
avdpoiv ekaTépolv Toiv BacavioBévtorv 16 ikaiov kai T eikds.
O HEv yap SoUAos 8Uo Ay w EAeye: TOTE utv N ue eipydoBal T
5-4
5-4

avaomoyyicar NV: amoomoyyicai 4
U]

5
8 Uuels Bikaidtepov A: Bikaidtepov Upeis V
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Epyov, ToTE Bt oUk épn: O Bt EAelBepos oUBETe VUV eipnke Tepi
€uol pAaipov oUdév, Tijt alTii Bacdvwi Bacavilduevos. TolTo
UEV Yap ouk Ny aUTédl éAeubepiav mpoTeivovtas domep TOV
g€Tepov meloar ToUTo B¢ HeT& ToU aAnbols ¢RouAeTo
kivduvelcv Tdoxeww 8 Ti déol, ETel TS ye cuugépov kai oUTos
nmiotaro, 6Tt TéTe TavocoIto oTpePAovnevos, 6TOTE eiTol T
ToyTols SokoUvTa. TOTEPWI OUV eikds 0TI MOTEUOAL, TAN Si&
TéAous TOV auTov aei Adyov AéyovTi, 1} TAI TOTE HEv pAOKOVTI
ToTE 8’ oU; dAA& kal &veu Bacdvou TolalTns oi Tous auTous aiel
Tepl TAV auTt®dv Adyous AéyovTes MOTOTEPOI EioI TV
SlapepoUEVLV OPicIv aUTols. ETEITa B¢ Kai €K TV Adywv TV
ToU avBpdd e J Hepis EkaTEéPwL (0T €0TI, TOUTOIS UEV TO PAOKEI,
Epol 8¢ TO MN QAOKew, €K Te AUPOIV TOv AvdPoiv ToIV
BaocavicBévTeov: 6 utv yap épnoev, 6 8¢ i Téhous EEapvos fv.
kai pév 81 T& €€ ioou yevdueva Tol pedyovtds éoTi uaAAov fj Tol
BiokovTos, eimep ye Kai TV yhpwv O apiBuds € ioou
Y1yvSuevos TOV pevyovta HEGAAOV o Pelel 1} TOV SicokovTa. Tj UEV
Bdaoavos, & &vdpes, TolayTn yeyévnTal, fi oUTol MO TEYOVTES €U
eidfval @aociv Um’ épou amobavévrta TOV &vdpa. kaitol TO
Tapdmav Eywy’ & el TI ouviidn EauT! Kai el Ti pot TolouTov
elpyaoTo, PAvIc’ &v TG avbpd T, 8Te T’ EUOL Y TOUTO HEV
eis TNV Alvov &mdyeww &ua éuoi, TouTto 8¢ eis TNV Tfjmeipov
BiaPiBdoat, kai ufn UToAeimeobar unvuTas kaT’ épauToU TOUS
ouvelddTas.

Qaoci 8¢ ypaupaTeidiov eUpeiv v T TAOII, & ETepTIOV £y
Aukiveor, s amokTeivait Ttdv &udpa. kaitor Ti ESet ue
ypaupaTeidiov  méumew, avtol ouvelddTos ToU  TO
YPaUUQTEIBIOV PEPOVTOS; CIOTE TOUTO UEV CAPECTEPOV AUTOS
EueAAev Epeiv & eipyaouévos, TOUTO Bt oUdEY €Sl KPUTITEIY QUT:
& y&p un oidv Te eidéval TOV @épovTa, TAUT v Tis UGAIOTA
ouyypayas TERyeley. ETelTa B¢ 8 TiI UEv uakpov ein mpayua,

5.51 tkaTépwt N ixatépw A (?) ion eoTi A%: Toov &i A: Too. e (?) NV: Ton &v €in
Thalheim TouTols 4% TouTo 4 (?): ToUTov N

5.53 Post pépovros habent AN Tivos ye 81 . . . éuoi kakeiver, quae ad 5.57 (init.)
transposuit Aldus
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ToUTO HEV &V TIs AvaykaoBein ypdyal T Un Siapvnuovevev
Tov amayyéAlovta Umd TARBous: TouTto Bt PBpaxyu mv
amayyeihal, &Ti TéBunkev O avrip. émaita évBupeioBe OTi
Biapopov fv TO ypauuaTeidiov Tédl BacaviaBévTi, Siapopos 8’ 6
&vBporos TOI ypaupaTedicr 6 utv yap Bacsavi{éuevos autos
Epn amokTeval, TO Bt ypapuateidiov avoixBev éue ToOV
amokTelvavTa éufjvue. kaitol ToTépwt XpT| MoTEUOAL; TO HEV
yap Tp&Tov oUx nupov év T TAoiwt {nTouvres TO
ypauuaTeidlov, Uotepov 8¢ TéTe pEv yap oUmw olTws
EUEUNXAVNTO auTOls: €meldl) 8¢ 6 &vBpwTos & TpdTepos
BaoavioBels oUdtv EAeye kat’ €nol, TéTe eloBaAAoucwv eis TO
TAolov T6 ypaupaTeidiov, fva TauTnt y’ éxolev éuol Thv aitiav
tm@épev eme1dr) 8¢ aveyvedobn 1O ypappaTeidiov kai 6 UoTepos
Baocaviléuevos oU CuvePEPETO T ypaHHaTESiwl, OUKETI OldV
T’ v &pavical T& avayvwobévrta. ei y&p fiyrfoavrto tov &vdpa
meioew  amO TPdOTHS KaTtayeudeobai pou, ouk &v Tot’
EUNXAVHOAVTO TA €V TA! ypauuaTediwl. kai Hoi uaptupas
TOUTWV K&AEL.

MaépTtupes

Tivos ye 81 éveka TOv dvdpa &mékTeva; oudt y&p ExBpa oUdenia
Ay £Uol KaKeiveol. Aéyev 8t TOAUGOIV s ¢y X&piTi TOV Evdpa
ékTewa. kal Tis T ToTE Xapi{ouevos ETépwl ToUTO eipy &oaTo;
olpat utv yap oudéva, &AN& Bl ueydAnv Thv éxBpav Umdpxev
T TOUTO HEAAOVTI TOIoEly, KAl THv Tpovolav ék ToAAoU
pavepav eival émBoulevopévny. épol 8t kakeiver ouk v #xBpa
oudepia. eiev, AAN& Beioas Tepl épauTol un autds Tap’ ékeivou
ToUTto mabowu; kal y&p G&v TGV TOOUTWY Evek&  TIS
avaykacbein ToUto épydoacBal. GAA& oUdév poi ToloUTOV
umtijpkto els  autédv. &AA&  xpriHata EéueAdov  AfyecBai
ATOKTEIVas aUTOV; AN oUk v auTAL. &AA& ool u&AAov ey
TV Tpdeacty TauTnv €xon’ &v eikdtws peTa THs aAnbeias
avabeival, ST xpnudTwv éveka InTels épe dmokTeival, p&Alov iy

5.58 aAl& xpriuata. . . airéd ante elev habent AN: huc transposuit Dobree
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OU £lol Ekelvov: kal TOAU Gv Sikaidtepov aloins oU pdvou éut
aTmoKTelvas UTO TGV EHol TPOOTKOVTWY, Tj £ycd UTTO ool kal
TGV €keivou avaykaiwv. éyc uEv ydp cou @avepav Thv
Tpdvolav eig ut amodeikvupl, oU B¢ pe v apavel Adyw {nTels
amoAécal. TaUta uEv UMV Aéyw, €5 QUT@! WOl TTPOPaAcIv
oudeuiav éxel dTTokTeIVal TOV &vdpa- Bei 8¢ e kai Utep Aukivou
amoloyrnoacBal, s £oikev, AN oUx UTEp auToU pdvov, s
ouUdt tkeivov eikdTws aiTi@vTal. Aédyw Toivuv UHiv 8TI TauTd
UTITipXeV aUTA! eis ekeivov GTep tpoi- oUTe ydp xpriuata fv
aUuTdl 5Télev v EAaBev amokTeivas ékelvov, oUTe kivduvos
auT! UTijpxev oUdels dvTiva Siépeuyev amoBavdvTos ékeivou.
Tekunplov 8¢ JéyloTov s ouk éBovAeTo auTdv dmolécar éEov
Yap atTtddl év ay vt Kai KIvdUvel pey A w! KaTAoTHOAaVTI HETA
TOV VoUWV TV  UHETEPwWV  ATOAécal  Ekelvov, eiTep
Tpow@eileTo aUT®! kakdv, kai TS Te Blov TO auTtoU
Biampafacharl kai Tijt wOAel TH UpeTépar xapv kaTabéoba, ei
emédeiEev adikoUvTa ékeivov, ouk HEiwoev, AAN’ oud’ HABev ¢mi
ToUTov. kaitol kaAAiwv ye fjv 6 kivBuvos auTgar.

MapTupes

aA\a yap évtaiBa pév agiikev auToév, oU B¢ édel KIvduveUelv
auTdV Tepi Te aUTOU kal Tepl Epov, evtaiba 8’ eémePovlevey, év
1 YvwoBels &v aTeoTépel pEv Eut ThS TaTpidos, ameoTépel BE
auTov iepdV Kal 60iwv kal TV EAAwv dTep HéyI1oTa KAl Tepl
TAeioTou éoTiv avBpcdmols. émeita 8 i kai s pdAiota
éBouheTo alTdv 6 Aukivos TeBvdvail — elul y ap kai €m TOV TGOV
KaTnydépwv Adyov — ol auTtds ouk nEiou autdxelp yevéshal,
ToUTO TO épyov ¢y ToT’ &v émeiobnv avt’ ékeivou Torfoal;
ToTEPA €05 EYCO UEV TV TG 0dHaT! EMTHSe105 SrakivBuvevev,
£KeIvos B¢ XprjHact TOV Epdv kivduvov ékmpiacBal; ou dfjta: Téd
uEv yap ouk fv xpriuaTta, énoi 8¢ fjv: aAA’ auTd TouvavTtiov
¢kelvos ToUTo Bacoov av UT’ éuol émreiodn kaTd ye TO €ikds §
gy UTO ToUwou, €Tel éKelvds Y  EauTdv oud’ UTepripepov

5.62 o0 3¢ Blass: oudt V: oi yap A



5. TTEPI TOY HPWIAOY ®ONOY 83

yevduevov EMTa pvddv duvatds fiv AvcacBar, aAA’ oi @ikol
auTov EAUoavTo. kal pév Bn kai Tiis xpeias Tis €ufis kal Tis
Aukivou ToUTo UHiIv HéyioTov Tekunpidv éoTv, 8T1 oU opddpa
ExpOUNY £y Aukivat pikaol, cos TavTa Torfjoal Gv Ta ékeivaot
BokolvTa: ou yap SfiTou EMTa uév uvds oUk ATMETEICA UTEP
autoU dedepévou kai Aupaivopévou, kivduvov 8¢ ToooUTOV
apapevos Gvdpa amékteva 81’ Ekelvov.

€35 UEV 00V oUK auTOs aiTids il TOU TPAYHaTOS OUdE EKEIVOS,
amodédeiktar kab’ Boov tycd SUvauar paAiota. TouTw! B
Xp@vTtal TAeioTw Adywl oi kaTriyopol, 8TI apavis €oTv 6
avrip, kal UPEls fows Tepl TouTou auTou TobeiTe akoloal. i pév
oUv ToUTO eikdLetv pe Bel, €€ Toou ToUTS 0T KAl UMV kal époi
oUTe y&p Upels aiTiol ToU épyou €oTE oUTe £y i Bt Bel Tolg
aAnBéor xpiioBai, TGOV eipy AOHEVLOV TIVA EPLITOVTWY" EKEiVOU
y&p &piota miBowTo. €uol UiV yap TI W) eipyacpével
TOOOUTOV TO HAKPOTATOV THS ATOKPIoEWS 0TIV, 8TI OUK
eipyaopar téd 8t momoavt paidia éotiv 1 amddeilis, kai un
aTmodeifavTi eV eikdoal. of uiv y&p TAvoupyouvTes &ua Te
TavoupyoUot Kal Tpopaaciv eupiokouct ToU aSIKAUaTOs" T B¢
un eipy acuévt XaAemdv Tepl TGOV &pavddv eikalev. oipa 8’ v
kal VPV EkaoTtov, € Tis Tva époito & TI piy TUXO!l Eidds,
TOOCOUTOV &V EiTrEIV, ETI OUK OIBeV” i 8¢ TIs MEPAITEPED T1 KEAEUOL
Aéyew, év ToAATI Gv €xecBan Uuds amopial Sokd. uf) Toivuv Euol
veiunTe TO &opov ToUTo. €v 1 uNd’ &v avTol eUTTopoiTe uUnde
£&v eV eik&fw, &v ToUTwl pot agloUTe THv amdgeuliv eivar, GAN’
eEapkeiTw ol EpauTdV avaitiov &Todeial ToU TPpAyHaTos. év
ToUTwWI 0V avaiTids eip, oUk £av elpw 8Twi TpdTTwI apavis
EoTv 1} améAwAev avrjp, &AN’ €i un Tpootikel pot undtv ot’
AToKTEIVal auTov. 1idn 8’ Eywye kal TpdTepov &kofji ETioTaual
yeyovds, ToUTo pEv Tous damoBavdvras, ToUTo Bt TOUS
aTokTeivavTas oux eUpeBévtas: olUkouv &v kaldds Exol, ei
ToUTwV Béol Tas aiTiag UTooxelv Tous ouyyevouévous. ToAAol
8¢ y’ 118n oxdvTes ETépov TpaypdTwy aitias, Tpiv TO cags
auT&OVY yvwodijval, mpoamdAovTo. avTtika 'E@idATtnv ToHV
UpéTepov TOAITNY oUdémw viv nipnutal oi &TokTeivavTes: €
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olv Tis n&iou ToUs ouvdvTas ekeiveol eikdlev oiTives fioav oi
amokTeivavtes EQiaAtny, i 8¢ un, évdxous elvai Té1 pdvl, oUk
&v kaléds eixe Tois ouvoUow. Emeita of ye 'EgidATtnv
ATOoKTeivavTes ouk eCfiTnoav Tov vekpdv apavioai, oud’ év
ToUTwI KIwvduvele unviocai T Tpayua, ddomep oide paciv éut
Ths uev emPBouliis oudéva kovwvdv Toifoachal Tol BavaTov,
Tiis 8 avaipéoews. ToUTo 8’ €vTds ou mMoAAol xpdvou Tais
eCriTnoev oUdt 8chBeka ETn yeyovcos TOV SeomdTny admokTeivar
kai ei un poPnbeis, cos avePonoev, tykatalimav THv paxaipav
£V T o@ayiji iIXeTO Ppevywv, AAN’ ETOAUNGE Heival, ATOAovT’
&v ol évdov dvTes dmavTes: oUdels yap &v dieto TOV Taida
ToAuficai mcre ToUTo viv 8t oulAnebeis auTtds Uotepov
KaTEITEV auToU. ToUTo 8¢ Tepi XpNUATwY aitiav ToTE oxovTES
oUk oUcav, oTep £ycd viv, oi ' EAAnvoTapiaioi Uuétepor, Ekeivol
utv dmavres améBavov Spy it uGAAoV T yvcount, TARY €vds, TO Bt
Tpayua UoTepov katapaves tyéveto. ToU & £vds ToUTou —
Swoiav dvoud @aoctv alTtdl eval — KATEYVwoTo WEv fidn
BavaTos, éTeBurkel 3¢ oUTw kail év ToUTol €dnAhOn T
TPdTWI ATTwAdAel T& XpripaTa, kai 6 avip amnixdn umd Tol
Briuou Tol UpeTépou Tapadedouévos 1dn Tois évdeka, 0i 8’ &AAot
¢TéBvacav oudtv aitiol dvtes. Talh’ UuGY alTtdv éyc olpal
uepvijoBai Tous mpeoPuTtépous, Tous Bt vew TEpous TuvBaveshal
omep Eué. oUTws ayabdv éoti peta Tol Xpdvou Baocavilew Ta
TpdyuaTa. kai TouT’ icws pavepdv yévoit’ av UoTepov, STwi
TPl TéBunkev 6 &vbpoTos. uf olv UoTepov TOUTO YV@TE,
avaitiov pe Svta amolréoavtes, AAA& TpdTEPSV Y’ €l
BoukeloaoBe, kai ur) HeT’ OpYiis kai SiaPoAfis, s ToUTwV OUK
&v yévowTo étepol TovnpdTepoi oUpPoulol. ou ydp EoTIv S TIGv
S6pyiLdéuevos &vBpwtos e yvoin: auTd yap i Bouledetal, THv
yvaounv, Siapbeiper ToU &vBpdimou. péya Tol Nuépa map’
Huépav yiyvopévn yvcuny, ¢ &udpes, €€ dpyiis ueTaoTHoal Kai
v &AfBeiav eUpeiv TV yeyevnuévewv. el 8t iote 81 eAenbijvan
U@’ UudVY &E1ds it paAAov i Siknv dotvar Siknv uév yap eikds

5.69 amédavov A% amobavévres AN
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toTi J18éval ToUs A&dikoUvTas, éAecicBar 8¢ Tous adikws
kivduvevovTas. kpeiooov 8¢ xpf yiyveoBal aei TO Upétepov
Sduvépevov éut Sikaiws owilelv §j TS TV exBpdov Boulduevov
adikws pe ATOAAUVAL €V HEV Y &p T ETIOXEIV E0TI KAl T& delvd
TaUta morijoal & oUTtol keAevouoiv: £v 8¢ T Tapaxpijua ouk
EoTIv &pxnv 0pBcds Bouleveohal.

Bel B¢ e kai UTEp ToU TaTpds amoloyrcachal. kaitol ye
TOAAG! H&ANOV eikds v ékeivov UTEp EuoU &moloyroacdal
TaTépa dvtar 6 ptv y&p ToAAG! TpeoPuTepds 0TI TV €V
TpayudTtwy, €y 8 TOANDI VedTEPOS TOV  EKeivadl
TEMPAYHEVEOV. Kal el HEV £yCd TOUTOU Aywvifopévou KaTe-
HapTUpouv & i ca@ads 1§idn, akofji 8¢ mioTaunv, dewva &v épn
T&oxe UT épol- viv 8¢ dvaykdfwv tpt dToloyeichal v tyco
TOAAGI Ve TePSs eipt kal Adywt oida, Taita ou dewd fysital
eipydoBal. Spws pévtol kab’ doov £y oida, oU TPodwow TOV
TATEPA KAKEDS akovovTa v Upiv adikws. kaitor tax’ av
opaleiny, & ékeivos 6pBas Epy ol Empate, TaUT’ £y Adywi un
0pBcds icOV: Suws 8’ ouv kekivduveloeTal. Tpiv pév yap Thv
améotacty tév Mutidnvaiwv yevéoBai, épywt Ttnv elvolav
£deikvue THY eis Up&s: Eeidn 8¢ 1) TOAIs 8An kakés éBoulevoaTto
&TmooTdoa Kai fjuapTe THS UHETEPAS YVOUNS, HETA TTis TOAEwS
S8Ans vayk&odn cuveEapuapTeIv. THY HEV o0V yvunv £T1 kai év
gxeivols Spolos R eis Upas, THY B¢ elvolav oUkéTiI AV T ékeiveol
THY aUTn eis Upds Tapéxecbar oUte y&p kAMTEV THY TOAW
eUPOTTLOS EiXEV AUTAL, ikavd y&p fjv T& évéxupa & eixeTo altou,
of Te maides kal T& xpriuaTa, TouTo 8’ al pévovTi TPds THY
TOAW auTéd aduvdTws eixev ioxupileoBai. émel 8 Upeis Tous
aiTious ToUTwv ékoA&oaTe, €v Ofs OUK épaiveTo v O &uds
TaThp, Tols 8’ &ANois MutiAnvaiois &8etav é8cokaTe oikelv THY
OPETEPAV AUTEV, OUK E0TIV 8 TI UoTEPOV aUTOI HU&P TN TAL, TGN
tucdl Tatpl, oud’ 8 Ti oU TeToinTal TGV dedvTwov, oud’ fis Tivos
Anitoupyias 1) WOAis Evder|s yeyévnTal, oUTe 1) UneTépa oUTe 1)
MuTiAnvaiwv, A& kai xopnyias éxopriyer kai TéAn

5.76 eUpomeos A% elip’ s AN
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kataTidnow. i 8 év Alvwr Xwpo@iAel, ToUTO oUk ATOCTEPGV
YE TGV eis TNHY TWOAIW €auTov oUBevds, oud’ éTépas TOAews
ToAiTNs yeyevnuévos, doTep ETEPOUS OPEGd, TOUS UEV eis THV
fTeipov idvTas, kai oikolvTas év TOls ToAepiols TOls UHETEPOIS,
(tous 88 kai dikas amd EupBdAwv Uuiv Sikalopévous, oudt
PeUywv TO TMAfBos TO Uuétepov, Tous &’ olous Upels piodv
GUKOQAVTAS. & UiV oUV HeTA TS TOAews SAns avdyknt p&AAov
i yvoount émpate, TouTwv ov dikaids ¢oTiv 6 Euds TaTnp idiat
Biknv 8i18évar. &maoct yap MutiAnvaiols aeipvnoTos 1) ToTE
aupapTia yeyévntar nAAGEavTo utv yap moAAdjs eudaipovias
TOAAT)V kakodaipoviav, €meidov 8¢ THV EauTdv TaATpPida
avdoTaTov yevopévny. & 8¢ idiai oUtot diafdAlovot TdV Eudv
TaTépa, uf meibeoBe XpnuaTwY yap Eveka 1) TAOA TAPACKEUT)
yeyéunTal €T’ €uol Kakeiveol. ToAA& 8¢ éoTi T& oupBaAldueva
Tois Boulouévols TV aANoTpicv épiecBal, yépwv utv ékeivos
o’ Epoi Bonbeiv, vecrTepos 8’ £y o TOAAG! 1} cdoTe duvachai
EHAUTEI TIMGPEY iKavads. AAN” Upels BonbrnoaTté poi, kai uin
S818dokeTe TOUS CUKOPAVTAS HEIfov Unddv autdv duvachal. éav
uEv  yap eiodvtes el Upds & Poulovrar TpEocwot,
Sed1daypévov éoTal ToUTous pév Teibetv, 1O 8 UpéTepov AR Bos
Pevyev av Bt eicidvTes eis Upds Tovnpol HEV aUTol SoKGOIV
givai, TAéov &’ auTols Undiv yévnTal, UHETEpaA 1 TIN Kai N
SUvauis EoTal, Momep kai TO Sikatov €xel. UHEIS oUv Epoi T
Bonbeite kai Té1 dikaicot.

Soa ptv oV €K TGV AQvBpw VeV TEKUNPIwWY KAl HAPTUPIGY
old Te fv amodeixBijval, axnkdaTe xpn 8¢ kai Tois ATO TV
Becdov onueiols eis T& TolaUTa oUx HKIOTA TeKUNPAUEVOUs
wneilecbal. kai yap T& TAs MOAews kowd ToUTols HAAICTA
moTeovTes Aopaldds Siampdooecfe, ToUTO pEV T& Eeis TOUS
kiwdUvous fikovta, ToUTo 8¢ eis T& E§w TV KIvdUvwv. xpn 8t kai
eis T& S1a TaUTa péyloTa kai moTéTaTa fyeiobal. oipal yap
Upds émioTacBai 811 ToAAoi f18n &vbp oot uf kabapoi xeipas 1
Ao T piaopua €éxovtes ouveloP4avTes i TO TWAoiov

5.78 Tous 8¢ add. Reiske
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cuvammAeoav HeTA Tiis aUTOV Yuxiis ToUs OCiws Siakeluévous
T& mpds ToUs Beous, TouTo Bt 18N éTépous amolopévous uiv ov,
kiwduvelcavtas 3¢ Tous EoXATOUS KIvBUVous 31& Tous ToloyTous
avBpcrmous, ToUTo Bt iepols TapacT&vTes ToAAoi B
KaTapavels tyévovto oUx Sotol dvTes, kal diakwAlovTes T&
iep& un ylyveoBai t& vopifdueva. époi toivuv év T&o1 Toutols T&
tvavTia ¢yéveTo. ToUTO HEv yap S00ts cuvéTAeuoa, KaAAioTols
¢éxpricavTo TAois: TouTto 8¢ dmou iepois TapéoTny, ouk €0TIv
&mou ouxi k&AAoTa T iepd EyéveTo. & Eycd aid UeydAa pot
Tekpfpla  eval  Ths aitias, 8Ti ouk &Andii upou oltol
KATNYopoUot. TOUTWY HEAPTUPES.

Méprupes

¢mioTapal 8t kal Tade, @ &vdpes SikaoTai, 8Ti ei HEv €UoU KaTe-
HapTUpouv of HAPTUPES, OS5 TI AVACIOV YeEYEVTTAlL EHOU
TapdVTOS £V TAoI!I T} €V iepois, aUTOls Ye TOUTOIS IOXUPOTAETOIS
Gv éxpcdovTo, kai mioTwv Tis aitias Ttavtnv cagestaTnv
ATEPAIVOV, TA ONHEIA TA ATO TGV Bedv: viv 8E TV Te oNUEicOV
EVaVTiV TOIS TOUTWV ASYOIS Y1y VOUEV@V, TGV TE HAPTUPwWY &
MEV €y Aéyw papTupoUvTtwv AGAnbdi eivai, & & oUtol
KaTnyopoUo! weudf], Tols MEV HaPTUpOUCIy ATIOTEV UMES
keAevouat, Tois 8t Adyols ols auTol Aéyouot moTevew Unds pact
Xpfivat. kal oi pév &AAot &vBpcoTol Tois épyols Tous Adyous
tAéyxouoiv, oUtol 8¢ Tois Adyols T& €pya Lnrolciv &moTta
kabBiotdval.

Soa pEv oUv K TGOV KaTnyopnBévTwy péuvnual, o &vdpes,
amoAeAdynuar Séopar 8¢ kai Uudv amoyneicacdal. TauTd
Yap éué Te owilel, kal UHiv véppa kal elopka yiyvetal. kaTta
Yap Tous vépous wpdoaTte BikAoew: tycd 8¢ kab’ oUs pév
ammixBnv, ouk évoxds eipt Tois véuois, v 8’ Exw THv aitiav,
aywv pot véuipos UmoAeimetal. ei 8¢ dUo EE Evds &yddovos
yeyévnoBov, olk €y aitios, GAN’ oi kaThyopol kaiTol ov
dnmou oi uptv EéxBioTtol of éuol dUo ayddvas mepl Epol

5.85 Séopar Dobree: olpat AN
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TeTomKaow, Upels 8¢ of TV dikaiwv icol kpitai Tpo-
KATayvoeohé pou Ev TAd18e TAdI dydvi TOV pévov. uf UHELs ye,
@ &udpes: aAAa 86Te TI kal T Xpdvwr ued’ ol dpBdTaTa
eupiokoucv oi TNy akpifelav {nTolvTes TAOV TpaypdTwv.
nEiouv pev y&p éywye Tepl TGOV ToloUTwv, O &vdpes, eival THY
Biknv kaTd ToUs véuous, kaTd wévtol TO Sikalov cds TAEIGTAKIS
EAéyxecBal. TocoUTw! ya&p EUEVOV &V EYlYVIOKETO' Oi yap
ToAAol aydves Tijt uév aAnBeial ouppaxoi eiol, Tt 8¢ SiaBoAt
ToAepidTaTOL Qdvou yap Bikn kai uf) dpbBds yvwobeioa
ioxupdTtepov Tou Sikaiou kai ToU aAnbols éoTiv: avdykn ydp,
£av UHETs pou KaTayneionode, kal un dvta govéa und’ évoxov
Tl Epywt xpfioBar Tht Sikm kal T vépwr kal oUdeis Gv
ToAunoeiey oUte THv diknv THv Sedikaopévnv mapaPaivew
moTeYoas aUuTddl 8T1 oUk Evoxds EoTiv, oUTe Euveldcos auTddl
ToloUTOV EpyoV eipyacpévml Un ou xpiioBal Td1 véuwi- avdykn
8¢ Tiis 8ikns vikdobal mapa 16 aAnbés, autol Te ToU aAnbous,
EANS Te kal EGV U1} N1 6 TIHWPHOWY. AUTOV 8¢ ToUTwV Eveka of
Te véuor kai ai dicopooiarl kai T& Téwa kal ai TpoppnoEls, kal
TdA\\a 8mooa yiyvetal T&OV Sikdv #veka ToU pdvou, TOAU
Siapépovtd éoTiv §j kal ém Tois &AAois, 8Ti kai auTa T&
Tp&yuaTa, mepl GV oi kivBuvol, Tepl TAeioTou éoTiv dpBids
yiryveookeoBar dpBds puiv ya&p yvwobévta Tipwpia eoTi T!L
&8i1knBévTi, povéa 8¢ TOV piy aitiov yneiobijval auapTia kai
&oéBeld EoTv els Te ToUs BeoUs kal eis ToUs vOpous. kai ouk ioov
¢oTi TéV Te didkovta pn 6pbdds aitidoachar kail Uuas Tous
BikaoTas un opddds yvddvail. 1 uév y&p TouTwv aitiacts ouk EXel
TéAos, GAN’ év Upiv éoTi kal T Sikni & T1 8’ &v UuEels év auTit TH
Biknt i) 6pBGS YV TE, TOUTO OUK EOTIV STMOL &V TIS GVEVEYKCOV
v GuapTtiav &moAvoaito. TS &v olv 6pBdds Sikdoarte epi
auTV; el TouTous Te édoeTe TOV vopiGduevov Spkov dio-
pooapévous kaTnyopfioal, Kaué Mepl auTou ToU MPAYHATOS
amoloynoachal. s 8¢ EdoeTe; Eav vuvi aToywn@ioncbé pou.
Biagelyw yap oud’ oltw T&s UpeTépas yvauas, AN’ Upels
#oecbe of kakel mepl EpoU SraynPifopevol. Kal PEICAUEVOLS UEV
UMV EpoU viv EeoTi TOTE XpiioBal & T1 &v BouAnobe, amoAécaat
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8¢ oudt BoulevcacBal £T1 Tepl EpolU EyxwopEl. Kal Unv ei déot
auapTeiv T, TO adikws amoAloal OcidTEPOV GV €in TOU Wf
Sikaics amolécar TO piv yap audprtnua pévov éoti, TO Bt
gtepov kal GofPnua. év o xpf) TMOAANV mpdvoiav Exew,
uéAAovTas avikeoTov épyov épydlecBar. év pEv yap akeotddt
TpdyuaTt kal Opyfjt xpnoauévous kai SiaBoAfjt mlopévous
EAaTTOV €0TIV EEQUApPTEIVT HETAYVOUS yap E€Ti Gv OpBdds
Bouhevoaito: év 8t Tois avnkéoTors TAéov BA&Bos TO ueTavoelv
kal yvévat eEnuaptnkdTas. f18n 8¢ Tiow VUV Kai HeTepEANOEY
amolwAekdor.  kaitor  dmou Upiv  Tois  éamatnBeion
HeTedéAnoev, N Kal T&vu TOl Xpn TOUs Ye tfamartdvTas
amolwAéval. EmelTa 8¢ TA PEv AkoUoIa TGV AUAPTNHATWY EXEL
ouyYvoUnY, Ta 8t ékouoia ouk Exel. TO pEv yd&p AKousiov
audpTnua, @ &vdpes, TS TUXNS €oTi, TO 8¢ ékouciov Tijs
YVCOUNS. €KoUciov 8¢ TS av ein paAAov 1 €l Tis, v BouAtv
Tol01TO, TalTa Tapaxpina efepydloito; kai ufv v ionv ye
Suvap éxer, 8oTis Te &v T Xe1pl amokTeivnt adikws kai doTig
T yiewL. €0 8’ ToTe 811 oUk &v o1’ fABov eis THV TOAw, €l T1
Euviidn énauTtédn TooUTov viv 8¢ MoTelwv T dikaiwi, ol
TAéovos oudév eoTv &Elov avdpi cuvaywvileobal, undtv avtdon
ouvelddTI Gvdotov eipyacpévat Uit eis Tous Beols HoePnkdTr
€V yap T TooUTwt 1dn kal TO odpa aMelpnkds 1 Wuxi
ouvegéowoev, EB8élouca TalaiTwpeiv Sid TO un Euvealdévan
EauThl TAL 8¢ EuveldoTI TOUTO AUTS TPATOV TOAEUIOY 0TIV
ETIL yap Kal ToU OHaTOos ioXUoVTOS T Wuxnl TpoaToAeiTel,
Nyoulévn TNV Tiuwpiav oi fikew TavuTny TGOV AcePnudTov:
Eycd 8’ EpauTdl TooUTOV oUdty Euvelddos fikw eis Upds. TO B¢
ToUs kaTnydpous SiaBdaAAev oUdév ¢oTi BaupaoTdv. TOUTWY
Yap épyov ToUTo, Uuddv 8¢ T6 i meifecBai Ta p Sikaia. TouTo
HEV y&p €nol TelBopévors Upiv peTapeAfjoar éoTiv, kal ToUuTou
papuakov 1O aubis kohdoar, ToU 8t TouTols TelBopévous
eEepydoacBan & oUtor Bovlovtal ouk éoTiv faots. olTe xpdvos

o

TOAUS 6 Siapépwov, év I Talta vouinws Tpaged’ & viv uuas

5.91 akeotd Stephanus: ékdotwr AN
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Tapavéuws meiBouow oi katriyopor yneicachal. ol Toi TGOV
ETTEIYOUEVEOV E0TI TA TPAYHATA, AAA& TGV el Bouleuopévov.
viv pév olv yvwpioTai yiyveoBe Tijs 8ikns, T6Te 8¢ SikaoTal TGV
HapTUpwV: viv pev dofacTtai, TOTe 8¢ kpiTal TGOV aAnbddv.
paioTov 8¢ Toi toTv avdpods Tepi BavdTou pevyovTos T weudi
KaTapapTupfoal. £av yap TO Tapaxpiua udvov meicwoiv
OOTE ATOKTEIVAL, GUA T COUATI KAl T) TIHWPia ATOAwAEev.
oudt yap oi gihot €11 BeAfjoouciv UTTEp &TOAWASTOS TIHWPEIV:
eav 8t kai BouAnBaow, Ti éoTal TAéov T ye dToBavdvTi; viv
uév olv amoyneicacBé pou- év 8¢ Tt Tou pdvou dikni oUTol Te
TOV vouduevov 6pkov Siopocduevol EHol KaTnyoprioouct, kai
UHETS TEPl €Mol KaTa ToUs Kelpévous vopous diayvaoeoBe, kal
£Hol oUdels Adyos éoTal £Ti, EQV TI TMAOXW, CO§ TAPAVOUWS
ATWASUNY. TalTa Tot Séopat Uudv, oUte TO UnéTepov evoeREs
Tapeis oUTe EHAUTOV ATTOOTEPGV TO Sikaiov- év 8t TAI UneTép L
Spkwt kai 1) €un cwTnpia éveoTi. MelBéuevor 8¢ ToUTwY STl
BoUAeobe, dmoyneicacbé pou.

6. TTepi ToU xopeuTol

“HBioTov uév, & &vdpes SikaoTtai, GvBpcdmewt SvTi piy yevéohal
undéva kivduvov Tepl ToU OOUATOS, Kal eUXOHEVOS GV TIS
TaiTa el€aitor ei 8 &pa Tis kai avaykafoito kivduvelew,
TOUTO youv UTApXEIY, STep HéyloToV £y cd Vopilw év TpdyuaTi
ToloUTwI, QUTOV EauTAI OUVEIBEVal Undiv EENUapTNKOTL, &AN’ €l
Tis KAl Oup@opa YyiyvolTo, &veu KakOTNTOS KAl aioxuvns
yiyveoBai, kai Tuxnt ud@AAov i &dikiat. kai Tous pév vépous oi
KEIVTAl TePl TAV TOIOUTWY TAVTES GV EMAIVESElQV KAAAIOTa
vopwv keioBar kai doidTata. Umdpxer uiv y&p auTois
ApXaloTETOIS Eval €V THL Yijt TaUTnL, EMeITa ToUs auToUs aiei
Tepl TGOV aUTOV, OTMep HEYIOTOV ONUEIOV VOHWY KAAGS
Kelnévaov: & xpdvos y&p kai 1 éumeipia T& pr kaAdds €xovra

5.95 péioTov 8¢ Tof Dobree: apais Tév 8etor A: lacunam habet N
6.1 8’ add. Aldus
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B13dokel ToUs avBpdmous. oT’ ou Bel Unas ek TGOV Adywv Tou
KaTnyopolvTos Tous véuous uabeiv e kahdds €xouotv fj un, GAN’
£K TGOV VOUWY Tous ToUTwv Adyous, el 6pBdds Unas Kal vouinws
diddokouciv i ol. 6 uEv oUv Aaydov €HOl HEYIOTOS TEOL
kwBuvevov Tl kal Sicokopéval. fyoUual pévTol ye Kal UHiv Tols
SikaoTals Tepl WoAAoU elvar Tas @ovikas dikas opbds
Blaytyvcookew, padhioTa pév TG Bedov éveka kal Tol evoeBous,
¢meiTa B¢ kal UNGV auTv. €0TI UtV yap Tepl Tol TolouTou
[aUTol] nia Bikn' altn 8¢ un opbds katayvwobeloa
loxupoTépa ¢oTi ToU dikaiou kai Tou &Anbols. avaykn yap, éav
UHEls kaTayn@ionobe, kal ur Svta povéa undt évoxov T épywt
xprioacBar Tijt Sikm, kal véuw: eipyecbar MOAews iepdov
aywvwy Buoidv, &mep péylota kal Waladtata TOIlS
avBpcoTols. TooaUTNY yap Gvayknv 6 vopos xel OOTE Kal &v
Tis KTEVN TWA OV aUTOS KPATE KAl Ui E0TIV O TIHWPNOWY, TO
vopGéuevov kai 6 Belov 8edicos &yvevel Te EauTdv Kai GpégeTal
v eipnTal év T vépwl, EATTiCwv oUtws av &plota TpaEew.
€0TIHEY Yap T& TAeiw Tois avBpdmols Tou Biov év Tals EATiciv:
adoePcov 8t kal TapaPaivav Ta eis Tous Beous kal atTiis &v TS
EATidos, dmep péyloToV EoTi Tois GvBpdTols dyabdv, auTods
auToV dmooTepoin. kal oudeis Gv ToAuroeley oUTe THY diknv THv
Bedikaopévny mapaPaivev moTevoas 8Ti oUk Evoxds 0TI TAI
Epywl, oUT’ al ouveldcdds auTds avuTddl épyov eipyacuévos
ToloUTOV Wf oU xpfiobal T véuwr avdaykn 8¢ Ths Te dikns
vik&doBai mapa TtO &Anbés, avtou Te TOU &Anbols, k&v ur O
TIHWPHOWY Al. aUTGOV B¢ ToUTwv #veka of Te vopol kai ai
Siwpooial kal T& TéUa kal ai wpopproels, kai T&AAa Soa
Yiyvetal Tédv 8ikédv ToU pdvou €veka, TOAU SlapépovTd éoTv i
£l Tois &AAots, 8T kal aUTa T& TPp&YyHaTa, TEPL v oi kivBuvol,
Tept TAeioTou €0Tiv OpBAS yryvdokeoBar 6pBdds uiv yap
Yvwobévta TiHwpia éoTiv UTEp ToU &S 1knBévTos, povéa Bt TOV
un aitiov yneobijval Guaptia kai doéPeia eis Te ToUs Beous kai
Tous véuous. kai ouk ioov éoTi Tév Te BiddkovTa Wiy 6pBds

6.3 avtoUdel. Maetzner
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aitidoacBal kal Uuas Tous SikaoTas ut) dpBS> yvdval. i utv
Y&p ToUTou aiTiacts ouk €xet viv TEAOs, AN’ v Upiv éoTi kai THjt
Siknt 8 T1 8’ &v Uueis pf) 6pBS yvédTE, TOUTO OUK EGTIV &TTO1 &V
AVEVEYKCOOV TIS TN aiTiav &moAvoaiTo.

tyo 8¢, © &vdpes, oU THY auThV yvdounv éxw Tepl Ths
amoloyias fjvmep ol kaTthiyopol Tepl Tiis kaTnyopias. olTol
yap Ty pév iwEiv evoePeias Evekd paoct ToleioBar kai ToU
Sikaiou, TNV &t katnyopiav &macav Temoinvtal SiaBolfis
gveka kal amaTns, Smep ASIKWTATOV EOTI TGOV €V avBpddTols,
kai ouk EAéyEavtes, ei TI &Bi1k®, Sikaiws pe Boulovral
TipcopeioBal, aAAa SiaBaAAovTes, kal el pndev &dikd, {nuidoal
Kal eEeAaoal er Tiis yfis TaUTNs. Eycd 8t &fidd TpddTOV pEv Tepl
auToU ToU MpdypaTos kpiveaBal, kai dinynoachail év Upiv T&
yevdpeva TavTar EMEITa  Tepl TOV  &AAwv v olTtol
KQTNyopouotv, v Upiv ndouévols, BouArjoopat
amoloynoacBal. yoluai yap ol TIUV Kai w@éAelav auTa
ofoew, Tois 8¢ kaTnydpois kal Tols eémnpealouciv aioxuvnv: émei
Toi ye kai Bewdv, & &vdpes-iva pév €y auTois, e Tiidikouv Eycd
THY WOAW fj év xopnyiai §j €v &AAois Ticiv, aToPrvact kal
e€ehéyEaov &vdpa Te €xBpdv TinwpnoacBal kai TRV TOAW
oeelfioal, tvtaifa pév oUdels TDOTOTE 0ids Te EyEVETO AUTOV
oUTE HIkpOY oUTe Héya eEeAéyEal aBikolvTa Tévde TOV dvdpa TO
TATBos TO UpéTepOV: €V 8¢ TOUTWI T Ay VI, POVOU BICOKOVTES
Kai Tol vopou oUTws EXoVTOos, eis aUTO TO TPAYHA KATNYOPELV,

[

unxavévTar €m  épol  Adyous weudels ouvTiBévTes  Kai
SiaPaArovTtes T& eis THY TWOAw. kal T pév WOAel, €eimep
adikeiTal, kaTnyopiav &vTi TiHwpias &Tovépouotv, auTtoi dE &
THv TOMv paociv adikeiobal, Toutou idiar &fiobol Biknv
AapPdvew. kaitol alrat ai katnyopiat olte X&pitos &fiai ouTe
TioTews. oUTe yap 3N ol 1 mwéhis éAGuPBavev av diknv €i T1
ndiknto, évraiba THY kaTnyopiav TolEiTal, OOTE XE&PITOS
&&rov eival Tiit TOAer oliTe SoTis eis GAAa KaTnyopEi fj & Sicokel

6.6 aitidoaoBal. . . opBés add. Aldus
6.9 cimep Blass: ei pev AN 8 Cobet: ot Thalheim: & 4: 1N
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¢V TPdypaTt TooUTwl, MoTedoal dfTou auTdl agicoTepS
toTIV ) amoTioal éyco 8¢ oxeddv émioTaupal TNy UHeTEpav
yveounv, 81 oUT’ &v katayneicaiobe oUt’ av amoyngicaice
éTépou TIvds éveka u&AAoV f alTol Tol TPp&yUaTos: TaiTa y&p
kai 8ola kai dikata. &pEopat Bt evTedhev.

¢meldn xopnyods kaTeoTddnv eis OapynAia kai éAaxov
Mavtakhéa Biddokalov kail Kekpomida @uAnv mpods Tt
tuautol, [TouTéoTt Tt ’EpexBnidi,] éxopnyouv cos dploTa
eSuvduny kai dikaidtaTa. kai Tp&ToV HEv Bidackaleiov <AV v
emTndeidTaTov THs éufis oikias kaTeokelaoca, €v OITep Kal
Awovuciols 8Te Exopriyouv Edidackov: Emelta TOV XOpOV
ouvéAeEa s Eduvdunv &pioTta, oUTe {nuicdoas oudéva ouTe
tvéxupa Biat pépaov oUT’ amexBavduevos ouBevi, AN’ ddomep &Gv
f8ioTta kal €mTndeldTaTta AUPOTEPOLS EYiyVETO, €yCd HEV
ékéAevov kal HrTovunv, ol 8’ ékdvTes kai Boulduevol émepTov.
¢Trel Bt fikov ol Taides, TPETOV UEV Hot AoxoAia Ry Tapeival kal
¢mpeAeioBar  €TUyxave ydp pol Tpdypata dvra mpods
’ApioTticova kal OiNivov, & tyco mept ToAAoU émotoUuny, émeidn
mep eionyyelha, 6pBéds kal dikaiws amodeigar Tt BouAfit kal
Tois &Ahots *Abnvaiols. €yc pév olv ToUTOIs TPOCEIXOV TOV
volv, kaTéoTnoa Ot empeleioBal, e T1 Béor T xopddl,
Qavéotpatov, dnudtny pév TouTwvi TOV BlwkdvTwy,
kndeoThv 8’ EpauTol, Ot ¢y 8édwka ThHv BuyaTépa, kai nEiouv
auTdv &ploTa émpeleiobar €T18¢ TPds ToUTw dUo &vdpas, TOV
utv ’EpexBnidos ’Apewiav, v auTol oi puAétal éyngicavrto
oulAéyew kal EémipeleioBar Tis QUAfs ékdoToTe, Sokolvta
XpnoTov elval, Toév 8’ Etepov Ths Kekpotidos, Sotep ékdoToTe
eiewBev TavTnY THY UARY cUAAéyev: ET1 8¢ TéTapTov Oilimmov,
&1 TpooeTéTakTo coveioBal kai avalickew e T ppalol &
Bi1d&okahos fi &ANos Tis ToUTwv, 8Tws &PIoTa XopnyoivTo oi
Taides kai pndevds €vdeels elev Jidx TRV Eéunv  &oxoliav.
kabBeoTrkel pév 1y xopnyia oltw. kal ToUTwv €l TI yeldopat
TPpOoPAcews Eveka, EEeoTI T katnydpwi eeréyal év TL

6.11 TouTéoT T 'EpexOnidi del. Reiske fradd. Bekker
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UoTépwi Adyw! S Ti Gv BouAnTan [eimeiv]- émei Tol oUTwos Exetl, &
Gudpes TOANOL TGOV MEPIECTOTWY TOUTWY TA HEV TPAYUATA
TalTa TavTa akpiBds émioTavTal, kai ToU OpkwTOU dkovouat,
Kal énol TPooéxoust TOV volv dTTa éycd &Tokpivoual, ols ¢y
Bouloiunv Gv Bokeiv auTds Te elopkos eival kai Uuds TaAndi
Aéycov eicat &moyneicacBai pou.

TPETOV eV oV &Todeifw UNiv 8T1 olTe éxéAeuoca mielv TOV
Taida T pdppakov oUT’ Rvdykaca o’ ESwoka kai oudt Tapijv
ST’ €Miev. Kal OU TOUTOU Eveka TAUTA 0pSSpa Aéy w, €5 épauTdv
£€w aiTias kaTaoTnow, €Tepov 8¢ Twa eis aitiav dydyw: ou
Biita éywye, TAHY Ye This TUXTS, fjTep olpal kai &AAois ToAAois
avBpmwv ai ria toTiv dmobaveiv: fiv oUT’ &v £y oUT’ &AAos
oUBels 0lds T’ &v €in amooTpéyal uij o yevéoBal fvtiva Bel
EKACTWL.

MépTupes

HEHapPTUPITAl UEV OUV, @ &udpes, Tepl TOU TPAYHATOS & £y
Upiv UreoxSunv: €6 autdv 8¢ TouTwy XpT okoTelv & Te oUTol
SiwpdoavTo kai & £y, métepor aAnbBéoTepa kai evopkdTEPQ.
Bicopboavto 8t oUTol utv amokTeivai pe AiédoTtov BouledoavTta
TOV BavaTov, ¢ycd 8t uifj AToKTEVAL, UNTE XEIPI APEUEVOS UTjTE
BouAevoas. aiTivTal 8¢ oUTol pEv €k ToUTwv, s aitiog &g
ekéAeuoe eV TOV Taida TO papuakov fj VaYKaocev 1j €8wokev:
£y 8’ £E alTV TOUTWY GV aiTIGVTal 0UTOI ATTOPavE 8Tt oUK
EvoxOs eillr oUTe y&p ekéAevoa oUT’ EBwka oUT’ fvaykaca: Kal
EMTMPOOTIBNU aUTOols 8TI OU Tapeyevdunv TivovTL. Kal € paciv
ABIkeIV € Tis EkENEUTEY, EyCd oUk aBIkd: oU yap ékéleuoa. kal el
@aow &dikelv €l TIs fvdykaocev, £y ouk GBIKGD ou yap
Avdykaoca. kai e Tov 8évTa TO p&puakdv gactv aiTiov eval,
tyc ouk aiTios: ou yap #dwka. aiTidoacbar ptv ouv kai
kaTayevocachal é€ecTi T Boulopévwr auTds yap EkacTos
ToUToU KpaTEl YevéoBal pévTol T& uf) yevdpeva kai aBikelv ToOV
uf &dikoivTa clik &v Tois TouTwv Adyols fyouual eivat, &AX’ év

6.17 aitios &5 Sauppe: oltos AN
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T Bikaicot kal T GAnBel. 6mdoa uév yap Aabpa mpaTTeTal
kai ¢l BavdaTtwt BouleuBévTa, v pij eiol pAPTUPES, AVAYKN
Tepl TV ToOUTWV £ auTdv TGOV Adywv TOV Te ToU
kaTnydpou kai Tol &TokpIvopévou Ty Sidyvwoiv ToieioBal kai
Bnpevev kai Tl opikpdY UTTOVoEiv T& Aeydueva, kal eikafovtas
udAdov | cdpa eiddTas yneifecbar mwepl TV MpAYUATwWY"
&mou 8t TpdTOV pEv auTol of KaTyopol SHoAoyoUat Uty €k
Tpovoias und’ ék Tapaokeutis yevéaBai Tov BavaTtov Téd Taidi,
tmeita Tta TmpaxBévra @avepdds dmavrta mwpaxBijvar kai
tvavtiov papTipwv ToAAdv, kal avdpdv kal maidwv, kai
tAeubBépcov kal BoUAwv, € vmep kal el Tis T1 Ndiknke,
PavepdTATOS AV ein, Kal i Tis pij &SikoUvTa aiTidITo, HdAloTa
eEeléyxoito.

&Eiov 8’ evBuundijvai, o &vdpes, auedtepa kal Tiis yvauns
TV AvTIdikewv Kai oiwt TpdTwi épxovTal ém T& TpdyuaTa. £§
apxiis y&p oudtv duoiws oUtol Te Tpds Eut TpdTTOUCI KAl EY D
mpods TouTous. ENeEe HEv yap DihokpdTns ouToot avaPag eig
v fAaiav THv TV BeopoBetddv, THt NHuépar i 6 mals
eEepépeTo, STI aBeA@OV aUTOU ATTOKTEIVAIMI EyCd £V T XOPAL,
PAapHakov avaykacas Tieiv. emedn 8¢ oUTos Tauta éAeyev,
avaBasg ey eis TO SikaoTiiplov Tols auTois dikaoTals EAeEa 811
TOV uév vépov ou Bikaiov [ou] mpokabioTtain dihokpdTns
kKatnyopdv Kail diaBdAAwv eis TO SikaoTrplov, ueAAdvtwv
éoecBai poi dyovawv Tpds *ApioTicova kal Pikivov avpiov <kabd
Tt Bvni, QvTep Eveka Tous Adyous ToUTous Aéyor & pévTol
aiTidTo kai BraParhol, paidicws Eeheyxbricoito yeudduevos:
elev Yap oi ouveldéTtes mohAoi, kai éAelBepor kai Sovlol, kal
Ve TEPOL Kal TpecPUTepol, cuuTavTes TAeious T TevTrhkovTa,
ol Tous Te Adyous ToUs AexBévrtas Tepl Tis Wooews ToOU
pappdkou kal T& Tpaxbévta kal T& Aeydueva mavta
AmioTavro.

kai elmév Te TalTa v T dikaoTnpiwl, kal TpoUukaAouunv
auTov euBus TOTE, kal avbis T UoTepaial &v Tols aUTOls

6.2x ou del. Maetzner: ou A2N: om. 4: o0 M kai add. Reiske
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SikaoTtals, kai iéval ékéhevov AaBdvta pdptupas OTdoOUS
BovloiTo emi ToUs Tapayevouévous, Aéywv auTdl ovduaTi
EKaoTOV, TOUTOUS EpwTAV Kal EAEYXELY, TOUs LEv EAeuBépous cos
XPT Tous eAeuBépous, ol opdov Eveka kai Tol Sikaiou éppalov av
TAANB7 kal T& yevdpeva, ToUs Bt BoUlous, el pEv auTdl
EPTAOVTI TAANOT Sokoiev Aéyetv, ei 8¢ prj, EToipos einv 3i18évai
Baocavilew Tous Te épautol TavTas, kal el Twas TGOV
aAoTpicov  kehevol, upoAdyouv Teicas TOv  BSeomdTnv
Tapadoev auTtdl Bacaview Tpdmwt 6moiwt BovAoiTo. kal
TaUTa égoU Tpokaloupévou kail AéyovTos év Tl SikaoTnpicwl,
oU kal auTol oi dikaoTai kai €Tepol idiGdTal ToAAol HapTUpES
Tapficav, oUTe TOTe Tapaxpijna oUTe UoTepov év TavTi T!L
XpOvw! ouBemomoTe NBEANCAV EABETV €Tl TOUTO TO Sikaiov, e
€i8STes 671 oUK Gv TOUTOIS KT Mol ENeyxos EyiyveTo oUTOS,
GAN’ Epol kaTd ToUTwv, 8T oudtv Sikaiov oud’ aAnbis niticovTo.
¢mioTaobe 8¢, & &vdpes, 8T1 ai dvaykal alTal ioxupdtaTtal kal
HéyloTai eiol TV év AavBpdmorls, kai EAeyxol €k TOUTwV
cagéoTaTol kal MOoTdTaTol Mepl ToU Sikaiou, STou elev pév
éAevBepol ToANol ol ouvelddTes, elev 8¢ BoUAol, kai e§ein pEv Tous
eAeubBépous Spkols kai TioTeow avaykdalev, & tois éAeubBéporg
uéyloTa kal mepi mAeioTou éoTiv, e€ein Bt ToUs Bovlous ETépais
avaykais, U’ OV kal fjv pEAAwotv amobaveicbal kaTelmévTes,
Suws avaykalovtal TaAndi Aéyew 1 yap mapoioa avdaykn
EKAOTWI loxupoTépa €0Tl Tiijs ueAhouons éoecBal. eis TavTa
Toilvuv éyc TalTa Tpoukalesdunv TouTous, kai €5 v ye xpn
&vBpwmov dvta TaAndi kai ta Sikaia muvBavecbai, eEfv
avuTols TuvBaveoBal, kai Tpdpaocts oudepia UTeAeiTeTO. Kal éycd
HEv O THY aiTiav éxcwv kal adikdv, cs oUToi paciv, ETonos AV
auTols kaT’ éHauToU Tapéxelv éAeyxov TOv SikaidtaTov: oi §’
aiTicopevol kal @dokovTes adikeiobar auTol foav oi ouk
¢0éhovTes EAéyxew el T1 RdIkoUvTO. Kal el HEV Eycd TOUTwWV
Tpokaloupévav un NBéAnoa Tous Tapayevopévous amogijval,

now

Y BepdmovTas eEaiTolol uf) fbehov éx8idéval, i &AANY Twa

6.23 einv Taylor: ein NV: elev 4
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TpOKANCIV EPeuyov, auTa &v TaUTa UEYIOTA TEKUNPIA KAT
tuoU émoloUvto 8Ti ahnbns fv 1 aitiar émel 8’ Eépov
Tpokaloupévou oltol fioav of gedyovtes TOV EAeyxov, Euol
dmou Sikalov kaTd TOUTwvV TO aUTd TOUTO TEKUNPIOV
yevéoBai, 8Ti ouk aAnbis fv 1) aitia fiv aiti@vTal kat’ éuou.
¢mioTapal 8¢t kal Tade, @ &vdpes, 8T ei puEv TOUTOIS EHOU KA TE-
HapTUPOUY of UEPTUPES Of TAPAYEVOUEVOL, QUTOIs GV TOUTOIS
ioxupoTdTols EXPAOVTO Kal TICTIV TauTnv OCAPECTATNV
ATéPaIvov, TOUS UAPTUPAS TOUS KATAUAPTUPOUVTAS' TGOV
auTGV 8¢ TOUTwV HapTUPOUVTwWY, & UtV £y Aéyw, aAnbi
elval, & 8¢ oUTol Aéyouotv, ouk aAndij, Tois pév udpTUC! TOTS
uapTupoUo &mMoTelv Uuds Siddokouot, Tois 8t Adyois ofs auTtol
Aéyouo! moTevew V&S paoct xphval, oUs éyco el EAeyov &veu
HapTUpwv, Weudels &v kaTnydpouv eival kaitor dewodv ei ol
aUTOl HEAPTUPES TOUTOIS HEV &V HAPTUPOUVTES TIOTOL joav, EUol
8t papTupolvTes &moTol EoovTal. Kal ei WEv TAVU un
Tapeyévovto UApPTupes, Eyc Bt Tapeixdunv, § Tous
TapaYeEVOUEVOUS U] TapelXxOunv, éTépous 8¢ Tvas, eikdTws &v
ol ToUTwV Adyol ToTATEPOL foav TGV EUCV HapTUpwVY: 8TTou
8t uapTupds Te Opoloyolol TapayevésBal, kai £ycd Tous
Tapayevouévous Tapéxouat, <kal> euBUs amod THs MPLOTNHS
Nuépas kal aUTOs £ycd KAl of HAPTUPES ATTAVTES PAVEPOL ECUEV
AéyovTes dmep vuvi Tpds UuEs, TS0 Xpr, @ &vdpes, 1§ TEANOT
MOoTA fj T& pf) &An6f &moTa moleiv &EAAoBev f K TGOV Tol0UTWY;
8mou ptv yap Adywt Tis Siddokor mepl TV mpaxBévtwv,
uapTupas 8¢ pun mapéxoito, papTUpwv &v Tis Tous Adyous
TouTous vdeels pain elvar 8ou 8¢ pdpTupas uEv TapéxolTo,
Tekuip1a 8¢ av Tois papTupolov uoia i &TogaivolTo, TauTd
&v Ti5 €xol eiTelv, €i BoUAorTo. £y Toivuv Tous Te Adyous Univ
eikéTas Aamogaivw, kal Tois Adyols ToUs papTupas
opoloyoivTtas kal Tois papTuol T& Epya, kal Tekunpla E§

6.29 xaiadd. Reiske
6.30 amogaivoito N: amogaivovto 4: amogaivor Resike Tauta Reiske:
Taita AN
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aUTOV TAOV Epywv, Kal éT1 Tpds TouTols Vo T HeyioTw kal
ioXupoTaTw, TOUTOUs HEV aUTOUs Te UTO 0PV auTdv
eEeheyxouévous kal UT’ épou, éut 8¢ UTS Te ToUTwWV kal UTd
EuauToU aTmoAuduevov: dTou yap épou eBéAovTos EAéyxeoBal
TepPi OOV MNTIOVTO oUTol Ut fiBelov éAéy xew, Rdikouv, kal éue pev
dfimou améAuov, auTol B¢ KATA OPMV aAUT®OV HAPTUPES
¢yévovTto, 8T oudtv dikaiov oUd’ aAnbis MmTidVTO. KaiTol Ei
TPOs TOIS EpauTol HEpTUC! TOUs avTidikous auTous ndpTupas
Tapéxopal, Tol €T eEABSVTa Bel i} ToBev amodeifavTa Tijs aitiag
atmoAeAvobay;

NyouUHal HEV oUV Kal €K TAV eipTUEvwY Kai ATodedelyévvy,
&  Gudpes, Eikaiws &v pou amoyneicacBar Uuds, kai
tmiotacBal Gmavtas 811 oUdév ot Tpootikel TR aitiag
TauTns. va & €11 kal &uevov pdabnte, ToUTou Eveka TAeiw
Aé€w, kal amodeifw Upiv  TOUs KkaTnydpous ToUTous
¢mopkoTaTous dvtas kal dcePecTdTous avBpddmaov, kai aious
oU pbévov UT’ épou pioeicBal, GAN& kal U’ UnddV TEvTwY Kal
TV &MV oAt Tiis Sikns éveka TauTnoi. oUTol y&p Tijt HEv
TpTN Nuépar Hi améBavev 6 Tals, kai TAHL UoTepaial fi
TpoékelTo, oud’ auTtoi fiouv aiTidobal éut oud’ &dikeiv év TI
Tp&yHaTI TOUTw! oUdév, &AAAA ouvijoav époi kai dieAéyovTo: Tt
8¢ TpiTn Nuépal Hi éEepépeTo O Tals, TAUTH BT} TMETEIOHEVOL
Aoav [Tes] UTd TV EXBp&dY TGV EuddV, kal TapeokevdfovTo
aiTi&oBal kal Tpoayopelev eipyecBal TGV vouinwv. Tives ouv
noav oi TeicavTes avTous; kal Tivos Eveka kal wpdBupol
tyévovTo Teloal autous; del ydp pe kal TauTa Uuds didagai.
katnyoproew éueAlov *ApioTticovos kai Pidivou kai ’ApTeAivou
kal ToU UToypaupuaTéws TV BeopoBetdov, ued’ olmep
OUVEKAETITOV, Trepl OV eiohiyyelha eis THv Bouljv. kal auTols ék
UiV TV Tempayuévewv oUdepia Hv AT amogeUfecbar —
TolaUta &p’ fv T& ndiknuévar Teicavtes S  TouTOUS
amoypdagecbal kal Tpoayopevelv Epol eipyecBal TGV voupipwvy,
AyfoavTto TauTtnv opicv écecBai owtnpiav kai amailiaynv

6.34 Twes del. Dobree
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TV TPAYHATWY ATEVTWY. 6 Yap vOUOs oUTws EXEl, EMEIB&Y
Tis Aoy pa@ijt pévou diknv, eipyecbai TGV vouipwy: kaiout’ av
£yco oids T’ v emeEeABelv eipydpevos TV vopilwvy, ékeivoi Te
tuol ToU eicayyeldavTtos kal EMOTAUEVOU T& TPAYHATA Wi
tme€16vTos padicos EueAlov amopelfeobal kai diknv ou dcdoew
Uuiv v ndiknoav. kal ToUTo Ouk €M EMOl  TTPAOTOV
tunxavioavto PiAivos kal oi  Etepol, GAA&  kail  Emi
AucioTpd Tl TPpdTEPOV, CO§ AUTOL UHEIS NKOUoATE. Kai oUTOL
TéTe ptv TpdBupol floav aToypapecdai pe eUBus TH VoTepaial
M1 6 Talis éBamTeTO, MPIV TNV oikiav kabfjpal kai T& voufdueva
Torfjoal, auThv TauTnv puhdEavTes THY uépav év M EueAdev &
TPGTOS tkeiveov kpiBoeohal, Eews undt kab’ vds avuTdv olds
Te yevoiunv émefeABeiv  pnd’  €vdeifar Ttdl SikaocTnpicot
Tadiknuata: émeldn 8¢ avTols 6 Paocthels TOoUs Te vopOus
Avéyve, Kai xpévous Emedeifev  STI oUuk  Eyxwpoin
amoypdyaoBal kai Tas kAfoels kaleioBar Soas €8el, kai éyco
ToUus TalTa unxavwuévous eiodywv eis Td SikacTrplov eilov
&mavTas, kal ETiundn avuTtois v Uuels émioTaobe, kal olTol v
gveka eEAGpPavov xpriuaTa oudtv auTois oloi Te foav weerfjoal,
TOTE 81} TPOoIdYTES QUTA! T  Epol kal Tois @ilols édéovto
SiaAAayfjval, kai Biknv  #roipor  Roav  Sidévar  TdOV
NUAPTNUEVV. Kal Eycd TeloBels UTO TV pidwv SinAAaynv
TouTOIS £V AnTroleiols evavTiov papTipwv, oimep SiAAaTTov
Nuas TPods T veddt Tiis "ABnvas: kal peT& TOUTO OUViiodv pot
kal BieAéyovTo Ev TOTs iepois, év Tijt dyopdl, &v T éuf oikial, év
Tiil oPeTEPAL AUTAOV KAl ETEPwO Tavtaxol. TO TeheuTaiov,
Zel kai Beol mavTes, PihokpdTng auTds ouTool Ev TAI
BouleuTtnpicwt évavTiov Tis PBoulfis, £0Ts MET’ époU €Tl TOU
BrinaTos, &mTopevos Enol SieAéyeTo, SvduaTi oUTOS EuE Tpo-
cayopeliwv, kal tycd ToUTov, doTe Sewdv 8dEar eivar T
BouAfji, émeldn &miBeto Tpoelpnuévov pot eipyecBar TV
VOU{HGOV UTTO TOUTwV oUs ECdPV HOL THI TTpoTepaial cuvévTas

6.38 &t Dobree: Ti AN
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kal Siaheyouévous. okéyacBe 8¢ kai por pvriodnTe, & &vdpes
TaUTa yap ou uévov pudpTuciv Uhiv amodeifw, aAAd kai ¢§
AUTAOV TAOV Epywv & ToUTOols TEMpaKTal Paidics yvcdoeohe &1
aAnBi Aéyw. kai mpddTOoV & ToU BaciAéws kaTnyopouot kai Si&
TNV Eufv oToudnv ol pacv ¢éBéAelv alTdv amoypdgecBal TH
Siknv, ToUTo 8¢ KaT’ auT®V ToUTwV éoTal Tekurfpiov 8Ti oUk
aAn6i Aéyouot. €del utv yap tov Baocidéa, Emeldn ameypdyaTto,
Tpels Tpodikaocias moifjoal v Tpiot unoi, Thv diknv &’ eicdyew
TETAPTI UNVi, CdOTEP vuvis Ths & apxiis autadt Aoimroi dvo
ufives noav, OapynAicov kai Zkipopoplcv. kai oUT’ eicdyew
Bfimou oids T’ &v Ny £’ tauTtol, oUTe Tapadoival pdvou Siknv
E€eoTIv, oUdE T.apéSwkev oudels TdOToTe PaciAeUs Ev THI yiji
TaUTNl. HuTva olv ufiTe eiodyew ufite mapadouval EERv
auTtdl, oud’ amoypdeecBar nfiou Tapd ToUs UueTépous
véuous. kai 8Ti ouk A&Bikel auToUs, HEYIOTOV OTUEIOV
OidokpdTns yap ouToot éTépous TV UTeuBuvewv Eceie kal
toukopavTel, TouTou 8t ToU PBacikéws, &v gaot dewa kai
oxéTAia eipydoBai, oUk NABe kaTnyopriowv gl Tas elBivas.
kaitol Ti &v Uuiv TouTou peilov Tekurpiov admodeifaipi, 8T ouk
ASikeiTo oUB’ UT’ Epou oUB’ U’ ékeivou; émeidn yap oUTtoot 6
BaoikeUs eiofjABev, EEOV avuTols ATMO TS TPWTNS TNUEPAs
apEapévors TtoU ‘ExkatopPaiddvos unvds Tpiakovd’ nuépas
OouveEX®S TouTwv M T EtBovlovto  amoypdaeechal,
aTeypapovto oUdelidr kai atbis Tou MeTtayelrtvicdovos punvos
amd TR TpdTns  nNuépas  apfapévols  EEOV  auTois
amoypdeecBal it Tivi éBovdovTto, oUd’ al Tw Evtaiba
aTmeypayavto, AAA& Tapeiocav kai ToUTou Tou unvos eikooiv
Nuépas: d0Te ai oUpTTacal HUEPal EyEvovTo auTols TAéov 1j
TevTAKOVTa éTi ToUTou ToU PBacihéws, év als &Edv auTois
amoypdayachal oUk ameypdyavTo. kal oi uev &AAol ATavTes
Boo1s ¢l ToU auTol BaciAéws 6 Xpdvos urj ey XwpEi . . . oUTol &’
EMOTAUEVOl WEV TOUs vdpous amavtas, Opovtes 8 €u
BoulevovTa kai eic1éVT’ gis TO BouheuTripiov — Kal Ev aUTAI TAI
BouAeuTtnpicot Aids Bouhaiou kai ABnvas Bouhaias iepov éoTi,
Kal eio1évTes oi BouheuTai TpooeUxovTal, vV K&y Es fv, 6
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Talta MPATTWY, Kal eis T&Aa iepd TAvTa eicicov HETA TiS
BouAfis, kal BUcwv kal eUxduevos UTep Tijs MOAews TAUTNS, Kai
Tpos TOUTOIS TPUTAVEYOAS THV TPWTNV TpuTaveiav amacav
mARv duolv rjpépaiv, kai iepomoiddv kail BUwv UmEp THsS
BnuokpaTias, kai émyneilwv kal Aéywv yvouas mepl TV
peyioTwv kal mAeioTou aicov TH TéAel pavepds Ny kai oUTOL
TapdvTes kal EmdnuoivTes, €60V avTols amoypdpecbar kai
eipyewv éut ToUTwv amdvTtwv, ouk nEiouv amoypdapechalr kai
ikava y’ fv Umopviicar kal évBuunbijvai, eimep ndikotvTo,
AppdTepa kal 6PV aU TV Eveka Kal Ths TAews. 1 Ti ovv ouk
ameypdgovTo; i Ti ouvijoav kai SieAéyovTo; cuvijoav Te yap
Hol ouk &glotvTes Povéa eival, kail oUk &TeypdpovTo ToUTou
auToU #veka, oUux Tfyouuevol pe amokTeival TOV Taida oud’
gvoxov eival Tol @dévou oudt TWPOOoTKelw pol ToUTou TOU
TpdyuaTtos oudév. kaitol TS &v &vBpwTol oxXeTAITEPOL T
AVOUCTEPOL YEVOIVTO; OiTIVES &TEP QUTOI OPES AUTOUS OUK
g¢melcav, taUb’ Upas aflolior meloal, kal & avuTol épycwi
amedikacav, Tatta UUaEs keAevouoi kaTadikdoal kal ol pév
&Ahot &vBpwoTrol Tois Epyols Tous Adyous Eeléyxouciv, oUTol
8¢ tois Adyois {ntolol Ta épya &moTa kaTaoTioal. Kaitol el
undtv &ANo urTe eimov ufTe A&Mépnva W{TE PAPTUPAS
TapeoxOunv, GAA& talTta Upiv amédeifa, ToUTous 8Tmou uiv
.xpr']ucx"rcx AapBdvoiev  ém’  époi, aiTicwouévous kai Tpo-
ayopevovtas, Smou B un ein 6 Bowv, ouvdvrtas kal
Siadeyopévous, ikavd fv kai aUtd TaUta akovocavrtas
amoyneicacBar kai ToUTous vouilew émopkoTdTous Kai
AVOOITATOUS TAVTWY &vBpdTov. oUTtol y&p Toiav Siknv ol
SikaoawT’ &v fj wolov SikacTrplov ouk éEamaThoeiav fi Tivas
Spkous oUk &v ToAunoelav TapaBaivew, oitives kai viv
TPIAKoVTa UV&s ET’ €pol AaBovTes Tapd& TGV TOPIOTGV Kal
TV TWANTOV Kal TGV TpakTépwv kal TGOV UTOYpauuaTéwy
ol TouTols UmeypauudTevov, EEeAdoavTés pe €k TOU
BouAeuTnpiou, 8pkous ToloUTous BiwpdoavTo, ETI TpUTAVEUWY
muBduevos autous Sevd kal oxétAia EpydlecBal eiofiyov eis THv
Bouhiv, kal Edidafa cds xpn CnTolvtas émefeABeiv TAI
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102 ANTIOWNTOX

Tp&yuaTt. kai viv diknv 3i18dactv dv Rdikrkactv avToi Te kal oi
ueceyyunodpevol, [kail map’ ofs €tébn T& xpriuaTta, kai T&
mpaxfévta pavepd yeyévnTal, cdot’ oud’ Gv ouTol BouhwvTal
apveioBal paidics ofoi T’ ésovTar olTws avTois TémpakTal T&
TpAyHaTa.

Toiov oUv BikaoThplov ouk &v éABoiev éEamaTrioovTes, f
Tivas Spkous ouk &v ToAuroelav TapaPaivelv oUTtol oi
AvooIdTATOl, OiTves Kal Uuds eiddTes eUoeBeotdTous TV
‘EAMveov SikaoTas kai SikaloTdTous kal €’ Upds fikouoiv
eEamaTroovTes el SUvaivto, Spkous TooouTous Slopooduevor;

Fr. 1. TTepi tjs peTaotdoecws
1a

aipeBeis apximv &pfar xpripata moAAa Biexeipioa kai
eUBuvai poi foav as édedoikew, fi &TiHos v, A KaAkOV TI UNES
eipyacdunv, | Biknv émppémouvcav ¢€8edoikev; ou B Tay
Eywye, £Tel 0UBEV pot v ToUTwv. aAN’ s XprinaTta apeilecbe
EHoU; AAN’ 3§ TGOV TTPOY SV TGV EHEV KAKOV TI EIpY a1 OUEVWV

. ol uév &AAot TouTou fvekja &AANs Twos ToliTeias | TS
xaBectnkuias émbupoUow, fva fj Gv idiknoav diknv ur déow, f{
Gv Emabov TipwpdvTal kal avbis undév mdoxwov: &AM’ Euol
ToloUTOV OUBEV fv.

A&AA& ptv 81y Aéyouciv oi kaTrhyopol ws ouvéypapdv Te Sikas
&ANois kai s EképSalvov ATd TOUTOU OUKOUV €V WEV Tijl
SNyapxial oUk &v fv pot ToUTo, (v 81t T dnuokpaTial
mahjal & KpLaT@V; Eipl Eyco €idcasy ToU Aéyew. Ev uEvTil
OAlyapxial oUdevds EueAhov  &flos EoecBar, év B¢ T
BnuokpaTial ToANoU. @épe Br), TGS eikds EoTiv Eut dAiyapxias
¢mBupeiv; TéTepov TalTa ékhoyileoBal oux oids T’ eiui, 1 ou
Y1YVOOKeW T& AUcITEAOUVT EHauT! 1HOVos; "ABnvaicwv . . .

6.50 «aidel. Platner
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1b

.. Tepl Toivuy GV 'ATEANEIs KATNYdPNKEY, KOS OTACICOTAS NV
£y kal & TATTOS 6 £uds . . . OUK &V TOUS HEV TUpaAVVOUVTAS
nduvrbnoav oi wpdyovor koAdoal, Tous Bt Sopupdpous
nduvdtnoav.

IC

Tepl TOU un EAeeiv Unds epe €derifn, deioas un éyco ddkpuot kai
iKeTeiais TeipOUal UU&s avaTeibeiv.



COMMENTARY

1. Against the stepmother

Background. The speaker’s father and his friend Philoneus were dining
together when (we are told) Philoneus’ pallakz (“concubine” - see
1.14n.), whom he was about to discard, after serving dinner to the two
men added a drug to their wine, killing Philoneus immediately and
causing the father’s death several days later. When questioned the
woman said the father’s wife, who is the boy’s stepmother, had told her
that she too needed to regain her man’s affection and that the drug was
alove potion. PFiloneus’ relatives had the concubine tortured and exe-
cuted for her part in the killing. Before he died, the speaker’s father
instructed him to prosecute his stepmother for the crime, claiming this
was not the first time she had tried to kill him with a drink allegedly
intended to gain his affection. Although the deaths occurred some time
ago, when the speaker was still a boy (1.30), he had to wait until he
reached the required legal age (eighteen) to prosecute (1.1n.). The
woman is defended by her sons, the speaker’s half-brothers; they are
apparently older than he, and he is therefore the son of a mistress or
concubine. The case is tried before the Areopagus (1.22n.), the court for
intentional homicide, arson and poisoning (4P 57.3). The woman is
throughout spoken of as the killer, and the charge must be homicide
(pdvos), not “planning” (BouAeuois), as some have argued (cf. 1.3n.).

The case. It is generally agreed that the speaker’s case is quite weak, for
he provides no evidence on what seems to us the key point concerning
his stepmother’s intentions. That intention could be the crucial factor
in such a case is assumed to be proved by a report in Magna Moralia
(1188b29—38), a work attributed to Aristotle but probably compiled
after his death. The author, who is discussing intention and delibera-
tion, cites a case (which may even be this case) in which a woman was
acquitted by the Areopagus of poisoning her husband because she
thought the drug was a love potion and did not intend to kill him. We
cannot be certaia, however, that this later story necessarily reflects
views or attitudes current in the late fifth century, and the speaker in this
case makes little effort to prove criminal intent, citing only his father’s

104
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statement accusing the stepmother of an earlier attempt on her
husband’s life and the defense’s refusal of his challenge to interrogate
the slaves about this (see Introd. 7 on basanos). Indeed, this rejected chal-
lenge is the only significant argument in the speech; the speaker relies
primarily on a vivid narration of the events surrounding the deaths and
powerful portrayals of the evil stepmother, her unwitting helper, and
the two innocent victims piously pouring libations and sacrificing to
Zeus just before drinking their last, fatal draught. Throughout he
emphasizes his own loyalty to his father and, by contrast, his half-broth-
ers’ disregard of their father and their corresponding loyalty to their
mother. In this regard (as in others) the case resembles the trial of
Orestes in Aeschylus’ Eumenides, and in that case, as in this one, modern
scholars tend to make more of the question of intent than do the
ancient litigants.

This is A.’s only surviving speech for the prosecution, and the narra-
tive is his best, providing sufficient background information but focus-
ing primarily on the events immediately surrounding the deaths. Each
of the women has a distinct role and character, but the speaker keeps
the focus on the accused stepmother and makes clear that the crime was
primarily her doing. He makes particularly effective use of tragic
images and metaphors, both for dramatic effect and to link the accused
to the mythological stereotype of the husband-killer, Clytemnestra.

The opponent’s case. There is no indication that the two sides disagreed
about the facts, only about the woman’s intentions. We may presume
the defense would argue the drug was intended to be a love potion, and
this would be a strong argument. It may have worked against the step-
mother, however, that this was her second attempt. By rejecting the
plaintiff’s challenge, the defense would seem to be acknowledging the
validity of their claim, but such challenges normally favored the chal-
lenger (he could phrase the question as narrowly as he wished — in this
case perhaps “did my father catch this woman putting a drug in his
drink?”) and were normally rejected (Introd. 7); thus this would proba-
bly not count too heavily against the defense.

It was also common for a speaker in court to ignore his opponent’s
challenge rather than try to explain why he had rejected it, and the
defense here probably concentrated on its own strong points. In addi-
tion to the argument about intent, their main strategy may have been to
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present a contrasting portrait of the characters involved. One can
imagine vivid pleas on behalf of their poor mother, who was only trying
to regain her husband’s affection; they could portray her as more of a
victim than the dead man and, since she was apparently not his legiti-
mate wife, they may have portrayed him as mistreating her. She never
intended to harm anyone, they could argue, and the need for revenge
had already been satisfied by the execution of the maid (who may have
given the wrong dosage)

Assessment. Although it seems unlikely to a modern reader that the
prosecution could win a case with so little evidence, the vivid narrative
is effective and the case might seem stronger to the Athenian jurors.
Much would dep :nd on the effectiveness of the defense’s case. It is pos-
sible that the jurors (who were all men) may have shared the latent fear
of women evident in the plaintiff’s speech and approved of the plain-
tiff’s steadfast loyalty to his father. If so, this may have been one of the
speeches that contributed to A.’s high reputation for success (Introd. 2).

On the other hand, one of the speaker’s motives for prosecuting is
apparently to fulfill his duty to his dying father, and so he may have
brought the case even with little likelihood of a conviction. We may also
wonder whether there may be some other issue sparking conflict
between the speaker and his half-brothers, perhaps a property dispute,
for which a victory (or even a good showing) in this case might
strengthen his hand. The speaker’s opponents apparently inherited
their father’s estate (1.gn. on Toutwv).

Outline. After a prologue appealing to the jurors (1-4) the plaintiff assails
the defense for rejecting his challenge to interrogate his slaves {5-13).
There follows the narrative (14-20), further arguments (21-30) and the

epilogue (31).

1—4 The prologue

As in many prologues the speaker appeals for the jurors’ sympathy (captatio
benevolentiae, Introd. 6), stressing especially his youth and inexperience in court.

1 véos . . . kal &mepos Bik@dv: a fopos (or commonplace) in Attic
oratory, often elaborated (e.g. Dem. 58.3 véos év kai &meipos, dot’
ayamnToveivai por, tav. . . duvnbd SnAdoal Ta Tempayuéva Toutwi). The
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speaker implies that he has just reached the age of eighteen, when boys
were registered in their demes, or twenty, if the rule prohibiting appear-
ance in court for two years after that was already in effect at this time
(AP 42). uév: inceptive uév begins each court speech and the first
speech in each Tetralogy, as well as four of the nine other speeches (3.3,
3.4, 4.2, 4.4), and also Andocides’ three genuine speeches (but not
Andoc. 4); it is less common in later oratory (GP 383). Only rarely (Ant.
3.3.1) is there no answering 8é. Bewdds B¢ kal amdpeos éxet wot “I am
terribly at a loss”; hendiadys (coordination of two words or ideas when
one is really subordinate to the other). &mopia is a common rhetorical
plea(2.4.1,etc.). & &vdpes: in Lysias the Areopagus is always called
& PouAr, but the court must be the Areopagus (1.22n.) and A. did not
necessarily use the same form of address, as some have maintained
(most recently Wallace 1989: 101). & &vdpes is also used of the
Areopagus in 2.2.13, and it is the regular form of address in 5 (to the
Heliaia) and 6 (to the Palladion). ToUTo utv . . . ToUTo 8é: this pair
of adverbs, common in Herodotus, is absent from 6 and the Tetralogies,
but is common in 5 (also 1.11); this is one of the data Dover (1950: esp.
50-1) uses for establishing a relative chronology 6, 1, 5 (see Introd. 3).
tmokfiyavtos “enjoin,” “instruct,” his father’s words would amount to
a moral obligation, not a legal requirement (cf. 1.29-30).
¢meEeABeiv: a standard term for “prosecute” (but cf. 1.6n.); the accused is
normally in the dative, as here. kataoTijvai: the intransitive (2nd
aorist and 2nd perfect and pluperfect) and middle-passive forms of
kabiotnu mean “set oneself,” “stand,” “come to be,” “be established
” “enter upon.” The 2nd aorist
(here) and perfect are often virtually equivalent to eiui. aBeAgois
opomartplois: i.e. only half-brothers. One brother presumably pre-
sented the entire defense, but the orators use the singular (1.5 etc.) or

(as)”; with eis the meaning is “come into,

plural almost indiscriminately in referring to the opposing side.

2 avutoloUTol. . . ToUTous abtols: the pairing of these pronouns is
common in A.’s court speeches, but rare in the Tetralogies (2.1.11,
2.2.13). fvaykaocav . . . kataoTivai: lit. “have forced (this trial) to
take place.” For the construction cf. Lys. 2.29 (of Xerxes digging a
canal): mholv 8¢ Biax Ths yiis Avaykace yevéchar. ayéva: although
they can designate any sort of contest (athletic, poetic, etc.), in A. aycov
(eighteen times) and aycwviGopar (four times plus once compounded
with ouv-) always mean “legal contest,

»

trial” and “to engage in a legal
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contest or trial”; cf. further 5.74n. eikds: the usual meaning is
“probable,” “likely,” but it can also mean “proper,” “reasonable,” espe-
cially in statements about general norms of behavior; occasionally (as
here) both senses are felt. Cf. Introd. 5. TiHwpous yevéoBai: to
avenge a close family member’s death was a traditional obligation,
though there was no legal remedy against those who failed to do so.
TavavTia: it is common to accuse one’s opponent of doing the opposite
of what he ought to do (1.24, 2.4.2) or the opposite of what others do
(5-11, 5.34). kabeoTdow: 1.1n. qoveis: the nom. pl. occurs four
times in the MSS of A. (1.2, 1.4, 4.2.7 bis), always in this form; most
editors “correct” all four to the “regular” Attic form govfs, although no
example of goviis survives (except perhaps in a scholion to Eur. Or.
1547)- 1 ypacf: the case is a 8ikn pévov, but the accusation entered
with the basileus was evidently written (cf. Introd. 4).

3 Séopat 8’ Updv . . . Twwpiiocat. . . Tols véuoIs . . . T TeBuNkSTL:
the jurors too are requested to become avengers (cf. 1.2), first “on behalf
of the laws,” which are their official concern, and then for the victim, as
if they too were relatives. For the age of the homicide laws see Introd. 4.
t€ tmPBouAijs kal TpoPouliis “planned and premeditated.” The first term
is common in this sense, the second occurs only hera and in 1.5 in clas-
sical Greek. govéas the stepmother is throughout spoken of as the
killer (not the “planner”) even though the maid actually administered
the drug (cf. 1.20n., 1.26n.). moAAdkis: only one other occasion is
alleged by the speaker. ¢’ alTopdpwt “(caught) in the act,” a tech-
nical term originally used of a thief (pcop) caught in one’s house or with
the stolen goods in hand. The separation of this phrase from Ang8eicav
is an example of mild Ayperbaton, which is common in A. (Introd. 8 iv 1).
kaTtd 16 auté “in the same way (as) Tepl Tiis kaTayneloews
Bik&lete “give judgment about the conviction,” i.e. convict people. The
periphrasis is difficult; even Wilamowitz complains (1887: 200 n.1), “I
can neither understand nor improve the text.” For A.’s use of nouns in
-ois see Introd. 8 ii 2; this one occurs only here in classical Greek.

4 &vaykaioi: from “necessary” the word comes to mean “related by
blood” (LS]J s.v. II.5); a similar conceit in Andoc. 1.149 Upeis Toivuv kai
AvTi TaTpos €Ol Kal auTi aBeApdv Kai avTi Taibwv yéveabe. oUs yap
kTA.: the repetitior: (cf. 1.2) may be meant to increase sympathy but may
also result from lack of better arguments. oUtoi: in forensic
speeches oUtos regularly designates the opposing side. POvVEis: 1.2n.

»

»
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&\0mi: the deliberative subjunctive (S 1805¢) is common in a rhetorical
question. kataguyhv: Andoc. 1.149 (cited above) continues eis
Upas katagevyw. A. is fond of periphrases in which the action is
expressed not by a verb but by a neutral auxiliary verb and a verbal
noun, sometimes created for the occasion (Introd. 8 iii 5).
moufoetat: sc. Tis; the fut. has very nearly the same sense as the pre-
ceding subjunctive; for the switch cf. e.g. Eur. Jon 758 eimcopev fi ory dpev;
i Ti dpdoopev;

5-13 Preliminary argument

A preliminary argument (mpokataockeun)) before the narrative is also found in
5.8-19, but 6.7—9, to which some would attach the same label, is rather different.
5 HvTvd mote yvounv éxwv “what he has in mind” (when he
opposes). Greek often expresses the main idea of a relative clause in a
participial phrase rather than the main verb. kaBéoTnke: I.In.
TolTo eboéBerav elvar “that piety consists simply in this.” evoéBeiav and
other words conveying religious ideas are very hard to translate today;
English “piety” carries narrower implications now that religion has a

more limited role in most people’s lives. ToU utv . . . Tijs 8é: bal-
anced antithesis with parisosis but with variation in the order of adverb
and prepositional phrase (Introd. 8 v). & TpoPouAiis akouolews . . .

tkouolws ék mpovolas: for mpoPouhiis see 1.3n. The basic opposition,
.common in oratory and elsewhere, is between axousicws and ékovoicws.
There is a slight discrepancy in the first pair: his death was “planned”
(by another) but not intended (by himself); the latter pair are largely
redundant, though éx mpovoias is slightly stronger than éxousicos and
here probably implies premeditation as well as intentionality.

6 kal mwés: the MS reading kai ou cannot stand, since oUk épei cannot
be stretched to mean something like “he will not be justified in saying.”
Parallels for ouk ¢pei from the orators (Is. 6.54, Dem. 24.120, 36.34) all
refer to an extreme statement the opponent will surely not make, but the
speaker here can hardly assert that the defendant will not say something
he has in fact said in his oath using the very words €U oida, (1.8, 1.28). kai
nés, suggested by Tom Cole, fits well with the yé&p that follows and
seems preferable to Th’s kaitor or more radical changes such as xai ou
Sikatov y’ pei. e oldev: the speaker repeatedly returns to these
words, presumably a direct quotation from the defendant’s oath (1.7,
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1.8, etc.). &Eouola fijv = é€iiv, which may be shortened to fiv, esp. after
a negative (as in the next line). For the periphrasis see Introd. 8 iii 5.
capdds eidévai: a common collocation (2.1.3, 2.1.8, etc.), clear know-
ledge being equivalent to certain knowledge. Cf. 6.18 eixafovras paAAov
T odga eidétas; Eur. Helen 21 oagiis Aéyos (“a true story”); and Dawe on
Soph. OT 534 5. Bacdvou “interrogation under torture.” The
word originally meant a touchstone to test gold, and then any test to
determine genuineness (e.g. 5.71, Andoc. 1.30); see further Introd. 7,
Gagarin (1996). ¢v olg 8’ oUk fiv uBéaBau: the speaker does not wish
to remind the jurors of his opponent’s case, and so he is understandably
vague about the alternatives to his proposed basanos; the defense may
have challenged the speaker to a different basanos, which he refused.
8meos T mpaxBiv K1 &Anbis émeEeAOeiv: lit. “in order that the facts might
be true upon full examination.” A difficult expression; the infinitive
limits the adjective (M7 763). éme€eABeiv here (cf. 1.1n.) implies a full
investigation and presentation of the facts (Thuc. 3.67.1; cf. 1.1n.).
Several changes in the text have been proposed, but none makes the
sense any easier.

7 uh . . . dpoloyouvtwv: slaves who were interrogated could only
answer “yes” or “no”; thus “disagree” = “answer ne” (presumably to
the question, “was the stepmother caught giving a drug on an earlier
occasion?”) avdpamédwv “slaves,” always in the plural. The word
is modeled on terpéamoda (“four-footed”), referring to flocks captured
as booty in war; originally it designates slaves captured in war, but it is
often used (as here) of slaves in general. The general term for “slave” is
Sothos, which is always used when there is a specific contrast with
€AevBepos, but the orators commonly use oikétns or Bepdmeov/Bepdmava
when referring to household servants. avréomeude “would eagerly
contend against”; a very rare verb, only here in classical Greek.
amfidhakro “would be free (of the charge)”; the pluperfect implies a
complete release. 8mou continues the local sense of év ofs (1.6);
translate “whereas” or “since” (LSJ s.v. I.2). For uf see KG 11 186.
tyxwpel: impers. “itis possible” (see 5.19, 5.90, 6.38, 6.45). més ouv
KTA.: T&s0Uv. . . eidévaiis omitted in one MS (V) and the whole sentence
is deleted as repetitious by some editors (G, M), who explain it as a
double recension (i.e. two MS traditions being brought together so that
both are incorporated into a single text). Th moves the sentence to the
beginning of 1.6; but this speaker is nothing if not repetitious (e.g. 2 ~ 4,
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11 ~ 12, 21 2 ~ 23), the statement of reasonableness (eikés) makes an
appropriate summary here, and the omission in N can be explained by
the preceding «i8évar causing the scribe to skip straight to the next
eidévai (Ba). & Bik&LovTes: an unparalleled form of address to the
jurors.

8 amoloyroeobar . . . poi: slight hyperbaton (1.3n.). oux olév T’
fv: a simple indicative, “it was not possible” (for her to be saved).
fyeito . . . combnoav: for the switch to the plural see 1.In. on
adeAgois dpomaTpiols. T& yevdueva . . . apawiobijvar “the facts
would disappear.” t& yevépeva are opposed to T& eikéta in 5.25. The
work of the orator is to make the facts, and thus the truth, apparent to
the jurors. Gorgias (Helen 13) compares astronomers who “make
incredible and invisible matters clear.” evopka “truly,” adverbial.
AavTopwuokds éotai: a rare instance of the future perfect. avréuvuui can
be used of any oath sworn by a litigant (see Wyse 1904: 294), though
strictly speaking 8iéuvup should be used in homicide cases (5.11n., cf.
1.28, etc.). Tt SikaoTd T Bachvan “the fairest possible interroga-
tion,” probably referring to the details mentioned in 1.10.
xpfioacBai: xpdopar, “want,” “use,” “experience,” “treat (a person)
has such a wide range of uses that (like English “get”) it often has little
meaning in itself. xpcouevos can mean simply “with.”

9 TtoUto pév: here without a corresponding Ttoito 8¢ (cf. 1.1n.).
fBéAnoa uév: the MSS have n8eAjoayev, but in A.’s court speeches the
speaker never uses the plural of himself unless he is also referring to
others. There is no corresponding 8¢ because the speaker never explic-
itly returns to the wishes or the behavior of his opponents. TOUTwWV:
the defendants apparently inherited the victim’s estate, including his
slaves. &: the slaves. Qapudkois: many substances were
thought to be aphrodisiacs in antiquity; we cannot tell which was used
here (see Heitsch 1984: 123-5). ¢ alTopdpwi: 1.30. TavTnv
Te: single e (not followed by kai or another te) is more common in the
Tetralogies than the court speeches, butitis not as rare in these as Dover
(1950: 57, ii8) maintains (cf. 1.10, 1.26). &mapvov: for the
periphrastic construction (adjective + eipi) here and in 1.10 see Introd. 8
iii 5 (but cf. &wapvédvral in 2..4); the verb is more commonly com-
pounded with &-. AV oUk éml BavdTe: the speaker presents this
point as if it were a minor consideration, but it is probably one of the
defense’s main arguments (see introduction to 1, above). em

» »
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@ATpois: most aphrodisiacs (like many drugs) are fatal if the dosage is
too high. In antiquity it was even more difficult than today to calculate
the correct dosage; possibly an earlier unsuccessful attempt led the
woman to increase the dosage the second time.

10 The details of the proposed examination are meant to illustrate
the fairness of the proposed basanos; on some points they appear more
favorable to the defense than normal. ypdyas ktA.: the challenger
determines the wording of the question, which is often of crucial
importance, and the interrogator must stick to the precise wording, as
written (Tois év Té ypauuaTeicwt xpfiobai, below); this may give the chal-
lenger a substantial advantage. Bacaviotds Te: the challenger
often specifies who will conduct the interrogation; it is usually not the
owner but the cther party to the challenge (rarely a third party). By
allowing the defendants to interrogate their own slaves the speaker indi-
cates his confidence in the results (cf. 1.11). Te is the reading of N (cf.
1.9n.); A has 8¢, accepted by Th, M and Ba as responding to n8éAnoa pév
(1.9), but there is no contrast between the designation of questioners
and the speaker’s wish for a basanos. We should thus read e, the lectio dif-
Sicilior. avaykabpevor: referring to avdpdamoda; the masculine is
often used when this noun is not expressed. Tegufiprov “evidence.”
Inafragment (T'h. 72, Mor 163) A. distinguishes between onueia, which
confirm past events and tekufpia, which confirm future events;
Aristotle (Rhet. 1.2.16 18, 1357b1 21) makes tekpfipia the subset of
onueia that are “necessary” (i.e. that inspire certainty). But neither of
these distinctions is followed in practice by any author. In general for A.
onueia are clear and direct evidence for a conclusion, as opposed to
Tekpnpia, which are indirect and involve more deduction (Goebel 1983:
18-48). yevéoBau: the MS reading éotai is explainable by a scribe’s
not noticing that the infinitive depends on Sikaiov (sc. éoTi); cf. 6.27.
el 8é: i.e. “if (at first)” they deny it, namely the truth (or the speaker’s
version of events which he presumes is the truth). One difficulty with
the procedure of basanos is that a slave was normally questioned “until
he told the truth,” so that the two parties might end up disagreeing
whether further interrogation was needed (see Gagarin 1996). <A
B&oavos> avaykalor: 1) Bacavos is necessary for the sense and as a
referent for the fcllowing atitn; the construction of the optative is diffi-
cult and an &v may have fallen out as well. Or we may have an example
of the potential optative without &v (see Introd. 8 iii 2). T&
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yeyovéta: best taken adverbially: make an accusation “in accordance
with the facts” (cf. TaAn87 below). attn y&p ktA.: the orators always
praise the effectiveness of basanos in general (Gagarin 1996), though
they sometimes object to a specific instance (e.g. 5.311.).

11 Solmsen (1931: 6) calls this argument a “hypothetical role-rever-
sal”; itis also found at 5.38, 5.74, 5.84, 6.27 and 6.28; Due (1980: 27 n.8)
gives examples from later orators. tmedn TéxioTa “as soon as” (S
2542a). Tekufiplas  1.10n. gvoxor “liable for, guilty of,” a
common legal term always with the dative; here plural, as if the sons
were on trial with their mother. 8éAcov: the regular form in tragedy
(normally ¢é8éAe in Attic prose). A. uses both interchangeably; some-
times (e.g. 1.12, BeAévteov) the MSS are split. The wording (¢yd et 6
8éAcov) is emphatic: “Iam the one who . . .” eikds: 1.2n.

12 eiydp. . .BoUvairestates the argumentof 1.11in summary form;
the sentence is sometimes deleted as a double recension (G, cf. 1.7n.) or
amarginal paraphrase wrongly inserted in the text (Mor). But thisis one
of the speaker’s few arguments, and he needs to make the most of it. As
Due notes (1980: 27 n.10), the conclusion here (yevéofw) is somewhat
stronger than in r.11 (eikds). Bewdv kTA. adds another variation of
the same argument. Cnrolow aiteioBai: the required sense, “they
seek to persuade you,” is hard to get from the text; B suggests {ntovo
mapaiteiobal, perhaps correctly. oplow avtois: with Sikaorai (hyper-
baton): “jurors in their own case.” Baocavioar “for interrogation,”
infinitive of purpose (S 2008).

13 oUk &3nlov “quite clear” (litotes). In summarizing the argument
concerning basanos A. seeks a heightened stylistic effect throughout this
section. cagriverav occurs only here in A. (cf. 1.6n.) and once earlier
(Aesch. Septem 67); here it is a variation on the more common expres-
sion, 1 &AABela TGV TpaxBévTwv (2.4.10.). TuBéoBar: with épeuyov,
“were trying to avoid learning” (S 1993); uf muBéoBai can be used in this
construction with the same meaning. oikeiov agiot “belonging to
themselves,” i.e. “their own”; cf. 4.4.5 oikelov . .. T6 audprnua Téd1
&pgavti. A. usually (thirteen times) reinforces op@v/opior with
autév/avutols (e.g. 1.12), but not always, as here and at 6.23 (where
avtév is usually added) and 6.35. OlwdOUevov: passive: the crime
is “kept silent.” &AA? oy Uueis ye: sc. BoueoBe. The ellipsis gives a
sudden colloquial tone (similarly, Taita uév otv uéxpt ToUtou: “enough
about that”) before the more elevated metaphor that follows. TGOV
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yevopévav: 1.8n. Bikn 8¢ kuBepviicelev “may justicc be my helms-
man,” a striking metaphor (Introd. 8 ii 5).

14 20 The narrative

Although not generally given high marks for narrative (Introd. 6) A. here produces a
vivid account which has been likened to a messenger speech in tragedy (G). His task
is to draw the jurors into his story so that they overlook the almost total absence of
supporting evidence.
14 Umepddiov “upstairs room,” often for women and children but
somectimes used by the men (as in Lys. 1.23). DiAbvews: for the Attic
declension and accentsee S 237 9. v &otel “in the city,” i.e. Athens
as opposed to Piracus (where Philoneus lives, 1.16) or the country.
Batpipor “spend time.” kahés Te kal ayadds “a gentleman”; both
men appear to be fairly prosperous asare most (but not all) litigants in
the preserved cases, since otherwise they could not afford the logogra-
pher’s fee. waAAakd: the status of this “concubine” is debated, but
she is probably a slave, since Philoneus has the power (apparently) to set
her up as a prostitute, and she is tortured and executed without a trial
(1.20); cf. Heitsch (1984) 22 3. kataoTijoat: tha aorist infinitive is
rare with péAw (cf. Ar. Ach. 1159). muBopévn: usually deleted (G, M,
Ba) as a gloss on aioBouévn (1.15), but each word has its point; the first
designates a general perception of events, the second an understanding
of the injustice involved: “observing (the situation) she became friends
with her; and realizing that. . .”

15 &3ikeioBan . . . &dikoito: the verb is intentionally vague: “to be
wronged.” The speaker’s goal is to show that each woman was losing
her man’s affection, but neither would wish to murder him. The wrong
done to the pallakeis evident: she is about to be made a common prosti-
tute and she hopes to avoid this by regaining Philoneus’ affection. The
stepmother’s case is more complex: the speaker wants to make it plausi-
ble that she desired revenge, but if he gives details about the wrong she
suffered, he will make it easier for the defense to portray her as the
victim of a cruel husband. So we are not told what wrong was done her,
though we may guess that one factor was probably her husband’s mis-
tress or concubine (the speaker’s mother, see introduction to 1, above).
This woman is never mentioned and each time reference is made to a
pallake(1.14, 17, 19) she is specifically identified as Philoneus’, suggesting
that the speaker is concerned that the jurors might think of the other
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pallake, his mother. &pn . . . pdokouca: the conversation is imagi-
nary but dramatically effective; it may be based on the pallak?’s confes-
sion (1.20). ikav “able”; referring to the stepmother, as the
nominative makes clear. avtiis: a kind of possessive genitive,
verging on duty (“ours not to wonder why”): “the discovery was hers,”
i.e. her job was to discover the means; similarly &eivns, of the pallake.
eUpnua . . . umnpérnua “the contrivance . .. the execution” (of the
plan). The antithesis between mother and pallake is underscored by
certain stylistic effects, such as homototeleuton (similar word ending), here
combined with parisosis (1.5n.).

16 ¢BeArioer: the more vivid indicative is preferable to the optative
given in Y, cf. 1.15 ¢8éAer. oi: the old form of the reflexive pronoun
is common in poetry but rare in Attic prose (also in 5.93). xalff “and
she,” i.e. the maid (LSJ s.v. 8s A.IL.1). Ba notes how skillfully in 1.14-16
A. develops his narrative of the two women, always keeping clear which
is which; this is easier in Greek with its variety of pronouns to dis-
tinguish the subject from others in a sentence. The stepmother is the
subject of all the verbs of speaking and main verbs in indirect discourse
(¢émomoaTo, petaméumertal, EAeGev, auTh adikoito, épn, ikavy . . . Toifoal,
fpcTa) until Uméoxeto, while the pallaké is either an object of verbs or
the subject of subordinate verbs (tadtnv, éueAAev, AABev, auThi, e8éAer,
exefvn1, Ekefvns, abtiv, éBeAfoer). This reinforces the impression that the
stepmother is the primary agent, the pallaké her subordinate. [
oluau: while perhaps suggesting sympathy for the poor pallake, the
speaker also subtly implies that all the other details in his account
except TaxioTa are certain. TMepaei: Piraeus, the port of Athens
where, like many merchants, Philoneus lived. iep& “sacrificial
rites” (LS]J s.v. iepds I11.1) is the subject of #ruxe (dvra); the dative sug-
gests a personal obligation on Philoneus’ part. The narrative is meant
to convey the impression that the two men’s conduct was proper (1.17
ofov ¢ikds) and honorable throughout. Ad Krnoiwi: the rites of
Zeus Ctesius, protector of the house and its possessions, were a special
concern of rich Athenians; sacrifices to him were made in private
homes. For a description of the rites see Is. 8.16. eis N&€Eov mheiv:
probably on business; public service would have been mentioned.
Tfis aUriis 6800: the genitive is both temporal and spatial (cf. S 1444—9):
“it seemed an excellent idea to see him off and entertain him on the
same journey.”

17 olov eikds “as was proper” (also in 1.18; cf. 1.2n.). €Buev: £Buov
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MSS, but from what follows (autéu; 6 uév 8Ucov) it is clear that Philoneus
attended to the sacrifice alone (with the help of the pallake).
¢Bouleveto “she began planning.” Boulevw is the standard verb for
“planning” a crime; here (and in the next sentence) it strengthens the
impression that the murder is premeditated, even though the step-
mother is not present (Athenian men normally traveled and enter-
tained male friends without their wives). &vBpeatros is demeaning
or patronizing in reference to an individual (male or female); it is often
used of slaves. Smws&v. . . Bofn: for this potential optative (S 2216)
cf. Xen. Hell. 7.1.33 Boukeudpevor . . . 8meds av TAYV fyenoviav A&Boev.
KAutawrorpas: this is the ancient spelling (see Fraenkel on 4g. 84),
though both MSS and all editors add -v-. The name adds to the tragic
tone of the narrative, in which several passages seem intended to recall
the Oresteia. For mythological names in oratory cf. Andoc. 1.129 Tis &v in
oUTos; Oidimous, §j AlyicBos; i Ti xpn autdv dvoudoat; Tfis TouTOU
untpds: most editors delete these words as an intrusive gloss (a marginal
note in a MS that erroneously was copied into the text); but this speaker
tends to spell out such details (e.g. untépa 8¢ ToUTwv, 1.9).
Biakovoiicav: despite auti, the accusative (in agreement with the unex-
pressed subject of dotvai) is common in such constructions (S 1062).

18 pakpdrepos “too long.” The common figure of paraleipsis (omis-
sion for rhetorical effect) implies that the speaker knows many other
details of the crime, whereas in fact most of the details he gives are
probably imagined. Te . . . Te: only here in this speech. The
construction is more common in poetry than prose and becomes even
rarer in prose after 400; it is much more common in the Tetralogies
(Dover 1950: 57, who misses this example). tv BpaxuTtdTols: sc.
Aéyous. In oratory 81& BpaxutdTevis more common, but see Dem. 40.5.
860152 the abstract noun is fairly common in classical prose, but only
here do we find 86015 yiyverai as a periphrasis for 8iorai (Introd. 8 iii 5).
omovdas . . . AiBavewTdv: during a special celebration libations might
be poured on an altar, to which frankincense was sometimes added (see
e.g. Athenaeus 635b—c, quoting the fifth-century comic poet Plato).

19 &yxéouoa . . . évéxe:: use of the same verb for pouring the liba-
tion and the poison emphasizes the impiety of the crime. Tension is
further heightened by the pause for a dramatic reminder that the crime
would dash the men’s pious wishes (& ouk éueAAe TeheioBan), and by the
rhetorical punctuation mark (as it were), & &v8pes. Be€16v “clever”;
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the patronizing tone sustains the speaker’s effort to put all the blame on
his stepmother. @s: the MSS read fows; some editors change this to
fows ¢s, but a qualification would be out of place when the speaker has
not qualified oiopévn just before. The pallakz may have admitted giving
Philoneus a larger dose, or this may just be an inference from his quick
death. @iAnoopévn: many verbs use the future middle for the future
passive (S 807—9, 1738); the latter becomes more common in post-clas-
sical Greek. tEamatwpévn “thoroughly deceived,” emphasizing
once more the pallakz’s innocent state of mind and, by contrast, the
stepmother’s deviousness.

20 The dramatic climax comes quickly, the end being signaled by
the more vivid historic present beginning with émivouow (cf. de Jong
1991: 38-45 on the effect of the historic present in Euripidean messen-
ger-speeches). TéV tauTdv govéa: i.e. the poisoned cup. povels is
similarly used of Ajax’s sword in Soph. 4jax 1026. voT&TnY TéOIV:
true only of Philoneus, of course, but dramatically effective, especially
if the speaker pauses after éxmivouow. povéa would then function as the
object of émivouow (as well as of petaxeipiféuevor), with this phrase
added in apposition (so Wilamowitz 1887: 204 n.1). eUBéws
wapaxpiiua: pleonasm (redundant expression) for emphasis (S go42a,
Introd. 8 vi 1). eikooraios: the interval of twenty days could allow
the defense to argue (as in Ant. 4) that other factors, such as the doctor’s
negligence, caused the death. tnixepa “wages,” often (as here) in
the sense of “just deserts.” agla: i.e. she deserved the punishment
she received, even though she was not responsible (aitia) for the crime.
The distinction is not further examined, the main point being, of
course, to portray the stepmother as entirely responsible. As a slave, the
pallaké would automatically be punished for involvement in her master’s
death, regardless of her culpability; there would be no trial, since
masters had legal authority over their slaves. Philoneus’ relatives appar-
ently did not formally accuse the stepmother of the crime (or we would
surely hear of it). Snuokolvewi “executioner.” Tpoxiobeioa “put
on the wheel,” i.e. tortured, to obtain a confession or as punishment
before death (or both); for references to this kind of torture see Thiir
(1977) 183 n.g6. 13n “forthwith,” a common meaning in poetry but
rare in prose; it should be taken with & e (hyperbaton). kal
Xewpoupyficaca “also carried out.” Since, strictly speaking, the concu-
bine carried out the crime, most modern editors (Th, G, M, Mor, but



118 COMMENTARY: 1.20-22

not Ba) follow B in moving these words to follow 8iakoviicaca; but since
the speaker’s strategy is to shift all the responsibility to the stepmother,
the exaggeration is tolerable (see Heitsch 1984: 31 2). ez sc. T&
tmixelpa.

21 31 Arguments and epilogue

A narrative is often followed by a section of arguments based on it, sometimes desig-
nated “proofs” (wioreis). Here most of the section is essentially an extended epi-
loguewith general arguments, considerable repetition, as in the antithesis between the
speaker’s request to the jurors and his brother’s, which is developed with much
parallelism in 21 4 (Introd. 8 v 1 2), and the rhetorical questions in 25, 26, and
28.

21 pév ye: “at the beginning of a sentence, as a quasi-connective,
introducing a reason, explanation, or instance” (GP160). TiHwpPOUs
yevéoBau: cf. 1.2n., 1.3n. olUros . . . aithoetai: much of the alleged
reconstruction of the opponent’s speech may be persuasive specula-
tion, but litigants did have various means of learning each other’s argu-
ments before trial, primarily at the preliminary hearings; see Dorjahn
(1935). kal éAéou kal PonbBelas kal Twwwplas: polysyndeton, or the
repetition of conjunctions in a series. The speaker already begins to use
a style of exhortation more common at the very end of a plea,
characterized especially by pleonasm that often features parallelism of
sound (paromoiosis) as well. aBécos kal akhedds: cf. 1.22 abéuita kai
avéoia kal atéhecta kal avikouota, 1.23 &Bovlws Te kai abéws, and
Gorgias, Pal. 36 &Beov &8ikov &vouov, where words seem to be chosen as
much for sound as for sense. This is the earliest occurrence of axAeéss
(“without glory”), a rare word recalling mythological heroes such as
Agamemnon, who (Orestes argues in Eumenides) died without glory.
Tiis eipapuévns: sc. poipas: “his appointed time.” U’ v fikiota
expfiv: agent with Tov Biov ékAimcov, which has the implicit passive sense
“being killed”; similarly amofvfiiokea may serve as the passive of
amokTeive with the agent expressed by umé + genitive (e.g. 1.22). For the
expression cf. Soph. OT 11845 (pis T” &’ GV ou xpfiv, KTA.).

22 avikouota “not to be heard,” i.e. not to be granted. <uty
Tipwpfica: something probably has dropped from the text; Th’s
suggestion is printed exempli gratia. Ba defends the MS text, arguing that
the defense will ask for pity, but it is hard to see how the Greek could
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yield this sense (or any sense). oUk Emeice uf kakoTtexviioai: the
accusative and infinitive are rare after meifo meaning “persuade” (S
1992n.), but cf. Aesch. Eu. 724. TéV &k Mpovolas amodvniokévTeov: a

clear indication that the court is the Areopagus, where cases of inten-
tional homicide were tried (see Introd. 4, and further Gagarin 19gob:
94). &v Uuiv “in your power,”

23 Biaxpnoapévns: lit. “use thoroughly”; here, with an accusative
object, it has the rare meaning “kill” (Herod. 1.24, Thuc. 3.36.3).
aPovlws “without thought or concern.” Ba translates aBouAws Te kai
abécos “without regard for her husband or the gods.” Qv »Biknke =
ToUTewv & #diknke, the normal attraction of the relative to the case of its
(omitted) antecedent; cf. 1.21 g’ Gv, 2.1.2, etc. Tol TaTpds Hov: pou
is rare as a reflexive possessive pronoun (S 1199d, KG 1.569) and many
editors emend to Ttouuod, but A. seeks parallelism with the preceding
unTpds Tis alTol. Bikaotal . . . &kABnTe: the verb (kaléw) calls

up to you.”

attention to the range of meanings of dikaotrs, which can mean “pun-
isher” (Eur. HF 1150; cf. 8ikn = “punishment”) as well as “juror.”

24 tme§épxouai: see I.1n. on &meEeABeiv. Tipwphow kTA.: echoes
TipwpfioatktA.in 1.3, where the jurors are asked to avenge the laws first,
then the victim. Taytm: adverbial (“in this matter”); in the next
sentence it is simply the dative pronoun (“her”); such false parallelism is
common in A. (Introd. 8 v 4). €i GAnBf Aéyco: the indicative implies
that of course he is speaking the truth (Ba); in 1.23 &v Uuds weibn: the sub-
junctive implies that his brother is unlikely to persuade them.

mapidoloa “disregarding.” kabéotnke: 1.1n. The subject is olros
(tavavria is adverbial).
25 kal. . .kal...kal. . .kai: polysyndeton (1.21m.). yiyvoito:

since this must be a potential optative, all modern editors add &v (after
xal ydp); but A. sometimes omits &v in this construction and in the
apodosis of contrary-to-fact conditions (Introd. 81iii 2). domep . . .
olitew: the idea of equal retribution for crime is pervasive in early Greek
thought, notably in the Oresteia (cf. 1.17n.). avehenudves kal
avotiotws “without pity and without mercy” (M), but there is scarcely
any difference in meaning; cf. 1.20 eU8écos Tapaxpfina.

26 ékouoiws kal Boulevoaca Tdv BdvaTov (amékTewewd: a verb is
required and all modern editors add améxtewev (some also delete Tov
8avaTtov), which states the essential accusation of murder, “she killed
(him)”; the adverb and participial phrase add further dimensions:
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“intentionally and having planned the death” (i.e. with premeditation).
Braicos “by violence”; the word seems to imply an intentional killing (for
Biaicol BavaTe, see Gagarin 1981: 141-3). The original meaning of
@dvos, which is etymologically related to 8eive, “strike,” is “killing with
a blow.” The law assigning murder cases to the Areopagus, as cited in
Dem. 23.22 (pdvou kai TpaupaTos ik mpovoias kai Tupkaids kai pap-
udkeov, €av Tis dmokteivm Sovs), implies that gévos did not originally
include poisoning. The significance of the final condition is unclear. If
a poisoner must have given the drug himself, the defense may argue that
the stepmother is not, therefore, a poisoner (or killer); and the speaker
may be trying to forestall this line of argument by emphasizing inten-
tionality and premeditation and by claiming that the death, at least, was
violent (even if tae killing was not). He uses a rhetorical question (mwés
yap oU) to mask the weakness of this last point. Te: 1.9n.
Tavtny functions as both object of éAeeiv and subject of Tuyxévew — a
rather forced construction.

27 oUTw 3¢ Toi kal éAeeiv: the text is suspect but no good emendation
has been proposed. For oirw we may perhaps compare its use at the
beginning of a story (LSJ s.v. I.4); xai must be intensive (“indeed”),
unless another infinitive is supplied. ¢xouoiois kal ék Tpovolas: 1.5n.
adikfipaot kal &paptipact: the second term is added largely for the sake
of sound effect (paromoiosis, Introd. 8 v 2). A audprnua is an error for
which the agent usually incurs some responsibility but it is not as vicious
as an adiknua. fjpwas: although dead heroes had cults throughout
Greece, this probably does not refer to any specific hero, but rather is
included as part of the pleonastic expansion characteristic of this
section (aioxuvBeioa oudt deioaca, uft’ aidols AT’ eAéou uiT’ aioxuvng,
etc.). Sikaot&Tns . . .« Tinwplas: mild Ayperbaton (1.3n.).

28 Baupélew 3t Eywye: the same words begin 1.5; there the genitive
object is followed by a noun clause, here by an articular infinitive (cf.
Dem. 24.111 8auvpélew Tiis avaideias altol, T ui mormoachal). TS
TOAUNS .« . . kal Tiis Siavolas: hendiadys (“audacious thinking”); TéAun
alone would have the same meaning. Siouboachai: 1.8n. el
eidévai: 1.6n. oUydp. . .uapTipwvy’ évavriov: cf. 2.3.8, where the
same observation supports a different point. s . . . kal s false
parallelism (Introd. 8 v 4); the first s strengthens the superlative (S
1086a), the second introduces a result clause (cs for o), also imply-
ing purpose.
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29 Tplv . . . kaké: the speaker uses the same expression of the
pallake (1.19), who is (in his view) as much a victim of the stepmother as
the dead man. mpiv with the subjunctive without &v is rare in prose
(S 2444b, KG 11.455 n.2), but see e.g. Herod. 1.32, Thuc. 6.29.1 (Introd.
8 1ii 2). ytyvdokwot kTA.: perhaps an allusion to the doctrine of
pathei mathos (“learning through a suffering”), so prominent in the
Oresteia; cf. 1.17n. pB&vwaor mplv “have time (to do something)
before”; ¢Baveo is usually accompanied by a participle (e.g. Thuc.
6.97.2), but cf. Xen. Anab. 4.1.21. avaykafouss 1.4n. opeTépous:
since A. elsewhere uses ogétepos with avtév (1.30, 5.77, 6.39), all
modern editors add autév here; but ogétepos without autév is fairly
common in Herodotus and other early prose, and A. is not always con-
sistent in such matters (Introd. 8 1, 8 vi 4; cf. 1.11n. on 8éAwv, 1.13n. on
oikeiov ogiot, 2.1.10n. On einoav, etc.). uapTUpovrar “call to witness,”
the regular meaning of the middle; the active means “bear witness,”
“testify.” g¢mokfTTOoVOI: 1.1N.

30 madi: the normal limit on the age of a mais was about fourteen,
but the speaker seems to imply that he was younger than this. ™Y
&BAfav . . . voocwv: the whole expression is tragic. &&v 3¢ TouTwv
auapravwo “if theylack these,” i.e. family and friends. éméorehev:
nearly synonymous with éméoknmrev, but less technical and less solemn.

31 The epilogue is surprisingly restrained; now that he has fulfilled
his duty to his father, the speaker seems content to let the jurors decide
as they see fit. tpof: dative of agent with both verbs. SijynTan
“my story has been told”; this refers to the whole case, not just the nar-
rative, but implies perhaps that the narrative (8iynois) forms the bulk of
his case. &v Udiv: 1.22n. kal Tois Beois Tois k&Tw: this vague
reference to the underworld gods is the only possible hint in this speech
of the idea of pollution (Introd. 7) so prominent in the Tetralogies (espe-
cially in epilogues). The speaker’s final remark here seems almost per-
functory.

The Tetralogies

The three Tetralogies are exercises in argumentation (Introd. 3); none
of their speeches was written to be delivered in court. Each concerns an
imaginary homicide case (perhaps based on a real case), and the three
together illustrate different types of argument (Introd. 3, with n.26). In
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the First the facts are in dispute: did the accused doit? In the Second the
facts are admitted but the legal consequences of those facts are in
dispute: should the defendant be held legally responsible for the boy’s
death? In the Third several issues are raised, but the main dispute con-
cerns justification: was the defendant’s self-defense (as he alleges) justi-
fied despite its consequences?

The nature of these cases makes the Tetralogies different from the
court speechesin several ways. Narratives are omitted or reduced to the
bare essentials necessary to understand the case; primary attention is
given to the arguments, which become rather complex, especially as an
argument is answered by the opponent whose counter-argument s then
answered in turn. The prologues and epilogues are generally rather
elaborate and contain little that is directly relevant to the case. A.’s
apparent purpose is to provide examples of legal argumentation that
would provide useful training for the variety of cases (not just homicide)
a litigant might face. See further Introd. 6 ad fin., 7 and 8 (esp. 8 vii).

Later rhetoricians placed the Tetralogies in their general classifica-
tion of legal cases according to the stasis (“issue”; Lat. status) raised by
the case, the most basic division being between questions of factand (to
put it broadly) questions of law — whether the facts constitute an
offense, whether the act was otherwise justified, etc. (see further
Kennedy 1963: 306-14). According to the “hypotheses” (brief introduc-
tions to the cases written by ancient scholars), the stasis in the First
Tetralogy was otoxaoués (conjecturing about the facts), and in the
Second and Third either avrtéyxAnua (counter-accusation) or petd-
otaois (transfer of blame). But ancient scholars developed several
different versions of stasis-theory, and the hypotheses make clear that
there was disagreement about the classification of the Second and
Third.

We see a foreshadowing of stasis-theory in Aristotle (Rhet. 1.13.9 10,
1373b38-74a17), who distinguishes cases where the facts are in dispute
from those where the facts are admitted but the defendant denies there
is a crime. Both Gorgias and A. seem to have understood this basic dis-
tinction, since each composed speeches for a case in which the facts
were disputed (Palamedes, First Tetralogy) and for one in which the facts
were accepted but their interpretation was disputed (Helen, Second
Tetralogy and to some extent the Third). In this sense, A. seems to have
conceived of the first two Tetralogies as a complementary pair.
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2. First Tetralogy

Background. There is no narrative proper (2.1.4n.), but the facts emerge
from the arguments. This case concerns a man who (with his servant)
was killed in the street late at night. When the crime was discovered, the
man was dead, but the servant, before he expired, is said to have identi-
fied the accused as one of the assailants. There are no other witnesses.
At the end (2.4.8) the defendant claims to have been home that night
and says that his slaves will confirm this.

Arguments. Two kinds of proofs (pisteis) are used in the case, the direct
(“non-artistic”) evidence of witnesses and the indirect (“artistic”) argu-
ments developed by the speakers — in Aristotle’s words, mioTeis &texvor
and miotes évtexvor. Until the defendant’s last speech the only direct
evidence is testimony of the dying servant; this evidence is questionable
and so does not preclude the need for supporting arguments. The
defendant’s offer to provide the testimony of his slaves to confirm his
alibi would be strong direct evidence, perhaps strong enough to over-
come any indirect evidence, but the issue is not developed (see further
2.4.8n.).

Most of the indirect arguments are eixés-arguments (arguments from
probability or likelihood, Introd. 5). These are commonly applied to
questions of fact, where (as here) the direct evidence is lacking or ques-
tionable (e.g. Gorgias’ Palamedes). The eixés-arguments in this case could
be used with only slight modification in a wide variety of cases where
the essential question was “who did it?”. They are supplemented by
other commonplace arguments, such as the citation of previous service
to the city (also a kind of eikés-argument). The direct evidence and indi-
rect arguments are kept separate and at several points the speakers
explicitly or implicitly recognize that the former are more powerful
than the latter (2.1.2, 2.10, 3.8, and esp. 4.8 oux ék TGV eikdTwV GAN’
gpywr; cf. 4.10).

The issue of pollution (Introd. 7) is raised in all four speeches. The
main arguments for the prosecution are (A) since a killer pollutes the
whole city, the speaker has a religious duty to prosecute and convict the
true killer; if he prosecutes an innocent man and obtains a conviction,
even if the fault is the jurors’, the pollution (i.e. the dead man’s aveng-
ing spirit) will fall on him (1.3); (B) on the other hand, if the jurors acquit
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this defendant, who is guilty, the pollution will fall on them (3.9 11); (C)
the whole city (and thus the jurors) will suffer if the killer is free, for his
presence will defile sanctuaries, ruin crops, etc. (1.10-11). In response
the defendant agrees, of course, that the guilty (not the innocent)
should be prosecuted and argues that since the plaintiffs are pursuing
an innocent man, they themselves ought to suffer the pollution, and
they will be responsible for ruined crops, etc. (2.11).

Assessment. The plaintiff starts with the advantage of the eye-witness
identification of the accused, which seems to be confirmed by the eixés-
arguments; but the defendant plays a possible trump card at the end by
claiming an alibi supported by the testimony of his slaves. Since the
plaintiff is giver. no chance to respond, we cannot assess the strength of
this claim; A. may be trying to show that although weak direct evidence
may be questionable and require support from eikés-arguments, strong
direct evidence such as an alibi outweighs indirect arguments.
Essentially the same point is made in the plaintiff’s first speech (1.1 2)
that it is easy to find compelling proof of a casual crime (presumably
from direct evidence), but a carefully planned crime that leaves no
direct evidence will require eikés-arguments. The First Tetralogy is thus
an exercise in the use of eikés-arguments, and at the same time a
demonstration of the limited role of these arguments.

Outline. Each of the four speeches has a brief prologue and epilogue
largely devoted to well-known themes. The proofs are treated systemat-
ically, the arguments of the first speech being answered point for point
in the second, and so forth; new arguments are also introduced by the
defendant.

The main arguments are:

1. Exclusion of other possible suspects or scenarios: common crimi-
nals killed him, the victim had been drinking or had quarreled, or
was the victim of an accident (1.4, 2.5, 3.2, 4.4-5); he had witnessed
another crime (2.6, 3.2, 4.4—6); he was killed by other enemies of
his (2.6, 3.3).

2. The accused’s motives (1.5-8, 2.8-9, 3.5-7).

3. Evidence of the witness (1.9, 2.7, 3.4, 4.7)-

4. The defendant would have had an agent kill him and would not be
present himself (2.8, 3.5, 4.8).
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The likely killer is not the actual killer (2.10, 3.8, 4.10).
Previous service to the city (2.12, 3.8, 4.9).
7. The defendant’s alibi (4.8).

oo

2.1

1 3 Prologue

In all three Tetralogies the prologue of the plaintiff’s first speech contains general
observations about the nature of the case; the three defendants’ first prologues, by
contrast, discuss their own personal situation. Two points are made here: a carefully
planned crime will leave little direct evidence, so that the case must be decided on
probabilities (1 2); and fear of pollution compels the speaker to prosecute the true
criminal (2-3).

I pév: 1.In. TV EmTuxévTwv: lit. “those who happen by,” i.e.
“ordinary people.” tmpBouvAeveTan: 1.17n. ikavéds Te@ukdTEes
“with sufficient natural ability.” v ToUTai Tiis HAklas “at that point
of (their) life.” For the attributive genitive with a demonstrative, see Lys.
5.3;cf. S1325, KG1278 9. kaBeoT&TES: 1.1N. KPAETIOTOI PPOVEIV
aUtév: the epexegetic infinitive specifies the particular aspect of
power: “at the height of their mental powers” (Mor). The genitive of
the reflexive pronoun with a superlative (cf. Xen. Mem. 1.2.46
SewdTatos éautol) may be seen as an extension of the genitive with
comparatives (e.g. 5.7 xeipov éautév Aéyovtas; examples in KG 11 314).
Beixbiivar: most editors (Th, G, M, but not DC) emend to &é\eyx8fiva
because of éAéyxeoBaiin 2.2.3. But although verbal echoes are common
in responding passages in the Tetralogies, the text here is sound. A.
prefers the compound verbs amo- and émi-8eikvup, but the simple verb is
found in 5.76. For the homoioteleuton (yvwodiivai kai Seixdivan) see Introd.
8va.

2 &k woAhoi “for a long time.” &v: genitive by attraction
(1.23n.). oU mpéTepov . . . 1§ may be followed by the subjunctive
without &v (Herod. 1.199, 9.86; Thuc. 7.63) designating future,
repeated or expected action (S 2458, KG 11 454 5). More common in

prose is oU TpdTepov . . . Tpiv. QuAakiv TojowvTal = puA&§wvTal;
for the periphrasis, see Introd. 8 iii 5. The expression recurs in
Thucydides 3.46. yiyvdokovtas ktA.: for the word order (xpn

governs motevew) and sense see Introd. 8 vii. eikés: for the role of
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arguments from probability in this work, see introduction to 2, above.
émeEepxSuevor: 1.1n. on émeEeABeiv; the accusative indicates the charge
(homicide); cf. 4.3.6n. ou negates the combined action of &géves. .
. Bicokouev.

3 oagpds . . . olBauev: 1.6n. oidauev is apparently an Ionic form
(Introd. 8 i, with n.61) found in Herodotus (2.17, 4.46, 7.214, 9.60) and
Hippocratic works of the late fifth to late fourth centuries (VM 20, Epid.
4.57, Liqu. 1), but also in Aristotle, An. Post. g3a25. wawopévns: for
pollution in this Tetralogy, see introduction to 2, above; piacua is the

strongest term A. can use. T...0:1.18n. Towd: an archaic
term for “blood-vengeance.” The entire pollution will be his if they
convict the wrong man. uf indicates that the participle has a condi-
tional force (S 2728 34). @s . . . 52 another false parallelism; cf.
1.28n.

¢4 9 The proofs

Afier eliminating other likely suspects (4), the defendant presents several likely
motives for the crime (5 8) and then discusses the servant’s evidence (9). The method
of setting forth and then rejecting all the possibilities (or all but one) is called “apa-
gogic” after Aristotle, An. Pr. 2ga5—6 (amaywyt eis 1o adUvatov); it is used by
Gorgias in Helen. Threeof the proposed alternatives (cloak-stealing, drunkenness,
a quarrel) are common reasons_for a night-time assault; the fourth (an accident) is
preposterous, implying that the speaker has already eliminated all plausible alterna-
tives.

4 CoUte. . .&v8pad: It haslongbeen recognized that there must be a
lacuna here. Aldus’ supplement is provided exempli gratia, with the last
word changed to &vdpa instead of &vBpwov (1.17n.), since in this work
&vdpa is always used of the victim (except in 2.2.2). &vdpa would also
account more easily for the scribal error (skipping from &v8pa at the end
of 1.3). Although it is possible that a brief narrative also dropped out,
none is needed here. kakoupyous: a technical term designating
specifically thieves, muggers (Awmodutal) and kidnappers, but often
more loosely applied to “common criminals,” who could be prosecuted
by the special procedure of amaywyt(see 5.8 19n.). Here the term (if it
occurred) would designate muggers, who rob people of their cloaks; a
cloak was probably the most valuable item an Athenian ordinarily had
with him (Cohen 1983: 82). oUBels . . . Gv. . . &@fijkev: contrary to
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fact. Thy deéhaiav “the profit,” i.e. the cloak. [&v] must be
deleted, since the victims were found with their cloaks. The scribe was
perhaps influenced by other nearby instances of yap &v. oU ufv
oudt. . .oUBtufvoud’. . . oudt ufv: o uhv oudé and oUdt urjv both mean
“nor moreover” and are fairly common in Classical prose (GP 338-9),
but this sequence is unique; the closest parallel is the fourfold oud¢ urv
in Plato, Parm. 139b 40a, where the argument is even more systemat-
ically organized than here. ou yap awpli: most modern editors (not
B, Th) add &v before acopi for the sake of parallelism. But although &v
is possible, the sense is essentially the same without it: “they were not
quarreling late at night.” But A. may be seeking some variation in
phrasing (Introd. 8 v 3). Té dkohovBen “attendant”; the word nor-
mally designates a slave (5.24n.).

5 amolvopévns . . . Umoylas “now that all suspicion is removed”
(from other suspects); a summarizing gen. abs. with causal sense (cf.
2.1.3, &mavTos ... AvaxwpoivTos). &mohlw also means “acquit” or
“absolve.” ayTds 6 BdvaTos: i.e. the time and place of death rule
out accidental or unpremeditated homicide. ¢€ ¢mPBouAfis: 1.3n.
amobavévra: 1.21n. u&@AAov eikds: also in 2.2.6, 5.74; the regular
comparative eikdtepov occurs five times. émidoEov dvra maoxew
“expects to suffer”; cf. Herod. 6.12 moAAoi piv fuéwv & vovoous
TeMTOKao!, ToAhoi 8t émidofor TauTd ToUTo Teiceobai eior. Fear and a
desire for revenge are commonly alleged as motives. foti kTA.
answers the rhetorical question. ¢k TahaioU kTA.: protracted legal
struggles were not unusual in Athens; cf. 6.34-50, Dover (1974) 182. The
legal conflict forming the background for this case is described in a
carefully structured sentence exemplifying A.’s use of circumstantial
participles in the Tetralogies (Introd. 8iii g): &v. . . 8ib€as. . . eMev. . .
BiwxBels . . . AToPUYCoV . . . ATTORERANKE . . . YEYPAUUEVOS . . . CUVEIBCDS

.V, . . HUNOIKAKG . . . ETEBOVUAEUCEY . . . AUUVOUEVOS . . . ATTEKTEIVE TOV
&vSpa. Past indictments are first summarized by two finite verbs each
preceded by two participles; then four participles describing the defen-
dant’s latest dilemma are followed by two finite verbs (the latter pre-
ceded by a participle) drawing the likely conclusion. The four
participles describing the defendant’s dilemma lead him inevitably, it
seems, to the action of the main verbs: being indicted, knowing he was
guilty, having experience of the dead man’s legal ability, and recalling
previous injuries, he formed a plan and killed him. For the idea of
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compulsion cf. 2.1.9 Biacdpeva. Ypa@ds: a cognate accusative with
BicxEas (“prosecute a case”); the specific charge is expressed by a geni-
tive (e.g. 2.1.6 iepdv kAoTris). Since a ypagr was a procedure available to
anyone (Introd. 4) and usually involved crimes of public concern, the
implication is that the accused was not seeking to recover private losses
but was going out of his way to indict the victim on public charges.
oUdepfav: the defendant’s lack of success (cf. 2.1.6 oUBemcomoTe) may
seem unlikely, but the case is imaginary and A. wants the eikés-argu-
ments to be as strong as possible. eThev: aipéw (pass. ahiokouat)is the
standard term for “gain a conviction,” amogedyw for “win acquittal.”
6 amoPéBAnke “has lost,” by paying fines when convicted. T&
&yxiota “most recently.” The adverbial accusative (sing. or pl.) of &yx-
wotos, usually without the article, is common in poetry, but in classical
prose is found only in Herodotus, Hippocratic writings and here (cf.
2.1.3n. on oidapev); the sense is usually local, but cf. Herod. 2.143.
iep&v khoTijs . . . yeypaupévos: probably a ypagn iepéov xpnudTwv, or
theft of sacred property, the fine for which was apparently ten times the
amount stolen (Cohen 1983: 100-1). Buoiv TaA&vrow: the genitive
probably indicates the fine for conviction, not the amount of the theft,
since the speaker would presumably use the higher figure; for the

amount see Introd. 4: A note on currency. ¢meBovhevocev emphasizes
that the homicide was premeditated; later (2.2.8) the possibility arises
that the defendant only planned the crime. auuvépevos: the defen-

dant could not plead self-defense (cf. the Third Tetralogy) since the
victim had not struck an actual blow.

7 émbupfa . . . pbBos: for contemporary interest in the emotions,
especially fear, see Gorgias, Pal. 19, Helen 16-17. The speaker seeks to
attribute the crime to both irrational emotion and the rational calcula-
tion of advantage (§Amgé Te). The parallelism of fj te yap émbupia tijs
TiHwpias . . . 8 Te poPos TV émpepouéveov kakdv is unusual (Introd. 8 v
2). BepudTepov Emixelpeiv émijipe “got him more fired up to attempt”
(the deed); the infinitive is epexegetic. T&8e pév: probably correlate
with €i te in 2.1.8 (GP 374—6), unless (with Th) we change Te to 8¢; the
contrast is between success and failure (being caught). tptiunv “for-
feited,” lit. “empty”; if either party was absent, he forfeited the case.

8 ¢l e kal “even if.” ahofn: here in its literal sense (cf. 2.1.5n.);
but @Awoduevos below means “would be convicted.” k&AAov: pro-
tracted legal struggles among the rich and powerful were often as much
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a matter of honor and status in the community as of specific fines and
punishments (cf. Cohen 1991, who speaks (p.157) of litigation as a
“game of honor”). maoxew . . . Sia@bapfivai: these terms (as Thiel
notes) suggest a milder penalty for being caught than for losing his case,
but although a fine of two talents would presumably cause financial
“ruin” and exile, the penalty for homicide could be death. alThv
“in it” (the ypaen). o yap &v “(otherwise) he would not.” The
circularity of the argument is evident upon reflection.

9 T& ptv Pracdueva . . . aiTév “the considerations that forced him”
(hyperbaton, 1.3n.). udptupes: to the eikés-arguments is now added
the evidence of an eye-witness; Arist. Rhet. 1.15, 1376a17-23 gives exam-
ples of arguments that witnesses are better than eikés-arguments and
vice versa (see Gagarin 1994). Some hearsay evidence was excluded
from a trial, but the evidence of someone now dead was permitted
(Dem. 46.7; cf. Harrison 1971: 145-6). &kolovBou:  2.1.4n.
apBels: aorist passive of aipeo (&eipw). madvtwv kTA. “out of those
striking them he said he recognized only him.” Among modern editors
only DC retains mapdvrev; but the speaker needs to show that the
defendant was an assailant, not just one of those present. With
TapdvTwv, autols would designate the slave and his master and would
be the subject of yvéva, a difficult Ayperbaton .

9-11 Epilogue

The epilogue resumes the themes of the prologue; it is marked by a more balanced
style and frequent double ve (and olre/ uiite). For the idea of pollution, see Introd.
7 and introduction to 2, above.

9 Bikalws . . . oungepévTeos: the interplay of justice and advantage
is well known from Thucydides; see also Ant. fr. 444 DK, 1.12-23
(Decleva Caizzi 1989: 192—3), Plato, Rep. 338c, etc. &moAvorr’:
2.1.5N. ON ATOAUOUEVTS.

10 of texTA. explains oUre Sikaicos, as becomes clear when acvugpopov
begins the next clause. ¢mpBouledovTes: 1.17n. elnoav: most
editors (not DC) change to elev, which is slightly more common than
einoav in Herodotus (seventeen instances vs. fourteen) and Lysias (four
vs. three) and much more common in prose after Lysias. In A. the MSS
show six instances of ¢fev and two of €inoav (here and 3.4.6). <red is
not strictly necessary, but the rhetorical nature of this passage makes it
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likely that this is what A. wrote. T&s avtas Tpamélas “the same
meals,” where he would infect others. ovykatamumA&vai “infect”
(a &m. Aey.); cf. Introd. 7 with n.53. A medical sense is probably in the
background; katamiumAnu can mean cover with wounds or blisters
(Morb. 2.1, 2.54, etc.). agoplai “barrenness” of the earth. There are
no examples in myth or history of crop-failure resulting from a simple
homicide, leading Parker to conclude (1983: 130) “It seems that the
author of the Tetralogies has taken the doctrine of pollution to a theoret-
ical extreme.”

11 The sentence is short but carefully structured: the infinitive with
xpi is amplified (cf. 2.1.2 yiyvdookovtas . . . xpn . . . moTevew) by two
parallel circumstantial participles, and kataoTioai is completed by two
parallel noun parases of nearly identical length linked by uév/8é. The
two participial phrases (P, P,) and two noun phrases (N, N ) have a
complex arrangement that is both chiastic, since N, and P, stress the
public dimension of the crime and N, and P, urge that the effects of the
murder be restricted to the killer, and parallel, since N, and P refer to

the need for vengeance, N, and P, to the effect of pollution. oikelav
“your own concern”; i.e. the jurors’. QAT TOUTWIE 1.2N.
'
2.2
1—4 Prologue

The defendant laments his hapless situation.

1 A captatio benevolentiae (Introd. 6). Fortune (tUxn) is often lamented
as the general cause of events but rarely in such detail. fiyoUuevos:
conditional (“I am not mistaken if I consider”). vootiowow “fall
sick”; the aorist indicates an action rather than a state (“be sick”).
¢4 Te: e is less likely than 3¢ to be the result of scribal error (for single
Te, see 1.9n.).

2 &vBpwmos: used only here of the victim (2.1.4n.); cf. 1.17n.
&vaTpomels . . . éyéveto = avétpeyev (“destroyed”); for the periphrasis,
see Introd. 81ii 5 (and cf. &pkoiv . . . éotiv below). The noun occurs only
here in classical Greek, probably coined by A. amoplyw: 2.1.5n.
eis ToUTo . . . Bapudaipoviag: 2.1.1n. apxolv . . . toTwv: A. always
uses this periphrasis in place of apkei (2.3.3, 2.4.10, 4.3.6; cf. Thuc.
2.35.1). The argument that he should not have to find the true killer in
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order to prove his innocence recurs in 5.64-6. Tapéxovta uf
SiapBapiivai: apkéco in the sense of “is sufficient” can be constructed
with a nominative participle (here in the accusative after ote) or an
infinitive but rarely both. Translate “showing my purity and innocence
is not enough to save me from ruin.” kataBoxBels “be suspected,”
occurs in classical Greek only in this Tetralogy (2.2.3, 2.3.7) and in
Herodotus.

3 mayxéAemov: with elvai. For the allegation of inconsistency in
being shown to be both clever and foolish, cf. 5.43, Gorgias, Pal. 25
kaTnydépnoas 8¢ pou . . . o T évavTidTaTa, copiav kai paviav. s
8’ AAlBiov kTA.: the sense is clarified in the next sentence: by saying that
it is clear from my (previous) actions (i.e. my disputes with the victim)
that I did the deed, they take me for a fool. eikérepov fjv Tpoeildéra
.« «kal. . . BiakwAvew “it was more likely that I would foresee . . . and
would even prevent”; kafi is emphatic with SiakwAvew. The imperfects
(including &mwAAvunv and K13y later in the sentence) could also be taken
as contrary-to-fact without &v (Introd. 8 iii 2). For the reverse eikés-argu-
ment (being the likely suspect makes one more likely to avoid commit-
ting a crime), see Introd. 5. oloav . . . émPouAevovra: participles
in indirect discourse with verbs of perceiving or knowing. Almost all
editors change oUoav to ioboav in three places (2.2.3 bis, 2.2.6). This pro-
duces good sense, and ioUoav has the further advantage of allowing a
future sense (“foreseeing that this present suspicion would come on
me,” cf. 2.3.2 eis ToUTous &v 1§ UTroyia fikev); but odoav is unlikely to be a
scribal error in three separate places or a scribe’s conscious change. DC
defends oUoav but gives false parallels for eis with intransitive verbs. We
may keep oUoav by understanding eis with Umoyiav, as in expressions
like Umoyinv s éut Exers (Herod. 3.52). Translate “foreseeing the suspi-
cion which there now is against me.” avtév  “myself.”
tkovaofous . . . UTroylas éumeoeiv: when A. uses ékoucios/ axoucios with
nouns other than the subject, the force is often adverbial, as here:
“come under willing suspicion” = “willingly come under suspicion.”
Pavepds yevéuevos . . . AaBdv: the two alternatives are expressed by
conditional participles: either the crime provides clear evidence of his
guilt (this may imply being caught in the act; see M’s note), or he escapes
notice while committing the crime but is suspected anyway.

4 wh. . . pévov: with the infinitive not the participle: “being forced
notonly to.” £xo Bt oUBapds &AAws EAéyxew fi ¢€ v “I can prove my
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case by no other means than those by which . . .”, i.e. eikés-arguments.
Pnoi: in 2.1.5. ¢v épol “on my hands.” Bikalws: preferable to A’s
8’ eikéTaos; if there are other reasonable suspects, the defendant’s inno-
cence would be a matter of justice, not likelihood (2.4.5 is sometimes
cited to justify eikétews, but this is not an exact parallel). All modern
editors add &v before kaBapds, but see 1.25n. kaBapds “innocent”;
the usual meaning in the orators, though often in the Tetralogies (and
twice in Ant. 5) it has its literal sense “free from pollution.”

5—10 The proofs

5 olrol gaow: in 2.1.4. mAavdopevov: with the (unexpressed)
subject of BiagBupfivay, i.e. the victim; the addition of autév would
make the construction clearer. onueiov: 1.I0N. ON TEKUAPIOV.
EpOnoav mepidUoavres “(if they did not) strip it off in time.” Translation
of @84vw (“anticipate”) with a supplementary participle varies widely

with the context. poPnbévres: the aorist passive of some verbs regu-
larly has a middle sense (S 814-15). TolU képSous: genitive of
comparison with mpoTtiudvTes (S 1403).

6 amébavev: 1.21n. Tis of8e: the vague rhetorical question sug-
gests the implausibility of this scenario. TOUS o oo UN o oo
wootvras: uf indicates an indefinite expression (KG 11 2012, cf. S
2728a): “those who hated him no less than I.” TGS oUk eikds fv:

another rhetorical question, but virtually equivalent to a positive state-
ment. Since the eleven other instances of eikés (eikdTepov) fiv in A. have
no &v, we should follow the original scribe of 4 and omit it here. The
speaker adds a new twist to his reverse eikés-argument (2.2.3): not only
would he be less likely to kill the man but others would be more likely to
kill him, knowing that he was the prime suspect. oloa: 2.2.3n.

7 o 8t akohovbou: the defendant’s first two points — that the atten-
dant would be frightened and would be induced to identify him as the
killer — are plausible, especially in view of the long-standing hostility
between him and the victim. The absence of a basanos, however, proves
nothing. Tév kuplwv: if the victim was found by his relatives, they
would now be the slave’s masters. Aavaylyvwokdievov: common in
Herodotus but only here in Attic prose in the sense of “persuaded.” The
lexicographer Harpocration (second century Ap) reports, however, that
it was so used by Isaeus, so we cannot assume this sense is only Ionic.
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ol y&p &v “(otherwise) we would not.” 2.1.8n. tBacavifouev: obvi-
ously no interrogation was possible under the circumstances.

8 t& eikdTa: the speaker is not asserting the equal value of eikds-
arguments (see Introd. 5) but is showing that he can match the plaintiff’s
use of these arguments. Tavtév: adverbial: “similarly” (cf. Plato,
Phil. 37d); earlier editors change the text in various ways. Ty
aopé&Aerav ktA.: if he were planning to kill the man, he would take pre-
cautions not even (kai is intensive) to be present; i.e. he would enlist
someone else to carry out the crime. This is the first suggestion that the
defendant might have planned the murder but not committed it
himself. The planner of a homicide was treated just like the actual killer
(4.2.5n.). Toirrov: the slave, subject of yvovai. yvédvais sc. He.

9 The defendant exposes the weakness of the prosecution’s argu-
ment that murder posed less risk than the ypagn he faced (2.1.6-8).
s . . . 8i18&Ew: A. often begins a sentence with a long cs or 8ti clause
followed by the main verb: e.g. 2.3.6, 3.4.6, 5.8. €l uf Tapeppdvouv:
scarcely more than a rhetorical aside, but perhaps intended to remind
the reader that eikés-arguments presume rational behavior, which is not
always the case (especially in criminals). Tou 8¢ ocouaros kal Tis
méAews: i.e. he would not be executed or exiled, as he would if con-
victed of homicide (though a large fine might cause a person to go into
exile, as Aeschines did after losing the case “on the crown” to
Demosthenes). Aagbeis “left alive” (LS]J s.v. Aeinw B.1.3), a pleonasm
(1.20n.) after mepryevéuevos. K&v . . . ouAAéEas: conditional: “even
if T had to borrow.” tpavov: an interest-free loan from friends; later
an association of friends that lends money to its members. T&
foxatakak&: a common euphemism for death. kataAngbefs: kata-
AauBdvew in the legal sense of “convict” is found only in the Tetralogies
and inscriptions. amoBéve . . . fj puyddv: the defendant may con-
sider exile an alternative to the death penalty (Introd. 4); or he may have
in mind the possibility of going into exile before his second speech.
¢l Eevlass sc. yiis (LS] s.v. Eévios ILL1).

10 amoAveobai depends on Sikaios, which is considerably delayed
(hyperbaton). eikéToos pEv Svrtas Bt ph: even if I am the killer “in like-
lihood but not in fact.” The speaker argues that probability should not
take precedence over the facts. This argument and the responses to it
(2.3.8, 2.4.10) highlight the crucial theoretical issue of the validity of
eixés-arguments, which lies at the heart of this Tetralogy. Bikaids
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eill = Bikaidv éai ue; A. often prefers a personal construction for Sikaios,
though an impersonal construction is more common in Greek and
usually necessary in English. Auuvéunv must refer to his legal
defense in the ypagn, which was still in progress at the time; hence the
emendation to the imperfect (accepted by all modern editors).
Elsewhere (2.1.6, 4 passim) &uivw implies physical self-defense.
Tous aitlav éxovras amokTeivai: probably “those who had reason to kill”
(Mor) rather than “those accused of killing” (M, G), though DC may be
right to see both senses present.

11-13 Epilogue

11 Arespons: to the argument about pollution in 2.1.10. Tiis Te
agpoplas:  2.1.10M. Uu&s ... kavaotiivai: mild Ayperbaton.
TavTwY . . . Tuyxdvew: more extreme hyperbaton. Slikatof eioi:
2.2.101.

12 & Te: for single e, see 1.gn. & Te TGOV MpoElpyacuévwv: pre-
vious services to the city and its citizens are often mentioned in legal
defenses. Here A. provides a checklist of services, presenting the defen-
dant as one who had undertaken every possible service as often as pos-
sible; in a real case the speaker could supply the appropriate details.
eiopopai are special war-time taxes on the rich; a trierarch underwrites
the cost of equipping and maintaining a trireme for a year; a xopnyds
pays the expenses of training a chorus for a dramatic or choral per-
formance (for more on the xopnyds, see Ant. 6). These three services are
the most commonly mentioned “liturgies” (Amitoupyia, 5.77) or public
duties, the latter two of which were assigned to rich men in a regular
rotation. The two services listed after these are common private ways of
helping friends. TOAA&s . . . TOAA& . . . TOAAOUS . . . TOAAGOV: the
anaphora (repetition of the same word in successive clauses), combined
with peydhas (twice) and Aapmpdds, adds strong emphasis.
eiopopés: Thucydides (3.19.1) refers to an eiopopé being levied for the
first time in 428. If this means the first time ever, it may furnish a termi-
nus post quem for this work (see Sealey 1984: 77-80). ToAAG: adver-
bial. ToAAovs . . . tpavilovra “lend money to many men” (2.2.9n.
on épavov). Some editors change to moAAois, but the verb is too rare for
us to be certain of its construction (G 59 n.2). tyyUas “sureties”;1.e.
money deposited for someone else as a guarantee of his performance of
an obligation (cf. 5.17, Plato, 4p. 38b). Te . . . Te: many editors,
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ignoring the frequency of Te in the Tetralogies, read 8¢ . . . 8¢ because
there is support for the second &€ in one MS; but cf. 2.2.1n. on &v Te.
oU Bikalbuevov “not by litigation,” which could earn one the charge of
being a “sycophant” (Introd. 7). roBuTny “devoted to sacrifices.”
Together with véupov (“law-abiding”) it indicates observance of divine
and human customs and duties; cf. the pairing of doov and Sixaiov,
which occurs eight times in the Tetralogies (2.2.2, 2.4.12, 3.2.2, 3.2.12,
3.3.11, 3.4.10, 4.2.2, 4.2.9) and in 6.10. kaTtayvéTe “convict”; an
accusative with kataytyvdokew can indicate either the crime (as here) or
the person convicted.

13 Umd {dvos: i.e. by the victim while he was still alive. ayTtdv
. . . ToUtov: the victim (cf. 1.2n.). BonBoivTas: sarcastic: “those
who say they are helping him.” deeheiodar “derive profit from”

(w>@peréw). The common charge that the prosecution were seeking to
profit from the litigation is often vague about details (introduction to 5,
below), which here are admittedly passed over. It is unlikely that the
plaintiff would receive a direct share of the defendant’s confiscated
estate upon conviction, but there were other ways to benefit from a
prosecution (see further Introd. 7). ¢’ ols katnyopeite “(I would
reveal) the reason why you are prosecuting” (LS] s.v. émi B.IIL.2). The
sudden switch to the 2nd person produces a striking effect that some
editors remove by reading -eita. tmeikéotepov fi Sikaidtepov “more
for the sake of decency than justice.” The double comparative is
normal (S 1080). A law uf Aéyew xakéds TV TeBvedTa was attributed to
Solon (Dem. 20.104). mapfiow: (from mapinuy) paraleipsis (1.18n.)
here, as often, enables the speaker to imply considerably more than he
could legitimately say. Té@V peyloTwv kpital kal kupioi: even if no
longer true, these words would recall the ancient position of the
Areopagus (see Introd. 4). artuxlav recalls atuxéotatov (2.2.1).
owvemPBavras “enter upon together with,” a rare double compound
(Introd. 81ii4). mepudeiv “overlook,” “allow,” often with a participle,
as here (“overlook me being ruined” = “allow me to be ruined”).

2.3
1 Prologue

The prologue is minimal so the speaker can move straight to his counter-arguments.
1 aruxla: for the personification of abstracts, see Introd. 8 ii 2.
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mpototéuevos “by putting (it) in front of,” ie. “covering up.”
waplav the earliest occurrence of this rare equivalent of piacua; in A.
only in the Tetralogies. axkovatov regularly (and ékovoios occasion-
ally) has two terminations. With ouugopév it has an adverbial sense
(2.2.3n.): “an unwilling misfortune” = “a misfortune (the victim) unwill-
ingly received.” kaTtaoTtds: I.In. amehoynifn: the use of the
aorist passive of this verb for the aorist middle is rare (S 812b); in classi-
cal Greek it is confined to the Tetralogies (also 2.4.3, 3.3.2, 4.3.1).
meipacépeda ENéyxovtes: in the orators an infinitive usually follows
meip&opat; only Herodotus regularly uses a participle (cf. Plato, Theaet.
190e). All the proofs in this speech are indeed aimed at rebutting the
defendant’s arguments.

2-8 The proofs

2 elte y&p ktA.: lit. “for if those having killed them, seeing ahead of
time people approaching, leaving (the scene) had departed fleeing,” etc.
The accumulation of participles in this sentence is extraordinary, as
Dover notes (1950: 57, iie). 35 . . . tpaptuper: these words are often
deleted as a marginal gloss (cf. 2.1.9) mistakenly inserted into the text, but
there is a certain logic to it: “the servant, who was picked up breathing
and testified, they would have found still conscious” (i.e. since he was
found by us even later and was able to testify then, surely he would have
been conscious when they found him). ToUs épyacapévous fyyelhav:
the speaker does not make the stronger argument that these passers-by
would be known. KaKOUPYOUVTES: 2.1.41. yvwoB&ot: in purpose
clauses the optative is normal after asecondary tense, but the subjunctive
may be used in its place (S 2197). ToUTwv: the victims (toUtous = the
kakoupyor). tknpuooeto “would be reported.” The verb normally
designates an official proclamation, of the kind made by the basileus after
a homicide (see Introd. 4), but since we have no knowledge of an official
proclamation of a kakoUpynua, this may refer to an informal report.

3 of Te fiooov kiwduvetovTes: i.e. others who were less troubled by the
victim than the defendant. The argument responds to 2.2.6. TGV
.« . dvtewv: genitive of comparison with ua\Aov émeBovAevoav (“would
be more likely to plot”). Tous utv . . . Tois 8¢ “the latter (i.e. the
defendant) . . . the former.” The sentence displays a Thucydides-like
variation in clauses that begin with close parallelism. # Te &dikfas
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probably the wrong done them by the victim, which stirred their sense
of vengeance, rather than a crime they themselves had committed.
mpounBias is accepted by most editors; mpoBuuias can only be retained
by adding a negative to ikavs}, but this is paleographically more difficult.
& Te kivduvos: the danger of detection (and its consequences), echoing
the different danger expressed by kwSuvelovres above. Siapopds
“disagreement,” intentionally minimizing it; not “profit,” a meaning
for which LSJ (s.v. V) give only this passage. apkotoa fjv: 2.2.2n. It
goes with both kivBuvos and aioxivn, but agrees in number and gender
with the latter. T BupoUpevov Tijs yvauns “the spirited part of their
soul,” i.e. “their anger.” This use of a genitive with a neuter substantive
is characteristic of Thucydides (Rusten 1989: 22-3), where the same
phrase occurs in 7.68.1; cf. 2.59.3 T6 dpy1Léuevov Tiis yvcouns, Gorgias fr.
6 DK Té1 ppovinwt Tiis yvuns.

4 ¢ul: for the sense see LSJ s.v. B.IIL.2; cf. 2.2.13n. Bacavifovrai:
2.2.7n. It is often said that a slave could be freed for giving information
about a serious crime (5.34n.); there was probably not a law to this
effect, but it may have been common practice. oUYKpUTTTWO!
“conceal (something) in conspiracy with.” Baocavifovres “(only) if
we torture them.” The examples given are all of torture in a criminal
investigation (see Introd. 7).

5 oudt ufv: 2.1.4n.; the argument answers 2.2.8. avtédv: his
agents, the actual killers; the text is suspect, since no agent has been
mentioned, but proposals for emendation, such as exchanging avtév
and Tév TapévTwv, are unconvincing. flooov mpéoocew “would be
done less effectively”; the infinitive depends on éueAAe. ouBelg . . .
dotis . . . ok = “everyone”; the expression is treated as a single
pronoun and may be inflected (S 2534).

6 answers 2.2.9, where s ... 884w (2.2.9n.) also occurs.
alévais 2.1.5n0. 8cpev “let us assume,” the earliest use of a logical
expression that is common in Plato. mapaxBijvai: the object of
mapdyw, “bring before (the court),” can be a defendant, a witness or (as
here) a case (LSJ s.v. IIL.1.a). ¢melBetos in legal contexts meifw often
means “reach a settlement (out of court) with someone”; in many cases
money would be part of the “persuasion”; cf. 5.8on. oUk fjAmoe: the
force of ouis with the inf. (S 2691-2), as in English “he did not expect to
come” = “he expected not to come.” Ajoswv “he would not be
detected” (AavBave).
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7 The reverse eikés-argument (2.2.3, cf. 2.2.6) would ultimately lead
by a reductio ad absurdum to the conclusion that the least likely suspect was
most likely to be the murderer (because he would never be suspected),
even though he would have no motive atall. katadokeioBai: 2.2.2n.
€i y&p . . . oUBels y'&v: Thiel and DC argue that the MS text can be
retained if &v is added (oUBeis yap &v), but this produces a nearly inco-
herent sequence of thought. amootpéyai: most editors change this
to anotpéyai, but Thiel and DC cite Ant. fr. 58 DK moAAdxis 6 8i1a pécou
Xpdévos améoTpeye TOV voiv Tev Bednuatwv (cf. Xen. Eg. Mag. 1.12).
fiooov . . . éméBeto “would be less likely to attack.” The change from
MS ryeiTo to éméBeto is paleographically unlikely, and DC argues for
keeping the MS reading as being equivalent to émeBouAeto, but this
seems impossik’e; the alternative is to keep fiyeito and assume that
something dropped out.

8 ciopopal: 2.2.12n. evBapovias  “well-being” or (as here)
“prosperity”; the traditional translation “happiness” is misleading.
eikéTws utv avoolows 8é: a clear echo of 2.2.10, eikéTeos pEv dvteos B¢ pr.
pdokwv: in 2.2.10. elmep Eyévetro pavepdv kth.: i.e. if the facts are
evident (i.e. known), they take precedence over eikés-arguments (cf.
2.1.2, 2.4.8n.). Gorgias (Helen 11) makes a similar argument on the need
for 86€a in the absence of aAnbeia. amoktelvas . . . eln: periphrasis
with the aorist participle is rare (Gil 293); it suggests both “killed” and
“is the killer”; cf. 3.4.4. Aerts (1965) 32—3, defends the text against those
who would add 6 before the participle. ¢l papTUpwv “in the pres-
ence of witnesses”; the same point is made in 2.1.1. Thiel (followed by
DC) keeps MS umé (“attendant circumstances”), but the parallels he
cites concern actions “accompanied by” music, which is not the same;
for émi naptipwy, see Is. 7.29.

911 The epilogue

9 @avepdds: A. generally prefers pavepés in this construction, but the
similar expression in 4.3.6 (oUTw 8t @avepdds &k mavtds TpdTOU
ey xouevos) supports the MS reading here. pavepés (later corrected in
A) probably arose from a scribe conforming to A.’s usual practice.
¢k Tis aUTol amonoylas: because every point in his case has been turned
against him. EAeyxBels Bragbelpas “convicted of having killed him.”
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eis UnGs autous: the defendant’s pollution will fall on the jurors if they
acquit him, since he is guilty; cf. 2.1.3, where the speaker claims that he
himself would have the entire pollution if they convict an innocent
man. UfTE EK TGOV elkSTWV U TE EK TGV papTupoupévev: cf. 2.1.9, uéd
Te TGV ek TWV UTTS Te TV TAPAYEVOUEVOV. oUk EéoTv Tz the sugges-
tion that an acquittal in this case will set a precedent for the future is
common in forensic oratory, but the Athenian sense of precedentisnec-
essarily loose. Without judges, the jurors could not be compelled to
decide two identical cases in the same way, though we may probably
assume that there was a general consistency in their verdicts.

10 a8kws . . . yevioeTai: most editors move this sentence to follow
the next sentence (after autév), but as Thiel and DC note, the MS order
provides an acceptable sequence of thought. TpooTpéTaios,
&vBUios: both words are poetic; except for Aes. 2.158 (Tpootpémaios)
they occur in prose only in the Tetralogies, where they are common.
The first describes the unavenged victim as “turning to” someone for
vengeance, the second as “weighing on the conscience” of someone.
Dodds (1951: 37, 55 n.46) takes évBuuios as evidence of the “internalizing
of conscience” in the late fifth century, but it is not clear that the sense
of the word has changed much from its poetic uses. Taixvn. . .
pépovTa: accusative with yryvcdsokovtes. For gépovra = “lead” (intrans.)
see LS] s.v. A.VIL1. The personification is poetic; DC cites Aesch. Prom.
845 eis TauTov ENBV TGV Aol Adywv ixvos. The same expression
recurs in 2.4.10.

11 A rhetorical flourish at the end with considerable parisosis (1.5n.)
in the three imperatives at the beginning, but variation in the three units
that follow. For balance one would expect a verb after émtndevovras;
the reader has to supply kataotfioere from the preceding clause.
ayvevete: cited by Harpocration from’Avripév év tén B', indicating that
by the second century Ap this Tetralogy came second in a collection of
As speeches. tAdooous . . . mAelous: the implication is probably
that a conviction will deter other criminals and inspire other people to
attend to religious duties, though it could mean simply that there will be
one less criminal (the defendant) and one more dutiful citizen (himself).
amolveoBe: some editors change to the future, amwoAdoeoBe, but the
present is sometimes used with a future sense (KG 1138(b)) and A. seems
to be seeking variation here.
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2.4
14 Prologue

The defendant complains of being treated unfairly. The prologue shows considerable
rhetorical embellishment with parallelism and concentrations of participles.

1 'IBov “behold,” a dramatic expression otherwise absent from the
orators. s oUrtof paoiv: in 2.3.1. txcov “voluntarily.” He could
have chosen to go into exile at this point (4.4.1n.). SiaBoAiis
“accusation,” usually (as here) implying slander. moTedev 3¢ T
Uuetépar yvedount: flattery is common in all forensic oratory. THt. o &
aAnBefar @V . . . mpaxBévrev: lit. “the truth of what was done.” This
expression and variations of it commonly designate objective or factual
truth as opposed to conclusions drawn from arguments (references in
Wyse 1904: 222); it is particularly important in the Second Tetralogy
(3.2.3 etc.). A. wrote a work entitled 'AAffeia in two books. anoo-
TepoUuevos . . . undt. . . &vakAavoacdai “prevented from even lament-
ing”; undé is logically redundant, but see S 2739-40. amopdd: I.1n.

2 kawdrara . . . kakoupydrara: paromoiosis (Introd. 8 v 2). kawds
often suggests “new-fangled” (i.e. sophistic) and thus suspect (cf. Eur.
Medea 298 kawa cogd). Of course, accusing one’s opponents of
sophistry may also be a means of concealing one’s own clever argu-
mentation. Tiis &AnBols Umoylas “valid suspicion” (i.e. valid sus-
pects), referring to those the defendant has identified as likely (for A.’s
fondness for abstraction, see Introd. 8 ii 2). amoplav: with genitive
= “lack of knowledge about” (cf. Herod. 4.83). Tavavtia: 1.2n.
mpootétaktai: the duty to prosecute the killer of a close relative was
implicit in Athenian law, but no specific legal sanction was prescribed
for someone who did not do so.

3 mpoofikev: the imperfect implies that his obligation, only to refute
the direct evidence against him (i.e. the attendant’s statement), is not
fulfilled (S 1905, KG 1204—-6); in this case he is not allowed to fulfill itand
thus he must take on the additional task (wepiepyacTéov) of identifying
the true killer. unvutis . . . EAeykTp “informant (cf. 5.34n.) . ..
convicter”; nouns with eipi are used instead of a more normal construc-
tion (such as ou xpn + infinitive); éAeyktrip (only here in Greek) was prob-
ably coined by A. for this passage. amoAudpevov . . . Tiis Uoylas:
hyperbaton.
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4 it ue BiaB&Aovow: i.e. the misfortune that he happens to be the
likely suspect is the main support for their accusation. ueTaoTiva:
intransitive, though he is clearly asking the jurors to make the change.

¢4-10 The proofs

The defendant gives a final response to most of the arguments previously raised and
adds one new point, an alibi (4.8).

4 gaof: in 2.3.2. oUdéva vtwa ouk: 2.3.5n. capds . . .
ayyeihaiz both words are used in 2.3.2. muBbuevov can take an
accusative of either the person questioned or, as here, the person about
whom an inquiry is made.

5 &omalpovor “quivering,” a poetic word, also in Herodotus.
wepl Tis wuxiis kwduveloan “risk his life” (cf. Thuc. 8.50.5); in A. yuxn
should generally be translated “life” or “spirit,” since it does not nor-
mally have the characteristics we associate with “soul” (but cf. 4.1.7).
ToUTwV . . . SpacdvTwv kTA.: to this point the argument seems valid:
many, if not most, passers-by would probably run off in such circum-
stances (even today). But these hypothetical passers-by, who were
created to explain why the “likely” murderers did not steal the victim’s
cloak, are now spoken of as actual persons, who “preferred to do what
was likely” (also 2.4.6 TouTwv TéV kakoUpywv), as are the hypothetical
muggers, whom it would no longer be reasonable to acquit. The argu-
ment is still valid as a response to the plaintiff, who was responding to
the defendant, who in turn was responding to the plaintiff’s argument
that the man was probably not murdered for his cloak (2.1.4); but the
defendant essentially turns likelihood into fact. u&AAov &: several
editors (B, G, DC) suggest emending, but no change is needed. ol
uév: the alleged footpads.

6 tknpuooovro: 2.3.2n. Tis oldev: cf. 2.2.6. agavois: for
some sophists (Gorgias, Helen 13, Protagoras in some interpretations of
the Theaetetus) the work of logos was to discern or bring out the truth of
things that were “non-evident,” and A. sometimes (e.g. 2.3.8) uses
@avepds with nearly the sense of “true.” Here the implication is that
since nothing is known about a possible report, it is excluded from
consideration. If this work is intended to teach others forensic strategy,
this point may be a warning that one should do a thorough investigation
so that one can support one’s arguments (the plaintiff had argued in
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2.3.2 that if other crimes had been committed at the time, they would
have been reported). oudt . . . &moTov “it is not implausible”
(litotes).

7 mototépav . . . fj Tév éAevBépcov misleadingly suggests that testi-
mony from free persons supports his case. &riotvran: although
several speeches survive from suits for false witnesses (5ikn yeuSopap-
Tupidv), we know very little about the procedure (Dem. 45, 46; see Todd
1990a: 36-8). Someone convicted three times of yeuSouaptupia lost his
civic rights (&Tip&obai), which included of course the right to be a
witness. Since this punishment would be meaningless for a slave (who
had no civic rights), torture could be seen as an equivalent “confirma-
tion” (EAeyxos) of his testimony. Tls EAeyxos Eotau: the question is
rhetorical, sincc there obviously can be no confirmation now that the
slave is dead; but the general point of axwduves kTA. is valid: since he
was testifying withoutrisk, he could be persuaded to testify as his master
wished. akiwdiveos Te oUTds ye: many editors seek greater parallel-
ism by emending, usually to axiv8ivews 8t outds Te balancing éyco Te. But
A. sometimes uses Te . . . Te to join dissimilar expressions (e.g. 2.2.3,
2.3.1). tmabev . . . meoBels: mdoxw with a complementary partici-
ple (lit. “have the experience of being persuaded”) is apparently unpar-
alleled (LSJ IIT.4). uh motéds “not credibly.”

8 The defendant’s alibi is strengthened by the inclusion of a notable
detail (tois AumroAeioss). The delayed mention of this alibi might seem a
ploy to prevent the plaintiff from responding, but the arguments in a
homicide case would be known from the pre-trial hearings (Dorjahn
1935) and the introduction of a challenge to basanos during a trial would
be unusual, to say the least (cf. Aes. 2.126; Thiir 1977: 99-102). A. prob-
ably saves the alibi till the end so as not to render the earlier eixés-argu-
ments meaningless; the brevity of the discussion of the alibi may
indicate that it requires less skill (and thus less training) than the eixds-
arguments. The alibi only refutes the charge that the defendant was the
actual killer, but he could still have planned the crime; hence the further
argument on motive (2.4.9). gaoiv: in 2.3.5. oUK £K TGV eikOTwY
&M\’ Epywn implies that an alibi provides direct evidence of a different
sort from (and more valid than) the eikés-arguments. émboot . . .
Bacavioai: a typical challenge (see Introd. 7); mapadideo is the regular
verb for offering one’s slaves. kal ¢&v uh pavéd “if it becomes clear
that I did not”; uq negates kaBeidcwv, but not é€eA8cov. Tou: most
editors change to woi, which is regular with verbs of motion; but there
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are parallels for mou (DC cites Xen. Hell. 7.1.25 émou BouknBeiev £EeABeiv;
cf. LS] s.v 11 ad fin.) and we should be careful about regularizing A.’s
Greek. Tois . . . Aumolefois: an annual festival in honor of Zeus
Polieus in the month Skirophorion (roughly June). As “the most pecu-
liar of Attic festivals” (Parke 1977: 162) it would be good for confirming
an alibi (cf. Bremmer 1994: 41-3 for discussion of the Dipoleia and the-
ories of Greek sacrifice).

9 gaocw: in 2.3.8. vewTepilew “innovate,” often with the
implication “make revolution.” Aldus’ conjecture is accepted by almost
all editors; the rare verb étaipifetv makes no sense in the context. One
murder, of course, is not a revolution, and the general rule that the poor
make revolution while the rich prefer stability is not directly relevant to
this case (and has nothing to do with the prosecution’s argument that
the murder was committed to protect the defendant’s wealth from a
ruinous lawsuit); but the argument is relevant in suggesting that “street
crime” is normally the work of low-class common criminals, not rich
citizens. oupgéper “itis advantageous”; in this sense the participle is
more common, esp. Té cuupépov, “advantage,” (e.g. 5.50), a key term in
Thucydides. emidogos . . . tomi “is expected” (with Suompayia, “ill
fortune”), usually used of persons in the sense “expects” (e.g. 2.1.5).
Tois 8's sC. ounépet. kablotavrai: 1.1n.

10 summarizes the defendant’s case: the eikés-arguments have been
shown to favor him, the slave’s testimony is unreliable and unconfirmed,
and the evidence is on his side. oUk eikdTws AN’ dvtws: cf. 2.2.10,
2.3.8. &AAa: some explain this as “otherwise” or “other than the
direct evidence,” but no sense really fits the context and translations
usually read as if it were missing. It might be best to delete the word, but
itis not easy to explain how it entered the text; perhaps some elaboration
of the eikéta has dropped out leaving only this remnant. Tpds Euol
“onmy side”; cf. 3.2.2. Tekufipia “evidence” (1.10n.), probably refer-
ring specifically to the evidence of the alibi and the challenge to basanos.
&, ou Todtou “in my favor, not his (the plaintiff’s).” Té& Te Txvn:
2.3.10N. U’ avtédv: with amolvouévous (cf. 2.4.9), not amodédetan,
as one might expect. The word order seems almost designed to confuse.

10-12 The epilogue

olK. . .oUkEoTwv ¢§ v “itis not the case that. . . there is no means by
which” (S 2760); for the argument see 2.3.9. EAeyx8& “I am proven
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(guilty).” éAéyxew does not strictly mean “convict,” but it derives this
sense from the context here (as does the preceding éAeyx8ficovrai); B
and others unnecessarily change éAeyx8é to kataAngbc. apkoivoas
2.2.2n.

11 kabapds “innocent” (2.2.4n.). The preceding kaBapoi, however,
probably means “pure” and refers to their claims to be free from pollu-
tion. Umtp épavtol: most editors add uév to balance umép 8¢ or write
UTép Te . . . UTép Te, but although antithesis is common in A., his style
shows great variety and we must not impose a false consistency on it (G
adds uév to the text of A. four times!). ¢mokATTW: sc. Uuds; for the
sense, see I.IN. avapyviiokwy . . . Tapawd “reminding ... I
advise you,” i.e. “I advise you to remember.” Towfjv: 2.1.3n.
Tév avalrtiov. . . altiov: cf. 2.1.2, 2.2.11. katalaBévras: 2.2.9n.

12 For the warning about later regrets, see 5.71 (uf) obv UoTepov ToUTo
YV@TE), 5.91, 5.04. 6olws kal Sikaiws: 2.2.12n. on @ihobuTnv.
aviatos: only here in an active sense “providing no cure,” elsewhere
“incurable”; cf. Gorgias, Pal. 44 ueravoricac: 8t aviata.

3. Second Tetralogy

)

Background. Some young men were practicing javelin-throwing, appar-
ently in the presence of trainers (3.3.6), when a boy ran out on the field
to pick up the javelins; he was accidentally struck and killed by one of
them. The youth who threw the unfortunate javelin is now charged with
unintentional homicide, which is tried at the Palladion; the penalty was
a limited period of exile (Introd. 4). This is not a case of “lawful homi-
cide” (which would be tried at the Delphinion), for the provision that
absolved someone who killed while “competing in an athletic contest”
(AP 57.3), probably envisioned an accidental death in a boxing match
rather than an accidental death during a practice session (Gagarin
1978a: 116 n.24).

Plutarch (Per. 36.3) reports that after a competitor was killed in a
similar situation, Pericles and Protagoras spent an entire day discussing
whether the javelin or the thrower or the organizers of the contest
(&ywvobéras) were responsible for his death kata T6v 6p8dtaTtov Adyov.
Speculation on ‘the influence of Protagoras on A. (or vice versa) is
futile. Whether or not an actual incident gave rise to these (and other)
discussions, the story indicates that the causes of and responsibility for
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accidental events occupied the attention of many intellectuals at this
time.

Arguments. In contrast to the First Tetralogy, the facts of this case, which
the plaintiff states succinctly, are not in dispute. Thus the plaintiff (the
dead boy’s father) presents no argument at first, and the main argument
is presented in the defendant’s first speech and is then debated in the
two litigants’ second speeches. The defendant (the accused youth’s
father) argues that his son is not responsible for the boy’s death since he
did nothing wrong; rather the boy is responsible for his own death (and
in a sense “killed himself”) since he committed an error by running out
on the throwing field when he should not have. The argument rests on
an assessment of each person’s behavior by comparison with the behav-
ior of others in the same situation: the youth did the same thing as the
other youths who were throwing javelins, but the boy behaved differ-
ently from the other bystanders (who did not run out on the field). The
plaintiff’s response is that even if the boy shares some of the blame, the
youth cannot be entirely exculpated, and since the boy is now dead, the
youth should be penalized at least for his share of the blame.

Assessment. The basic issue is the legal and moral responsibility for an act
of which a person is (to use modern terms) a necessary but not a suffi-
cient agent. The argument that the thrower bears no responsibility,
since he did nothing wrong, poses the sharpest possible contrast with
the plaintiff’s traditional assumption that anyone who played a part in
causing the death is guilty at least of unintentional homicide. Athenian
law almost certainly did not lay down precise guidelines for such situa-
tions, and it is unclear what conclusions jurors would normally reach in
such a case. Some of the same issues are relevant to Ant. 6.

The defendant’s arguments are constructed around three basic
antitheses: the youth vs. the boy, the youth vs. the other throwers, and
the boy vs. the other bystanders. The antithetical style and analytic
content of these arguments are in sharp contrast to the brief statement
of facts in the plaintiff’s first speech. A. acknowledges that the audience
may find the defendant’s arguments overly subtle, but his purpose, pre-
sumably, is to lead even those who do not accept the defendant’s conclu-
sions to a more sophisticated understanding of the issues.

By setting the issue in terms of “error” (auaptnua, 1.27n.) and by
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comparing the two parties’ actions to those of others at the scene, A.
comes close to a modern concept of “negligence” in terms of a “rea-
sonable man” standard of behavior. The discussion of cause and effect,
intention, and responsibility is, to be sure, less sophisticated than we
find later in Aristotle (see esp. Nic. Ethics 3.1 5), but A. has progressed
well beyond the traditional views of epic and drama, where many
agents, human or divine, may be blamed for an act and all seem to be
fully responsible. A.’s analysis presumably reflects in part the sophists’
discussions of the issue; he may also have been stimulated by discussion
in the law courts.

Outline. The first speech is a simple statement of the facts and a plea for
justice; its brev 'ty reinforces the impression that this conclusion is prima
Jfacie so obvious that no response is expected. The defendant accepts
these facts but argues that all the fault belongs to the victim himself; the
youth did everything properly and committed no error; he thus
deserves acquittal. A novel, and puzzling, argument is then added
(3.2.9), that the “law against unjust and just homicide” acquits the
youth. The plaintiff, in addition to the stock arguments of pity for the
victim and regard for pollution, responds with statements of incredul-
ity (to say that the boy killed himself is absurd!) and argues that the boy
has already been punished for any error he may have committed,
whereas the youth’s error, however slight, remains unpunished. The
defendant’s final speech contains some interesting reflections on truth
and forensic rhetoric and then repeats many of the arguments from his
first speech.

3.1
This brief speech includes a prologue (1), narrative (1) and epilogue (2), but no
argument.

I Tauiv Spohoyolpeva . . . t&v B3¢ Ti dugroPnthowov fi: the changein
construction reflects a “different degree of reality of the two poles of
the situation” (Zuntz 1939: 126). kaTtakékpitat “are decided,” with
the prefix kata- implying a guilty verdict. TSV yngoauévev “those
who voted” referring to those in the past who have voted for laws (or
decrees) in the Assembly, which was open to all Athenian citizens. Many
(M, G, Mor) take the aorist middle as a passive (cf. 2.2.5n. on poPn8évTes)
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and translate “decrees,” but there is no parallel for this use of yneic.
DC takes these voters to be the jurors, but this would destroy the point
of the contrast with disputed cases (which are also decided by jurors).
mohitelas “government,” though the Greek term is broader than the
English and includes all aspects of civic life. & &vBpes ToATTat: not
found elsewhere in extant orations, but see Athenaeus 550f. (cf. Aesch.
Ag. 855). & yap mais . . . &méBavev: a succinct statement of all the
relevant facts; as Zuntz notes (1939: 122—3), this is the sole instance in
this Tetralogy of Aé€is eipouévn (“strung-out” style), as opposed to Aégig
kateotpappévn “wrapped up” or periodic style (Arist. Rhet. 3.9.1-3,
1409a24-b8). mais (1.30n.) and uepaxiov (“youth,” implying an age of
about 15—-21) are consistently used of the victim and the thrower respec-
tively. &xovra: the plaintiff decided whether the charge should be
intentional or unintentional homicide; the latter was tried at the
Palladion (Introd. 4). The style now returns to being antithetical.

2 ouk éAdoow Tol ékévTos &kwv THV ouppopav kaTtéornoe “the mis-
fortune he unintentionally caused is no less than if he had acted inten-
tionally.” In early societies compensation or punishment is often
required of someone who causes damage, regardless of intent (though
intent may be important in other respects). TENBE. . . Tpooébnkev:
The sentence is deleted as “maladroite” by G, as inconsistent with other
uses of ¢évBuuos by DC, but the death can weigh on the living if they do
not punish the killer (cf. 2.3.10). Itis characteristic of this speaker to use
a “polar expression” (joining one expression with its opposite) for
emphasis, even where unnecessary or inappropriate; cf. §.1.1 éxévta pév
oUK . . . &kovTa 8¢, 3.3.1 épycl kai ou Adywr. His point is that the death
weighs heavily on him, the living. évBluiov: 2.3.10n. vuds 3¢
ktA.: for the succession of circumstantial participles (here with the
infinitive wepiop&v), cf. 2.1.5n. on ¢k maAaiol kTA. v 6 vbpos elpyet:
Athenian law designated specific places as off limits to those formally
accused of homicide (Introd. 4); see Dem. 20.158.

3.2
1—2 The prologue

The prologue is essentially a captatio benevolentiae (Introd. 6) with many
commonplaces: the speaker is normally a quiet, simple, non-litigious man, who is
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Jorced to appear in court and to employ unfamiliar subtleties in proving his son’s
innocence.

1 xpeiat “need” (also in 3.3.1), but “use,” “benefit,” in 3.3.4 and
“relationship” in 5.63; the plural of abstract nouns is often used in
Greek where we would use a singular (Gil 42). ampéypovas . . .
fouxlous: both words designate those who avoid the courts; this is com-
monly said to be a virtue (Dover 1974: 188-90), but in the funeral
oration (Thuc. 2.40.2) Pericles is critical of those who take no part in
public life. eis @ydvas: 1.2n.; its position is a notable Ayperbaton that
(like much of the rest of the speech) suggests a considerably more
sophisticated intellect than the speaker claims. Most editors (not DC)
supply kataotiivai (cf. 4.1.1), but A., who often varies the construction,
uses BiaCovrai first absolutely (cf. Thuc. 7.69.4) and then with infini-
tives. Aéyew kal 8pav: cf. 3.3.1n. €i uf) oAU ye éyevouar “unless I
am greatly mistaken,” apparently just a casual expression, but it sug-
gests that the reader may well be correct to suspect a degree of con-
scious irony in these protestations. akpiBeav  “the precise
meaning” of the events; cf. 3.2.2 / 86Ea TV MpaxBévTwy . . . { aAibea
(trév mpaxBévTeov). Both litigants know exactly what happened but they
dispute precisely what it means. In 1.13 thetspeaker seeks tév
mpaxBévtwy THY cagrveiav; clarity is more appropriate for a speech
delivered orally, precision for a speech meant to be read (cf. O’Sullivan
1992: esp. 42-7, 137-8). amopwtépws “perplexed” (1.m.).
tpunvedoar “interpret”; cf. Plato, Laws go7d Aéyos ... tév vépwv
tpunvevs. In interpreting the events correctly the speaker conveys their
true meaning to the jurors. For the two stages of difficulty, under-
standing and communicating to others, cf. the argument in Gorgias’ On
Not-Being (DK 3), that if anything exists one could not know it, and if
one could know it one could not communicate it to others.

2 pf SiaktA. “do not, because of the aforementioned circumstances,
judge my defense by appearance rather than truth.” Most editors
unnecessarily add a negative qualification such as duoxepcds (“with ill
favor™). Ta&s Tpoeipnuévas Tuxas: either the plaintiff’s misfortunes
(G) or (more likely) those just mentioned by the speaker (M). 36Emt
.« . GAnBefan: this common opposition (Gorgias, Pal. 24 tavavtia thv
ahnBeiav Tiis 36¢ns) takes on great importance in this Tetralogy, where
the facts are clear but their “truth” (i.e. true or correct interpretation) is
in dispute (e.g. 3.2.3, 3.4.1-2). wpéds “in favor of” (2.4.10m.).
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Aéyew . . . mpacoévtewv: the defendant constantly manipulates the
opposition of Adyos and £pyov (3.3.1n.), here linking words with appear-
ance but later arguing that the truth is to be determined from their
speeches (3.4.2). Sikata kal Soia: 2.2.12n.

39 The proofs

A single, complex argument forms the essence of the case (3 8); a new argument in
9 adds little.

3 TOydpueapdkiov ktA.: the defendant restates the facts of 3.1.1 more
precisely and, he claims, more truthfully. oux UBpe1 oUbt &koAaoiar:
a key argument for the defendant is to contrast behavior that would
make the youth guilty (if he had acted so) with his actual behavior. UBpis
(“arrogance”) would indicate an intentional killing, &kohaoia (“lack of
control”) an unintentional killing in which one is at fault. EBake pév:
there is no need to alter the text (B and others read éBale ptv ovdéva).
#Baie means both “throw” and “hit,” but here it must designate only the
former: the youth admittedly threw the javelin but (he claims) did not
kill. TV &AfBeiav G étpagev: the truth of the events, in contrast to
their appearance (2.4.1n.); although words are needed to express this
truth (3.4.1 2), it is grounded in the actual events and is not simply a
product of words (3.2.4n.). &Aov . . . auaptédvros: the boy’s
action is several times put in a genitive absolute (3.2.4, 3.2.5) to reinforce
the impression that his erroncous behavior exists apart from the youth’s
actions. For auapréve, sec 3.2.5n. eis akovolous aitlas: 2.2.3n.

4 eiutv. . .70 8é: the hypothetical case of a throw that goes astray,
which would be the youth’s fault, is contrasted with the actual events in
which he did nothing wrong. The sentence shows how antithesis can be
“an effective means of isolating and therefore clarifying concepts”
(Finley 1967: 70). The contrast between the actual situation and its
hypothetical opposite is the essential feature of antithesis in
Hermogenes’ discussion (Inv. 4.2, p. 173 Rabe). TGV Spwv Tiis
avTol mopelas “the boundaries of its (proper) course.” OUBElg . . .
Aéyos: although the facts may give rise to several different logoz, they
also put limits on these logoi; had the facts been otherwise, the defen-
dant’s logos would necessarily be different. &v is usually supplied in the
apodosis of this contrary-to-fact condition, but A. has several other
examples of this construction without &v (Introd. 8 iii 2, 1.25n.).
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Tol 8¢ maidds ktA.: for the genitive absolute, see 3.2.3n. <é uiv
ékwAUBn>: something like this must be restored to the text; cf. 3.2.7,
3.3.6. ToU okomol “his goal,” i.e. a long throw within the playing
field, but not an actual “target.” The Greeks competed for length, not
precise accuracy, in the javelin throw. mpoaéBalev: a pun (“he has
hit us with the blame”); one of the few frivolous touches in the defen-
dant’s argument.

5 TAV. . . &peoTdTwY: just as the correctness of the youth’s actions
is confirmed by his conformity to the actions of others in his position
(neTa TV HAikwv, 3.2.3; cf. 3.2.7), the boy’s error is shown by the differ-
ence between his behavior and that of the other bystanders, who acted

correctly and therefore were not hit. elmep totaos kTA. “if it is clear
that he was no* hitstandingstill, but. . .” Ineffect, un negates éotcss; the
word order is very compressed. Si& Thv auToU dpapTiav: the defen-

dant has argued that his son did exactly as he intended and as was
proper, whereas the boy acted improperly and in error; the next step is
more difficult: the boy is therefore aitios for his own death and is in fact
his own killer (3.2.6-8).

6 Uuiv: a loose dative of reference (“as you see”), deleted by some
editors. tx Tis auaptias: the rather vague &Aou & eis autov
apaptévtos (3.2.3) has been clarified in the intervening sections: the
error occurred on account of the boy’s running-under (Bi& 3¢ Thv
utrodpourjv), which was intentional (ékoucicos . .. umeA8cv). A. now
explains why the apaprtia is the decisive factor in assigning blame for
death. tAeyxBein: for the omission of &v with the potential optative
see 1.25n0. of Te y&p ktA. “those who commit a auaptia in what they
intend to do are agents of unintentional acts; and those who do or suffer
unintentionally [as the boy acted and suffered] are responsible for their
suffering.” The generalization whoever made the mistake is to blame
for the consequences — will lead to the conclusion that in this case the
boy (3.2.8), not the youth (3.2.7), erred and is thus responsible. This
interpretation requires that we read axovoiov in the second half of the
sentence (so Th). If ékovoiov is kept, the second half cannot be meant to
imply an element of intentin the boy’s action (so G, DC), since the point
of the argument throughout is responsibility for an unintentional act; it
must therefore be understood as a general analogy with no specific
reference to this case (“just as those who act intentionally”; so M, Mor).
But this would remove the crucial point that the boy’s auaptia makes
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him aitios, and would render maoxovtes meaningless (Th deletes
maoxovtes). Tom Cole suggests reading kai waoxovtes, which would
make a reference to the boy more precise, since the youth also might be
said to have suffered axovoiov in not hitting his target; but this would
make the youth aftiov only for his own suffering not for the boy’s death.
71 8p&oai: redundant, as Jebb notes (1888: 205); perhaps suggested by
the word/deed antithesis.

7 The youth’s innocence is further emphasized by three antitheses,
each in the form o¥te. . . &AAG, contrasting his actual behavior with the
hypothetical actions that would have made him aitios. The third is
expanded for emphasis and includes a further antithesis between doing
and suffering (already in 3.2.6); the whole sentence then forms part of a
larger antithesis with 3.2.8 describing the boy’s error.

8 kaipol: cf. 3.3.6; some editors (G, DC) keep the MS reading
Xxcpov, but it would be hard to mistake the place where he should go to
pick up the javelins, but easy to mistake the right moment for doing so,
when the throwers had stopped. mepiémecev “he fell into” (mis-
fortune); there is a play on the literal sense, “fall on” a weapon, cf. 3.3.6.
axovoiws 8t auaptdv: the emphasis on the boy’s unintentional mistake
here supports the reading akodoiov in 3.2.6. kéxpntai: 1.8n.
Tis . . . GuapTias: genitive of the crime (so to speak): “he has punished
himself for his mistake.” ouvndouévewv . . . oulumoupéveov: the
Gorgianic effect of parisosis and paromotosis (Introd. 8 v 2) in the four par-
ticiples sounds an almost mocking tone, particularly in conjunction
with the conclusion that the boy’s death was just punishment (8ikn).
1o épyov: all modern editors add e to balance t6 e mabos, but single e
is not unknown in A. (1.9n.). m&bos . . . Bpdoavra: a clear allusion
to the proverb 8pdcavrta mabeiv (Aesch. Ch. 313).

9 6véuos kTA.: since the speaker does not pretend to quote the text of
a specific law, and since a statute prohibiting lawful homicide would be
self-contradictory (Introd. 7; see Gagarin 1978b), it is best to under-
stand vépos as law or homicide law in general (i.e. fus not lex). The
speaker clearly equates “just” and “unjust” with “unintentional” and
“intentional” homicide, both of which were punishable in Athens
(Introd. 4), and the plaintiff later (3.3.7) paraphrases it as “the law states
that killers should be punished.” The defendant introduces this véuos
under the pretense that the prosecution have already introduced it (sim-
ilarly in 4.2.8); he further pretends that both parts are relevant, though
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obviously the prohibition of unjust (= intentional) homicide is of no
concern in this case. The form of argument is similar to Gorgias’ argu-
ment in On Not-Being (DK g): he proves that “nothing exists” by proving
first that not-being does not exist, second that being does not exist, and
finally that therefore both do not exist. Only the second part of the
argument is important. The style here is as artificial as the argument:
motevwv is widely separated from the main verb (hyperbaton) and
eipyovTt is then awkwardly made to agree with the relative c rather
than véuos; see further Introd. 8 vii. For i motedewv . . . ue Sicoke, cf.
5.34. &1 moTedewv: this construction (relative pronoun and the par-
ticiple of moTevw) occurs also in 5.4, 5.52; otherwise in the orators only
in Is. 1.3, 1.42. Umd uév . . . Ud dé: both express agent, but the
second is not constructed with UoAUetai, as one might expect from the
apparent parallelism.

10-12 The epilogue

10 &moludpevos . . . dikatoi: the change from singular to plural is

not uncommon (3.3.9, 5.10 11, etc.). For 3ikaior . . . éouev, see 2.2.10n.
(also in g.2.11). umé e . . . U6 Te: cf. 2.1.9. Tis aAnBelas Tév
mpaxBévrwv: 3.2.3n. TéV émTndevndtwy “our ordinary way of

life,” suggesting both the unexceptional nature of the youth’s actions
and the importance that well-off Athenians accorded to regular ath-
letic training. oUtos: the youth. TeloeTal: maoxw. u&AAov
utv oudév: the idea (rather too subtle for a real speech) is that although
the father is obviously not to blame for anything, he is no more innocent
than his son (who is thus completely innocent). enl “because of”
(LSJ s.v. B.ITL1). Siapbopén: “destruction” normally implies death
(though the penalty would be exile); the exaggeration is probably inten-
tional.

11 The antithetical pairs (father and son, conviction and acquittal,
victim and defendant) become more symmetrical as the speech draws to
a close, but the symmetry is broken by a touch of emotional coloring
(xai abAiou). 8. . . amobavcv: the boy. ouugépew in this sense
(“bear with,” LSJ s.v. A.I.4) is found primarily in tragedy (cf. Xen. Gyr.
4.3.13); A. seeks a tragic effect, while echoing cupgopais.

12 evoéBelav . . . Bikaov. . . éofws . . . dikaiws: the conjunction of
religious and legal concerns is repeated for good measure.
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33
1—4 The prologue

After some ad hominem remarks the speaker laments his initial complacency,
which led him to waste his first speech and effectively gave the defendant two speeches
Jfor his one, and warns against the danger that clever words can distort events.

1 The plaintiff echoes the defendant’s opening words (3.2.1).
kal Aéyew kal Bpav . . . Epywikal ou Adycwr: like the defendant (3.2.1) the
plaintiff adds 8pav to Aéyew for balance, though neither does anything
but speak; but the collocation suggests that words are a kind of action.
The suggestion is emphatically reaffirmed in the claim that the defen-
dant revealed his situation “in reality not in speech” (where the polar ou
Aéyer is added for emphasis). These phrases prepare for the speaker’s
remarks about words and deeds in $.3.3; they also suggest a more
complex interaction between Adyos and épyov that is given full expres-
sion only in Thucydides, whose complex manipulation of these termsis
well elucidated by Parry (1981) (contrast Denniston 1952: 13,
“[Thucydides] drags in the Aéyos/Epyov contrast in season and out”).

2 xpcuevos: 1.8n. ouk &v UméAaBov Toitov avtemeiv: in Greek,
as in English, “I would not have imagined he would respond” = “I imag-
ined he would not respond.” avtl duoiv Aé€as: Maetzner’s sugges-
tion would give the same sense as Reiske’s but is palaeographically more
difficult, since fi Aé€as is an unlikely gloss. The speaker makes much of
the disparity, although the defendant’s two speeches together are only
about a third longer than his. OUK &V TPoEiXe . « . wou “he would not
have the advantage over me.” amoloynBeis: 2.3.1n.

3 tv ols émpacoe: again, the deed is verbal (cf. 3.3.1n.). TOUTWV:
the advantage he has in words; a genitive of comparison with woA-
AamAdoia. ouxvéds: a rare adverbial form, probably meaning
“completely” (with amodéxeoBai) rather than “often” (with Seitan).
8phoas . . . mabBdv: 3.2.8n. BewdTepa ToUTwv: 1.e. the miseries he
suffers by his son’s being accused of killing himself are worse than those
he suffered because of his son’s death. Epyw! kal ol Adywi: 3.3.1.
eis TOV UuéTepov EAeov kaTameevys: the defendant’s words in 3.2.2.
Biayvdouoves “judges,” “discriminators,” a very rare word; only here
before the fifth century Ap. Epya avep& “where the facts are clear,”
a very loose accusative of respect. Some editors add a preposition
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(mapd or mpds), perhaps correctly. Others delete épya pavepd as unnec-
essary, but the words are important: the plaintiff reiterates his reliance
on the evident facts (as stated in 3.1.1) in contrast to the defendant’s
overly subtle arguments (Tovnpas Adywv akpiBeias). The defendant’s
response is that although the facts may appear evident at first glance,
logoi show that their interpretation is not so evident; see further 3.3.7 (ov
yap apavis aAAa kai Aiav pavepds éuorye altol 6 8avaTos é0Tv), 3.4.2-3.
There are many references to what is evident and not evident in Ant. 5
(5-23, 5.25, etc.). akpifelas:  3.2.1n. v  aMjbaav  TéV
mpaxBévtwv: echoing the defendant (3.2.3n.).

4 Nutv. . .18 akpifeia. . . aAibeia. For the “double comparative”
see 2.2.13N. ouykertai implies written composition (e.g. Thuc. 1.22
kTfua & aiel . . . Evykatal) and suggests that subtlety is characteristic of
written arguments. Aexbfioerau: future in reference to the argu-
ment that follows. utepopd “overlook,” “disdain”; but the plaintiff
responds to the defendant point for point. uh ou udvov “lest I not
only.” xpelas: 3.2.1n.; the Greeks took for granted that old age was
miserable without the assistance of one’s children. avBévtnv
generally means “killer,” but since it is used only of the boy in this
Tetralogy, it is probably meant to suggest “sui¢ide” (cf. 5.11, Gernet

1955: 29-38).

5-10 The proofs

The main argument is that the youth cannot be entirely free of blame since he clearly
had a role in the boy’s death; even if the boy did make a mistake, the youth should be
punished for his share of the act.

5 eis ToUto . . . fikeiz 2.1.1n.; the same expression in 4.3.6. oV
uEv . . . tdv 8é: the second half of the antithesis is substantially longer
than the first; this breaks the symmetry and raises the level of pathos. As
Zuntz notes (1939: 126), “A subject regarded through the distorting
medium of mwabos would not be adequately reproduced in a well bal-
anced and symmetrical sentence”; cf. g.2.11n. BaAdvra: 3.2.3n.
Aéye: the postponement of Aéyer is artificially long, matching the
exaggerated summary of the defendant’s arguments. tyo dt. ..
motéTepos “I' (would be) more convincing if I accused him of killing
intentionally.” ufite BaAeiv prompted B to emend éBake uévin 3.2.3,
but the plaintiff is not concerned with accurately representing the
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defendant’s argument, and in any case, urjite indicates that the relative
clause has a conditional force: “if he asserts that he didn’t throw.”

6 maidotpiBou: the “trainer” apparently supervised the javelin prac-
tice and, among other duties, arranged for the javelins to be picked up
from time to time. Although some editors alter the MS text, it should be
kept, since 85 UmedéxeTo. . . dvaipeioBai (lit. “who undertook to pick up”)
does not have to mean that the trainer picked up the javelins himself.
The defendant later (3.4.4) mentions the possibility that this man
should be blamed for the death, and we should recall that one of the
possibilities Pericles and Protagoras discussed (introduction to g, above)
was that the organizers were responsible. A. does not, however, pursue
this possibility, which would detract from the central issue of the boy’s
responsibility for his own death. axoAaoiav: cf. 3.2.9n. The plain-
tiff here responds directly to the defendant’s arguments: e.g. oUdtv oU8’
€is €V’ GUapPTY answers uapTaov eis éautdv (3.2.8); ol Tol okomol TuXEV
£k answers <6 piv ekwAUBn> Tol okoTol Tuxeiv (3.2.4); he also adds
emotional coloring (moAepicor, &BAiws, etc.). The point of oUd’ eis &’
seems to be that only errors that harm someone deserve punishment.
mAnuuedfoas: lit. “miss a note” in music; here itis virtually synonymous
with auaptdv. H&AAov Bt ékcov: i.e. it would be better to call it
intentional homicide than to deny killing or throwing art all; again
£Balev is ambivalent.

7 @&moktelvavros . . . &pvounévou: many editors change these to the
nominative to agree with the subject of enoiv (sometimes changed to
gaociv); but although this produces a more regular text, the genitive
absolute sometimes has the same subject as the main verb (S 2073, MT
850 give examples from Thucydides), and it is unlikely that a scribe
would have produced these genitives had they not been in the original.
ToU véuou: 3.2.9n. Tis 6 Bahddv; eis Tiv' 6 @bvos avrker: the slight
changes are accepted by most editors; DC suggests &v aviikot, perhaps
correctly. maidaywyovs: boys from wealthy families were com-
monly accompanied by a (slave) attendant during all their daily activ-
ities. akovolols kakois: 2.2.3n. Sikaios: 2.2.10N.

8 Ty &ruxiav Tiis auaprias: speakers sometimes try to shift the
blame for an action onto Tuxn (e.g. 6.15), and one might think that this
would be an easier line of argument for the defendant in this case; but
at this time a person would still be seen as to some extent responsible for
acts of TUxn in which he was involved (cf. Oedipus, the “child of Tuxn”).
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Later, Aristotle will distinguish (Rhet. 1.13.16, 1374b6-8) between
atuxiuata and apaptiuara (neither of which involve wickedness) and
adikAparta (which do). undepds is probably a scribal conjecture, but
it might possibly represent an ancient variant and in any case produces
a plausible text. knAis “stain,” used metaphorically of defilement
(e.g. Soph. OT 1384). The speaker suggests that the youth might have
committed some other crime for which he is being punished. G com-
pares the story of Adrastus (Herod. 1.34 45). ylyveoBai: with
BiakwAvew (“to prevent from happening”), though it could easily be
omitted or a “redundant” pf could be added (cf. 5.82).

9 #\e€av . . . pdokwv: in 3.2.10 (for the change in number see
g.2.10N.). amoBavedov: 1.21n. yevéuevos: conditional (“if he is”);
s0 too uf Tuxwv (“if I do not obtain”), as indicated by us. Trefoopan:
3.2.10N. & = ToUTwv & (with un Tuxdv).

10 ©§ . . . dnAdow: 2.2.9n. aupdtepa . . . augoiv: the error
and the homicide . . . the boy and the youth. The argument that both
participants are responsible for the hamartia and the killing is a fall-back
position in case arguments for the boy’s complete innocence are
rejected. The plaintiff seeks to raise the standard to necessary cause (an
act without which something would not have Happened) rather than
negligence. The defendant’s hypothetical antithesis (3.2.4) is turned
around: instead of “if the youth’s throw had gone astray, he would be
guilty, but it didn’t and so he is innocent” we have “if the youth had not
thrown at all, he would be innocent, but he did and so he is guilty.” This
echoes the defendant’s argument that if the boy had not run out, he
would be innocent (3.2.5). The dilemma, as A. makes clear, is that the
youth’s behavior lies in the area between obvious guilt and obvious
innocence. kaBapdv: 2.2.4n. ouMfTwp  “accomplice,” a
tragic word sometimes used of a quasi-divine spirit who assists a human
in a crime (Aesch. Ag. 1507, Eur. Or. 1230). Tiis auaprias: with
SUAAATITWP Kai kowawvds, a difficult Ayperbaton; cf. Introd 8 v 3.

11-12 The epilogue

11 Siafws . . . dolws: 2.2.12n on @iAoBuTNV. avBévtai: 3.3.4n.
Bavatdoavtes “put to death,” “execute”; always used of killing that is
in some sense officially authorized. eipyduevol TGV TpoonkévTwv:
i.e. banished from the places specified in the law (3.1.2n.).
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evoeBoivr’: the passive of evoeBeiv is very rare and the active is not used
in prose with a human object (KG 1 294). Here it must mean “would
(not) be treated in a way pleasing to the gods.” The text may be corrupt,
as M argues. Umd TéV amoAvcévtwv “by those who have [i.e. by the
jurors if they have] acquitted.” Umip mévtwv: i.e. everyone else’s
pollution will be passed on to the jurors (cf. 2.3.9-11); for knAis see
3.3.8n. ToUuTtwv: with eUA&Beia: “caution in these matters.”
kabapol: 2.2.4n. kabioTaoBe: 1.1n.

12 andyovtes “take him off,” asif to his execution, though of course
the punishment was exile. mapfas: 2.3.1n. kaTopwplyueda
echoes the defendant’s lament in g.2.10. 34Ent youv “at least in our
minds.”

3-4
1—2 The prologue

The prologue introduces some very interesting reflections on rhetoric and truth that
are probably too impartial to be expressed in a real case; this suggests that A. may be
expressing his own views on the subject. Here it is argued that although each litigant
naturally thinks justice is on his side, the juror’s task is to consider the facts (&
Tpax8évra); these, however, can only be determined from the litigants’ speeches (ix
TV Aeyouéveov), and since the jurors will find the truth inlogoi, they must not be
prejudiced against subtle and precise arguments, which are sometimes necessary.
This argument assumes that trials are essentially contests of logoi (Introd. 7) in
which “the facts” are never evident, despite frequent assurances to the contrary. Cf.
6.18-19, where a similar view 1s suggested but then rejected as irrelevant, since the
case 1s so clear; and also Gorgias’ words in a case where, by contrast with Ant. 3, the
JSacts are very much in dispute: ei uév olv fiv B1& TéV Adycov ThHY aAfibeiav TV
Epywv kabapdv (“clear”) Te yevéoBai Tois akovouot kai pavepdv, eiTopos
Gv €in kpiois 1idn amd TMOV eipnuéveov. emedn B¢ oux oUTws EXel, KTA.
(Pal. 35).

1 eikds . . . eikdTeos: “likelihood” here suggests the natural inclina-
tion of people; the word does not otherwise occur in Ant. 3, since &ixés-
arguments normally relate to factual disputes and are thus not relevant
here. Uuds 8¢ . . . Uuas 8é: anacolouthon (syntactical inconsistency);
the repetition is occasioned by the long participial phrase that inter-
venes (some editors posit a lacuna). kat’ edvoiav “in a favorable
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way,” i.e. in a way favorable to himself; such a frank admission of bias
would be unlikely in a real case. Tows “with equal favor for both
sides.” In contrast to the litigants’ biases, the jurors must be impartial.
There would be little point here in asking them to judge “piously” (MS
o6aiws), or even “conscientiously” (M, Mor) ameaning for which there
is no parallel.

2 auTdv = 1oV TpaxBévtwy, with aAhbeia (hyperbaton, 1.3n.); cf. 3.2.3.
T& 6pBdds eipnuéva: dpboémeia (“correct expression”) in matters of
grammar, vocabulary and argumentation was an important concern of
Protagoras and other sophists (see e.g. Kerferd 1981: 68-77); cf. Tov
6pBSéTaTov Adyov that Pericles and Protagoras were seeking (see intro-
ductory remarks, above). mpoodiaBaAAe &Sika elvai: the words
have often been questioned but no good alternative has been proposed.
eivai seems to be a kind of infinitive of result (S 2o11): “I agree that what-
ever I have said correctly can also be discredited so as to be deemed
unjust.” In a real case the speaker would be very unlikely to agree that
one false argument should discredit the rest of his case. Aemrtd
” “subtle,” only here in A., but, like axpiPeia, a significant term of
fifth-century literary discussion (3.2.1n. on akpiBeiav). autév: the
speaker’s arguments, whose subtlety gives rise td hostility.

“fine,

3-8 The proofs

The proofs mainly emphasize and clarify points made in the defendant’s first speech.

3 oUk &v ktA.: cf. 2.2.10, where a similar thought is expressed.
tk TéV wpaxBévtwv: the killer (i.e. which one is the killer) can only be
made clear “from the facts.” On the other hand, the truth (of the facts)
is only known &k Té&Vv Aeyopévev (3.4.2), though the facts also impose
limits on the litigants’ Aéyo1(3.2.4n.). In all this A. (like Thucydides after
him) seem to be probing for an understanding of the complex relation-
ship between facts and words (3.4.2n.).

4 oxethMalea “he complains” (in 3.3.4). kakés akovew “is being
slandered.” avBévrns: 3.3.40. TayTns: with Siadpouiis (kyperba-
ton, 1.31.); aitias is predicative with yevouévns (“since this running-
across was the cause”). The defendant tries to focus on a different link
in the causal chain, the running-across rather than the throwing of the
javelin; the question then becomes, who caused the running-across?
Toi maidotpiBou: 3.3.6n. amokteivas . . . en: 2.3.8n. ue’
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tauTol meoBels conveys the impression that the boy is two people, killer
and victim, one of whom persuades the other to run.

5 omotépou: the crucial issue is still “whose deed is it?” (i.e. who is
responsible for it?); cf. 3.2.8 1o #pyov oux Mfuétepov aAA& Tol
tEapapTévTOS EOTI. 1o piv perpdkiov ktA.: M calls this “a highly arti-
ficial piece of sophistry,” but the same argument would be made today
if (for example) a child ran across a row of cars all traveling at the same
speed; if one car strikes the child, the fact that its driver did nothing
different from the other drivers, though perhaps not the only factor,
would certainly be significant. totl . .. auaptév: 2.3.8n. on
amoxTeivas . . . €in. okomol: 3.2.4n. Tap& THv auTol auapTriav
“by his own error” (LSJ s.v. mapa C.IIL.7). agefs (in contrast to
BaAcv) draws attention to the “release” or “discharge” of the javelin,
implying that the youth’s responsibility ends at that point. oudtv &v
HuapTe: intentionally ambiguous between “would not have missed (his
target)” and “would not have made a mistake.” undevds . . .
UmeAB6vros: conditional, as is éoTcos (and éotddTain 3.4.6).

6 os. . .30&Ew: 2.2.9n. OUNTIP&KTOpES « . . Tiis aitias “sharers
in responsibility.” elnoav: 2.1.10N. ol . . . oUk: each negative
has separate force (S 2760).

7 aguhatia “failure to take proper precautions” (i.e. “negligence”),
a very rare word perhaps coined by A.; it differs from akohaoia (3.2.3,
3.3.6), which refers to a more instinctual lack of control over one’s
actions. apulagia is not an additional fault of the boy, as the defendant
implies, but a specification of the nature of his apapria. undéva un
Bakeiv “that no one hit him”; the syntax is very unusual and most editors
(except DC, Maetzner) read ufy BAndfjvai or uij Siadpaueiv. But A. fre-
quently looks for clever variations in syntax (undéva in the preceding
sentence is the object of BaAeiv, here it is the subject, with a “redun-
dant” uf), even at the cost of extreme awkwardness.

8 Tdv. . .véuov dv Tapagépoucv: 3.2.9n., 3.3.7; in fact, the defen-
dant was the first to introduce this “law.” akovuofols mabfjuact:
2.2.30.

910 The epilogue

9 &vBUpiov UmoAelyeoBe “you will leave behind [or cause to be left
behind] a spirit of vengeance for yourselves.” The vague warning is
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clarified in the next sentence: if convicted, the youth (like someone
wrongly condemned to death) will leave a spirit that will weigh on the
jurors’ consciences. Only here do we find the idea (surely an exaggera-
tion) that someone sentenced to exile will leave an avenging spirit.

autds intensifies O pév. TpooTpéTalov: 2.3.10N. SiagpBapiii:
suggests death, though the penalty is only exile. ueibov: i.e. greater
than the burden they now feel from the dead boy’s spirit. avBévrns:
3.3.40. avutét: a loose dative of interest with aitio, referring to the
boy (or his father): “we are not the ones for him to blame.” 7 mpakis
Tév épycv: lit. “the accomplishing of the actions,” i.e. the way things
happened.

10 6pBdds: 3.4.2n. 6 véuos: vague; either the law referred to in
3.4.8 or simply the law in general. artuxlais: cf. 3.3.8n. yvéote:

here “render a verdict,” a meaning more often conveyed by
Sayryvaokw (but cf. 5.89, etc.).

4. Third Tetralogy

Background. This case concerns a death resulting fropl a fight when both
men had apparently been drinking, circumstances that were probably
as common in Athens as they are today. It is the shortest but least
focused of the Tetralogies, and lacks the concentrated effort the other
two make to clarify a single issue. Along with a less concentrated argu-
ment, there is more rhetorical embellishment in this Tetralogy.

In the arguments questions are raised about the two parties’ inten-
tions (giving rise to eikés-arguments), and (as in the Second Tetralogy)
about the victim’s own responsibility for his death. In addition, a third
possible agent is introduced, the doctor who attended to the victim
before his death, even though under Athenian law a doctor could not
normally be held responsible for the death of his patient; contrast the
maidoTpiPns in Ant. 3, whose possible role in the death is suggested but
never taken seriously.

Itis often said that this is a case of lawful homicide that would be tried
at the Delphinion, and this would make a neat correspondence between
the three Tetralogies and the three main types of cases, intentional
homicide tried at the Areopagus, unintentional homicide at the
Palladion, and lawful homicide at the Delphinion (4P 57.3, Dem.
23.65-75). But a person who killed in self-defense was not automatically
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acquitted, except in specific circumstances, such as killing a “common
criminal” (like a highway robber) who was attacking you. The fact that
the victim started the fight could bolster someone’s defense on a charge
of intentional homicide but did not necessarily make the killing lawful;
in this way killing in self-defense differed from, say, the killing of an
adulterer caught in the act (see Lys. 1). Most likely the case was tried at
the Areopagus. Demosthenes (21.73-5) mentions a similar case in which
a man killed another man who had struck him first; the killer was
acquitted by one vote; see further Gagarin (1978a).

Arguments. The plaintiff bases his argument on the traditional idea that
someone who strikes a blow that kills is guilty of homicide. The defen-
dant responds that since the victim struck the first blow (a point the
plaintiff never explicitly denies), he was responsible for the fight and
therefore for his own death; he only received what he deserved.
Moreover, his death was the fault of the incompetent doctor who
treated him. The plaintiff responds that the defendant’s retaliation was
excessive, that the severity of the blow indicates an intention to kill, and
that if the victim’s relatives had not summoned a doctor, they would be
accused of lack of care. The defense then questions the severity and
motivation of the blows on both sides.
Concerning pollution (Introd. 7) the prosecution argue that if they
are prosecuting the wrong man, they will take upon themselves the
“pollution of the victim and of the defendant if he is unjustly prosecuted
and convicted (4.1.3—4). The defendant replies that the jurors must
acquit him or they will become polluted themselves (4.2.8-9; cf. 4.4.10).

Assessment. If one man killed another in a fight, he would probably be
convicted of homicide unless it was clear that the victim himself was
responsible for the fight and essentially compelled the killer to strike as
he did. As in the Second Tetralogy, the plaintiff gives a relatively short
first speech, implying that the defendant’s guilt is self-evident; but
although this defendant tries the same line of argument as the defen-
dant in that work, the weakness of his case is apparent, and is confirmed
by his leaving for exile before his second speech, which is delivered by
friends. This early departure was probably followed by conviction in
most cases (4.4.1n.); here A. surely means this as a sign to the reader that
the defendant’s case would probably not persuade the jurors.
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Taken together with the Second Tetralogy, this work shows that the
arguments used there to absolve the defendant of blame in a situation
where he would traditionally have been held responsible are not neces-
sarily applicable to other cases that may appear similar. The effective-
ness of the defendant’s arguments in that case lay in their precise
applicability to a specific set of facts; here the facts are different and the
defendant does not come close to matching the precision of the pre-
ceding defendant. In this way A. assures hisreaders that the subtle argu-
mentation of the Second Tetralogy will not mean that no one can ever
be held responsible for a crime (a conclusion that might more easily be
drawn from Gorgias’ Helen).

Qutline. The piaintiff’s first speech consists mostly of general observa-
tions, together with the simple assertion (4.1.6) that the defendant killed
the victim and should therefore be punished. The defendant argues
that since the victim started the fight, any retaliation was justified
(4.2.2), and that since the fight led to his death, the victim is thus respon-
sible for his own death (4.2.6); he also blames the incompetent doctor
who cared for the victim (4.2.4) and introduces the same “law” pro-
hibiting just and unjust homicide as in the precedi‘ng case (4.2.3), as well
as the law making the planner equally liable with the actual killer
(4.2.5). The plaintiff responds that an old man like the victim is unlikely
to have started a fight (4.3.2), that the strength of the defendant’s blows
indicate an intention to kill (4.3.3—4), that they had to entrust the victim
to a doctor or they would have been blamed for not doing so and in any
case the law prevents the doctor from being held responsible (4.3.5).
Finally, friends of the defendant (who has already left for exile) repeat
many of his arguments (4.4.2-8) and urge the jurors not to convict
unless the defendant’s guilt is clear (4.4.9).

4.1
1-5 The prologue

The prologue elaborates the connection between human and divine concerns, arguing
that homicide is an offense against the gods and that a plaintyff who accuses the
wrong person becomes polluted.

1 Nevéuioran “itis established by nomos,” here implying both law and
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custom. mepl mhefoTou ToUs kpivovTas woteioBau: the intervention of
the subject between mepi mAeioTou and moieioBau is very unusual (see 1.3n.
on hyperbaton). toUs kpivovras would normally designate jurors (so G,
DC, Mor), but the rest of the sentence suggests that here (and in 4.1.3)
Tous kpivovTas are the prosecution (so M); for kpive as “prosecute” see
Dem. 18.15, etc. évéxous: I.1In. els dydva kabotavras: cf.
$.2.1n., I.IN. ON KATACTHvVAL.

2 There is no standard Greek myth of human creation, though
Hesiod’s Theogony recounts the creation of women (men already exist).
The sophists took great interest in the creation and early history of
humans; Protagoras used the figures of Prometheus and his brother
Epimetheus to construct a creation myth with implications for human
nature and society (Plato, Prot. 320c—322d), and Democritus may have
devised an account of early human society (Cole 1967). Here A.
(perhaps for the first time) attributes the bounty of nature to the bene-
volence of god; cf. Aesch. Prom. 439-506 (where Prometheus claims
credit for all the accomplishments of humans) and Eur. Suppl. 201-18.
A. also alludes to a common sophistic theme in suggesting that physis, or
human nature (cf. épuoev), provides a foundation for nomos (avéucws,
véua); see further Kerferd (1981) 111-30. Tpogéas Te: the original
MS reading (with kai) has led most editors to posit a lacuna or otherwise
alter the text, but it reads well if we simply omit kai, which could easily
have been inserted after te by mistake. Tpogéas is predicative but comes
before the direct objects (cf. Twewpiav . .. Thv Suouéveiav, 4.1.3, etc.).
Yfiv: in Protagoras’ version humans discover for themselves tas éx yfis
Tpogds (Prot. 322a). ToUTewv: with &fiwbévros: “thought to be of
such value.” T& véuwa: a broader term than vépos, it “includes
laws, customs, usages, practices and beliefs” (Ostwald 1969: 77).

3 eikétews here includes the senses “likely” and “reasonably” (1.2n.);
eikés-arguments (Introd. 5) have only a minor role in this Tetralogy.
8eol Tincoplav: predicative, “as god’s instrument of vengeance”; the
victim’s avenging spirits are identified with divine vengeance, and those
who wrongly prosecute or bear witness join with the killer in his sin
(ouvaceBoivTes) and also become infected with pollution (Introd. 7).
Tév ahitnpleov “avenging spirits”; the noun is very rare in this sense; in
A. the word occurs only in this Tetralogy, always in the plural.
kplvovTes: 4.1.1n. uaptupoivtes: both sides apparently present
witnesses, but since the Tetralogies are concerned with arguments
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applicable to many different situations, they omit the actual testimony
of witnesses, which would be case-specific.

4 There is an almost mathematical rigor to the rules of pollution:
one who prosecutes an innocent man takes on the pollution of the
unavenged victim and of the unjustly executed defendant, and also
assumes the jurors’ share, since he persuaded them to convict an inno-
cent man (see introduction to 4, above). In the three parallel clauses a
circumstantial participle (cf. 2.1.5n.) precedes the main verb.
mpootpomalous: i.e. spirits of the dead seeking vengeance (2.3.10n.), not
“the god to whom the murdered person turns for vengeance” (LSJ s.v.
II). tvoxot: 1.11n.; here with émmniors (“penalties™).

5 TV éykAnuatwv: of prosecuting an innocent man  the hypothet-
ical accusation just mentioned. Uuets 8¢ kTA.: a tripartite, rhetori-
cally polished sentence; two circumstantial participles introduced by
agiws . . . agiav precede the main verb. Tol &Bous: with atiav.

6 The proofs

6 ovyyvauns: not a full pardon, but “leniency,” “forgiveness”; cf.
Dem. 21.43 on the contrasting treatment of intentional and uninten-
tional homicide. UBper . .. axolaoiai: 3.2.3n. TapoIv@dV:
drunkenness was not normally thought to make one’s actions uninten-
tional (e.g. Arist. M. Ethics 3.5, 1113b30-3). wuxiis: 2.4.5n.
Evoxos: 4.1.41. & véupa: 4.1.2n. We are told that anyone who
wished could bring a case against someone who mistreated his parents
(AP56.6; cf. Todd 1993: 107-8), but there was apparently no specific law
against mistreating the elderly. ouBevds auapTeiv, ols “lack nothing
of that (punishment) by which (such people are punished).” KOAG-
fovrai ... TwpeioBai: according to Aristotle (Rhet. 1.10.17,
1369b12—-14) kéAacis (“punishment”) serves the interest of the one who
is punished, whereas Tuwpia (“revenge”) serves the interest of the pun-
isher; this distinction is not often observed by the orators.

7 The epilogue

The epilogue is rather unusual in summarizing the plaintiff’s case. Modern speak-
ers often follow Plato’s dictum (Phaedrus 267d) that one should end a speech by
reminding the audience of its main points, but Greek orators rarely do this; the Greek
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practice isjustified by Gorgias® Palamedes, who tells the jurors that if they were infe-
rior, he might need to remind them of what has been said, but he has no doubt that
they, “the foremost among the foremost,” will remember it (Pal. 37).

7 6. . .vbuos dpBcds: cf. vevdmorai . .. 6pBdds (4.1.1). TGV Bt
uapTUpeov aknkdare: this is the only Tetralogy where the testimony of
free witnesses is important (cf. 4.1.3n., 4.4.3, 4.4.8), probably because
when the question was “who started the fight?” witnesses could almost
always be found on both sides. Uuas 8¢ kTA.: almost the same
construction in 4.2.8. Tl Te avopfat Tot mabfuaros: G calls this use
of an abstract expression (“lawlessness of the injury”) for the concrete
(“lawless injury”) poetic; it is in keeping with A.’s fondness for abstract
expressions (Introd. 8ii 2). BouAeloaocav suggests intent bordering
on premeditation — a hint at the arguments to follow (4.2.5, etc.). The
participle suggests that yuxy is beginning to take on the sense “mind,”
“soul” (cf. 2.4.5n.).

4.2
1 The prologue

The prologue summarizes the defendant’s case: the victim (not I) started the fight,
and he (not 1) was drunk.

1 "OmiktA: cf. 2.2.9. ol y&p cds i kTA.: the construction is very
difficult; verbs of caution are normally constructed with uf or 8mes uf
(S 2220) and the subjunctive or (rarely) cs and the indicative (S 2235),
but s urj is unparalleled. It seems, moreover, that the second ur must be
taken with Sikaiws (litotes), leaving SiagBeipwow without a negative,
perhaps because the first clause is negative (oU . . . kivduvos) whereas the
second by implication (&AA4, sc. kivBuvés toTi) is not: “the danger is not
that they will suffer ... but (the danger is) that they will ruin me
unjustly.” So DC, though others understand a further negative sense in
the second clause (“that they will fail to ruin me unjustly”). &
éxbpavs cf. 4.1.4. Tois peyloTols éykAfjuaocw: i.e. intentional homi-
cide, suggesting perhaps that they ought to have been content to prose-
cute for unintentional homicide. avuTét altios: 3.4.9n. u&Aiov
fj €y seems to concede that the defendant is at least partly responsible.
eikéTeos “reasonably” (4.1.3n.). dpxeov. . . xeipédv &dlkwv: a quasi-
technical expression for starting a fight, that has been restored with
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reasonable certainty in Draco’slaw /G 19 104. 33 4 : [&pxoviTa xeipov
a[Bikwv]: see Gagarin .1078a esp. 114 15. The point might be decisive,
it it were clear that the victim struck the first blow and the defendant
was acting solely in selt-defense, but it is not.

2 6 The praofs

The defendant produces sexeral arguments in no particular order see introduction to
£ abore.

2 Slkawa . . . Sowa: 2.2.121m. oidrpwt f Aot ff EVAcor: the same
triad of inanimate killers in Aeschines 3.244 and Dem. 23.76 see
4.3.30. . oUd’ olrres: for the omission of &v in a contrary-to-fact
condition see 3.2.4n. ol y&p Ttautd ktA.: this sentence is repeated at
the end of 4.2.3foremphasis  and perhapsforlack of abetter argument.
ueiCova xal mAelova: the Greeks often express the idea that equal or
greater retaliation is justified some examples in Dover 1974: 184"

3 épei: the anticipation wpokataAnyis of one's opponent’s argu-
ments is a common rhetorical strategy Rhet. ad Alex. 1439b2 12 tcf. Lys.
10.6, Dem. 20.151. ete. 6 vépos: 3.2.9n. The addition of 6 yap avip
téBunkev and the reply oux amoxteivai eaut make it even clearer here
that this nomes is nothing more than a prohibition against killing. As in
the Second Tetralogy. the defendant is the first to mention this nomos:
which would not appear to be of use to the plaindff in either case.
Evoxov: 4.1.41. U’ Euot uév Sikalws 8° by my doing,. ves, but rightly
o

4 latpén: for the provision granting doctors immunity from homi-
cide prosecutions, see 4.3.51. uox8npfav: implies utter worthless-
ness, not an occastonal mistake: cf. Aristotle’s famous un 81& poxdnpiav
of the “tragic hero™ \Poctics 13. 1453a15". i . . . Bepamevoorto: the
future optative represents an original future indicative: “if you are
going to get this kind of® treatment.” Uuas: these “advisers”
include the plaintifl. mpooéBalev: cf. 3.2.4 THv aitiav TpocéBalev.

5 amoAvel 8t kTA.: for the language, cf. 3.2.9. 6 vépos: like the
nomos in 4.2.3. this rule is introduced by the defendant, apparently in
response to Thv Poulevoacav yuxniv (4.1.7\. Like that nomos, this one

against “planning” a homicide is probably not an actual law but the
speaker’s comment on the fact that Athenian law made the planner just
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as responsible as the actual killer (/G 1* 104, 11 13; cf. Andoc. 1.94 Tév
BouhevoavTa év T aUTEN EvéxeoBat kai TOV T Xeipl épyacéuevov). Here
the planner and the actual killer are the same, and so the term suggests
premeditation in addition to intent (4.3.4n.). The argument is fallacious
(nomos says that he who plans is a murderer; I did not plan; therefore I
am not a murderer), but it allows the defendant to argue that he had less
intent to kill than the victim. €i uf: one might expect the defendant
to assert that only the victim premeditated his actions, but he seems
content to argue for an equal probability of premeditation on either
side. The main weight of his case thus rests on the argument of justified

self-defense (t& aUta dpdv &mep Emacxov). TOlS « . . aUTols “with
the same means,” i.e. with his fists.

6 uh TumTéuevos: conditional (“if I was not being hit”). artuxfai:
3.3.8n. kéxpnrai: 1.8n. &Boulfai: only here in A.

7-9 The epilogue

The epilogue contains several commonplaces; in accusing the plaintiff of trying to
kill him, the defendant recalls the beginning of the plaintiff’s first speech.

7 &0éhw . . . &moBeigau: the extreme hyperbaton (1.3n.) is character-
istic of the unnatural style of this (and other) epilogues; cf. the delayed
(and unnecessary) BoUAeoBai in 4.2.8 which unexpectedly modifies the
syntax of the sentence. pévov tmBoulevovTes “plotting to murder
me.” Most editors change the participle to émkakovtes to avoid the
repetition of émBouAevovTes, but A. does not always try to avoid repeti-
tion (e.g. goveis . .. poveis below; cf. Introd. 8 vi 1). 3v 6 Beds
Tapéduwke: cf. 4.1.2. QOVEiS: 1.2n. amokTeival Upds e TelBovTes:
the interlocking word order is confusing perhaps intentionally so.
@oveis eioi: the metaphor (“murderers of your righteousness”) is strik-
ing.

8 vovtois: the plaintiff and his associates. T UpéTepov

<

‘your
own interest.” katahafeiv: 2.2.9n. BoukecBai: 4.2.7n. ™
uh 6pBdds Unas idaxBiivan “your not being correctly instructed,” sc. by
the plaintiff. With o0 un 8i8&Eavros that follows we must understand
6pBcds, but there is no need to add it to the text or to delete un.
kataoTtfow: the idea that the defendant can direct the dead man’s
revenge is novel.
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4-3
1 The prologue

1 dpowa. . . Aéyew: for the collocation of words and deeds cf. 3.3.1n.
ouyylyvaokw I understand.” implying sympathy and pardon.
axpiBeiav: 3.2.1n. tkBaAAecBai: for the sense of “rejecting™ an argu-
ment, cf. Plato. Rep. 377c: the stories of the poets must be rejected

éxBAnTéov . ¢€ v “as a result of which™  a vague expression blur-

ring the finer details of the argument about causation. Cév Te kal
BAémaov: cf. Aesch. dg. 677 with Fraenkel’s note . For the complex word
order here and in the next sentence. cf. 4.2.7n. T&\Aa . . . ToUTOIS
“the other poin s argued in his defense are nearly the same as these.”

2 5 The proofs

The plaintyff refutes several of the defendant’s arguments in no particular order.

2 elme is regularly followed by ¢s for an indirect statement and by an
infinitive to indicate a command ;S 1997}; thus kataAauBaveoBai = “(he
said that} he should be convicted.™ &pEavra: 4.2.1n. eikéTepOV:
eikos-arguments are of secondary importance in this Tetralogy. One
cannot help thinking of the paradigmatic example attributed to Corax
or Tisias about the strong man and the weak man (see Introd. 5).
| Te kTA.2 it is very unusual in A. to find more than two parallel expres-
sions without variation, let alone six, as here; but the parallelism
receives little reinforcement from verbal assonance (cf. Introd. 8 v 2).
ueyaloppooivn Tol yévous: the expression is difficult but should be kept.
yévos may designate the young as a “group,” in whom perhaps the
natural tendency to high spirits is less tempered by training. Wilamowitz
(in a note in the margin of his text) refers to Eur. Andr. 728 (= 727), where
the expression mpeoPutév yévos occurs. The idea of social class is not
strictly relevant here, though according to the stereotype, drunken
young men in Athens were generally upper class, who had the leisure for
drinking (compare the stereotype of American college fraternities), and
the point is thus not inappropriate in an «ikés-argument. DC emends to
uévous (Gomperz), but this is not much easier. 11 Bupén xapifeoBan:
the same expression occurs in a sophistic fragment of A. (58 DK); cf.
Soph. El. 331. poBotica: transitive (“causing fear”).
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3 autd T Epyov: i.e. the result of the fight; cf. 2.1.5 autds 6 8avaros.
&v fuvvato “of that with which he defended himself,” i.e. of his fists
(Gov = TouTwoV &). odfipa: cf. 4.2.2. oikeidTepal “more a part of
him (toUter).” DC suggests this may refer to a primitive concept
whereby a weapon used in a killing takes some of the responsibility for
the death, whereas someone who kills with his hands has all the
responsibility. Demosthenes reports (23.76) that the court of the
Prytaneion heard cases “if a stone or a piece of wood or iron or some
such thing falls and hits someone and the thrower is unknown but one
has the actual object that did the killing,” which may reflect older ways
of thinking, but before the sophistic period there is no suggestion that
blaming a weapon would lessen the responsibility of the killer, if he was
known; cf. the discussion of a javelin’s possible responsibility (Plut. Per.
36.3, introduction to 3, above).

4 answers 4.2.6; the plaintiff seeks to tie intention closely to result.
6. . .uf ragBeipas: it is better to take uf to indicate a generalizing par-
ticiple (S 2728): “someone who does not kill” than a conditional (“even
if he does not kill”); in the next sentence ufj amokteivas must be general-

izing. Boukeuthv: 4.2.5n. ¢k yap Gv: 4.3.1n. atuxla “bad
luck” (3.3.8n.) in contrast to ouvugopa (“misfortune”). auaptian:
3.3.8n. xpnoduevos  “experiencing” (1.8n.). dv ouk 1iBeAev

améxreawvev: although this may suggest to us a charge of unintentional
homicide (or at least second-degree murder), in Athenian law inten-
tional homicide included killing with intent to harm, not just with
intent to kill.

5 [oux]: G and DC keep the MS reading but in 4.2.4 the defendant
does accuse the plaintiff in nearly the same words (8" uUuas ToUs
oupBoulous SiapBapeis) that are used here (pace Maetzner who argues for
a significant difference between 81a and uné); moreover, the argument
that follows if they had not entrusted the victim to a doctor, they
would have been accused of neglect answers the accusation of killing
the man by entrusting him to a bad doctor and makes little sense if the
accusation was not made (see M, 134 5n.). abepamelas: a &m. Aey.
6 y&p vépos: the only other evidence for this law is Plato, Laws 865b
(laTpéov Bt mépt MGV TV, &v 6 Bepameudpevos U aUTOY AkGVTWY TEAEUTAL,
xabapos €otw kata véuov); it is generally agreed that this reflects the
sense, though not the precise wording, of Athenian law. ayTdI. . .
avté: the doctor.
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6 7 The epilogue

The epilogue refutes the charge that the plaintiff are murderers, summarizes the pre-
ceding argument, and makes a perfunctory appeal to rid the city of pollution.

6 eis ToUTo . . . fijKet: 2.1.1N. ApKOUV . . . EO0TIV: 2.2.2N. T
TouTou plaoua émefepxdueda: a metaphorical extension of the usual
sense of the verb (1.1n., cf. 2.1.2 éme§epxduevor TOV pdvov). abépioras
LSJ call this the poetic form but it is fairly common in prose; a8éura
(1.22) occurs only in prose.

7 volatta SedpakdTi “considering the sort of things he has done.”
ToV BdvaTov pavepdv amodeikvivTes “showing that (the circumstances
of) the death are clear.” All editors since B add e after Tév to make the
construction pa-allel with what follows. mAnydv and véuov are also
objects of amodeikvivTes. avTl Tol droBavévros “in place of (i.e. on
behalf of) the dead man.” umép is more common in this sense; for avti,
see LSJ A.IIL.4. There is little to choose between this and the reading of
A. UMiv . . . akecapévous: the variation in case is normal. TN
TolTou pbévet “by this man’s death,” an unusual expression here, since
@évos often implies “murder.” T phvipa tév dAitnplwv: the same
expression in 4.2.8. !

4-4
1 The prologue

The speaker explains briefly that the defendant has voluntarily left (for exile), as was
allowed (Ant. 5.13, Dem. 23.69), leaving friends or relatives to speak for him; the
Jurors would still render their verdict. In this way A. probably indicates the weakness
of the defendant’s case and illustrates possible arguments for those with similarly
weak cases.
1 Umaméorn: the earliest occurrence of the very rare verb.
evoePBéoTepov: sc. éoTi. Ta8e: i.e. going into exile.

2—9 The proofs

Most of the arguments expand on those already presented, but first the speaker pre-
sents a strong rebuttal to the eikds-argument of 4.3.2.
2 Tepl 1oV EpEavra. . . elvat “concerns him who started it,” a vague
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way of saying, “concerns the question, which one started it.” ouk
eikéor Texunplots “unlikely arguments”; cf. the late fifth-century trage-
dian Agathon (f. 5, quoted in Arist. Rhet. 2.24.10, 1402a10-1): “one
might say that this too is likely: that things that are not likely often
happen to mortals.” Here A. makes the important distinction between
what is likely and what is necessary kata puow; cf. the distinction in A.’s
sophistic fragment between natural functions like breathing through
the mouth and the rules (nomoi) imposed on these functions, such as
what the mouth can say (in Decleva Caizzi 1989: A.2.27-3.12 vs.
B.2.30-3.18). &uTth y&p: many editors add &v after y&p, but for its
omission in a contrary-to-fact apodosis, see 3.2.4n.

3 ToiU Tekunplou: the argument from eikds, which is the same for both
sides. ToUTtwi: with kowod. &pEavTos 8t TolTou: the defendant
surely exaggerates in claiming that this one factor would free him from
all the blame. TGOV &AAwY ATEVTWY KaTnyopouuévev: genitive with
aitias. All modern editors follow Bekker in adding tév before the par-
ticiple; as Maetzner explains (followed by KG 1 136), although the
article can be omitted in such constructions with a noun (e.g. Dem.
15.30 Tois &AAois &aov avBpdmors) there are no other examples of this
with a participle. We should resist emending, however, despite the
paleographic ease, for A.’s practice in this regard may well be different
(cf. 6.45 ToUs vépous &mavTas). el te: for single Te see 1.9n. Tol
amoxteivavros: the doctor (also in the next sentence). nvéaykaoe:
the defense argues for a necessary causal chain, like a series of billiard
balls: if the blame is to be transferred from the final link (the doctor) to
the preceding cause (the accused), then it should be moved to the earli-
est cause, the victim himself. avéoia yap: all modern editors add
&v, but see 1.25n., Introd. 8iii 2. fotau: the future expresses strong
feeling and suggests something undesired (S 2328); cf. Lys. 7.41
aBMdOTaTOS GV Yevoiuny, el puyds &dikws kaTtacTriooual.

4 foti. . . Bicdkovtos “nor did the accused plan (the death) any more
than the accuser”; by “accuser” he means the victim, as the following
sentence makes clear. éoti. . . 6 ¢émPBoulevoas = émeBovevce (cf. 2.2.2n.
on &vaTpoTels . . . EyEveTo). fiuaptev: the defendant can admit an
error because the charge is intentional homicide (contrast the defen-
dantin Ant. 3), but he immediately tries to transfer this error to his oppo-
nent. eis & ouk HBovAeTo “with an effect he did not intend” (Mor); so
too in the next sentence axoucicos must mean “not as he intended.”
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5 oikefov: 1.13n. akohaofav: 4.1.6, cf. 3.2.3n. kal Tiis éauTol
kal Tiis ékefvou apaprias <alrios dw): there is no way to construe the
genitive unless something is added to the text; other supplements are
possible, but Maetzner’s is the simplest. It is more likely that a scribal
error caused the first three words to be omitted in N than that a scribe
added them in 4.

6 s ... B88&Ew: 2.2.9n. Kpeloodvws . . . UmodeeoTépws: DC
retains the MS text (kpeicowv v . . . imodeéoTepos), but this produces an
impossible construction for &v, and so most editors accept Reiske’s
emendations. & 1’ &paoce “with regard to his action,” a kind of
accusative of respect. A. characteristically varies the construction after
the apparently parallel & t’ émaoxev. kal ouk &3pa s, strictly speak-
ing, illogical afte - & T’ €3paoe, but the sentiment is not unlike the current
world-wide practice of masking a military attack as a defensive maneu-
ver (and thus not really an attack at all).

7 €i 8¢ . . . kpewoobvws: orators commonly include fall-back argu-
ments in case the jurors do not accept their stronger claims.
Sikaios: 1.10N. wavtaxoil: DC sees in this an allusion to a universal
&ypagos véuos, but the reference to a written penalty (yéypantai) indi-
cates that A. has in mind the written laws of all Greek cities.
¢mfkertan “are imposed”; émikeinar commonly functions as the passive of
emtibnu (4.1.5, etc.).

8 1o ufite dikalws ktA.: the plaintiff did not mention this “law” in
either of his speeches, but the speaker keeps up the pretense (4.2.3n.) in
order to reemphasize his argument about the doctor’s role. nép-
Tupes: 4.1.3N. aMhotplar Tixnt kéxpntar “has become involved in
someone else’s (mis)fortune” (cf. 3.2.8). Tpooayéuevos “bringing
upon himself.”

9 ©F . .. amodédeikTal: 2.2.9n. &TOAUGIHOY .« « . KaTaAfyipov
“deserving of acquittal . . . conviction”; kataAfyiuov (cf. 2.2.9n.) is a
&. Aey.; amoAvoipov occurs only here in classical Greek and very rarely
in later authors. There is not, and probably never was, a definitive state-
ment of the standard of proof needed for conviction in Athens, but
speakers generally imply that jurors should vote for the stronger case
(Introd. 4). ¢k TGOV Aeyouéveov: 3.4.1-2n. Sikatov . . . avdoiov:
sc. éoTi. capds . . . pavepdds: “clear” proof is certain proof (1.6n.,
2.4.6n.).
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10-11 The epilogue

The epilogue returns to the issue of pollution, not mentioned since the prologue to the

plaintsff’s first speech. The speaker draws on rhetorical commonplaces without
regard to the facts of this particular case, in which the defendant is already in exile
and thus would not be put to death or leave avenging spirits. Moreover, according to
one of the defense’s arguments, the one man who is guilty of the original homicide,
namely the victim himself; has already been punished in full.

10 SoidTepov “more righteous” (sc. than the plaintiff’s request).
ahtipros: the MS reading is certainly corrupt; Th’s emendation is dif-
ficult to explain paleographically but it gives the needed sense and
nothing better has been suggested; several editors simply obelize.
Tois aitlois: vaguely indicating the jurors and probably the plaintiff too.
ulaopa: several editors change to ufvipa to accord with 4.2.8, but
uiaopa can take a subjective genitive (“pollution brought by the aveng-
ing spirits”); cf. Soph. OT 1012 yiaopa TV uteucvTw.

11 Upétepov “your duty”; cf. 4.2.8. gfivat “to reveal” (paivow),
with amoddves. Tois éyyiora “the next of kin.”

5. On the murder of Herodes

Background. On the Murder of Herodes is A.’s longest surviving speech, and
is generally considered his best, as it was in antiquity ([Plut.] Moralia
-833d). The speaker is a young Mytilenean, who, according to a late
source (Sopater in Rhetores Graeci 4.316 [Walz]), was named Euxitheus.
He tells us he was traveling in the same boat as an Athenian, Herodes,
from Mytilene to Thrace, when they were forced by a storm to putin at
a small harbor on the north shore of Lesbos. There they waited out the
storm drinking with people on another boat in the harbor. Sometime
during the night H. disappeared and was never seen again; his body was
never found. Eu. continued on to Thrace, but when he later returned to
Mytilene, he was accused of murdering H. The case was brought to
trial in Athens, which was closely linked by treaties with Mytilene.
Although the charge was homicide, the prosecution arrested Eu. by a
special procedure of amaycwy rather than the ordinary 8ikn pévou, a
move he claims was unprecedented and illegal.

A significant factor in this case, where a Mytilenean is accused of
killing an Athenian, must have been relations between the two cities. In
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427 Mytilene, one of Athens’ most powerful and important allies in the
Peloponnesian War, had rebelled against Athenian dominance of their
alliance (Thuc. 3.1 50). Athens quashed the revolt, executed its leaders,
and sent Athenian cleruchs, or settlers, to divide up the territory. Each
cleruch was given a piece of land, and the previous Mytilenean owner,
who continued to farm the land, paid an annual rent. It is a reasonable
guess that H. was one of these cleruchs. Eu.’s father had played a sig-
nificant part in this revolt (5.74 -80) and was living in voluntary exile in
Thrace. We cannot date the present trial precisely, but it probably
occurred about a decade after the revolt (c. 420 417), and the Athenian
jurors would undoubtedly still have strong memories of the event.

The case. As in the First Tetralogy (and unlike any other surviving Attic
speech), the basic question in this case is “who did it?”, and the speeches
use several common arguments. The case against Eu. was based pri-
marily on the testimony of his alleged accomplice, a slave who was
interrogated under torture, confessed his accessory role in the crime,
and was then put to death. The prosecution also introduce an incrimi-
nating note addressed to a certain Lycinus, who allegedly helped Eu.
plan the crime; both men had had previous deal:ngs with H. Eu.’s
defense relies primarily on a narrative emphasizing that his presence on
the same boat as H. was mere coincidence, on an alibi supported by a
witness who testified that Eu. never left the boat on the night in ques-
tion, and on two procedural irregularities: that the prosecution are
using the wrong procedure (5.8 -19, 85-96) and that they interrogated
the slave under torture in violation of the normal rules (5.29—51). He
also argues that he had no motive for the murder, he defends the role his
father played in the revolt, and he notes the absence of any signs of reli-
gious pollution.

A’s basic strategy is twofold, to raise substantial procedural objec-
tions and to emphasize how much of the prosecution’s case is specula-
tion as opposed to clear fact. Both arguments lead to the conclusion that
the prosecution do not know who killed H. and have concocted this case
against Eu. primarily for their own profit. Thus before saying anything
about the actual events Eu. objects at length to the treatment he has
received. Then in his narrative he carefully (and misleadingly) dis-
tinguishes between facts (t& yevépeva), which are supposedly confirmed
by the testimony of witnesses, and arguments from likelihood (t&
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eikéTa), which lead to no certain conclusions but raise questions, pro-
cedural and substantive, about the slave’s testimony and the note to
Lycinus. Throughout he stresses the separation of whatis clearly estab-
lished @avepss) and what is unclear (agavrs) or has disappeared H.’s
corpse and the tortured slave}. These arguments occupy the first half of
the speech; the remainder adds supplementary arguments which keep
returning to these main points.

The prosecution’s case. Among those questioned after H.’s disappearance
was a slave who initially denied any involvement but under torture
apparently provided a full account of the crime and his role in it.
According to Eu. the slave recanted before being put to death, but the
prosecution nonetheless produced a detailed narrative of the crime
based on his account: during a night of heavy drinking, Eu. left the boat
with or after H. and killed him on shore, hitting him with a large rock;
with the slave’s help he put the corpse in a small boat and dumped it in
the sea. To confirm this account the prosecution must have furnished
witnesses who were present at the slave’s interrogation. They also
recounted past dealings among H.. Eu. and Lycinus and introduced the
incriminating note, though they apparently did not present a single
clear motive for the murder. They also recounted Eu.’s father’s role in
the revolt against Athens, and probably included both explicit and
implicit reminders of past and present hostilities between the two cities.
‘seeking to capitalize on the jurors’ prejudices. They probably did not
need to appeal openly to anti-Mytilenean sentiment, and the fact that
Eu. largely avoids direct mention of current political feelings may
suggest that this was one of his opponents’ stronger points.

The allegation of sycophancy. In several places 5.10.359-60.80 Eu.accuses
his prosecutors of bringing this case for their own enrichment. At this
time many Athenians were growing concerned about the number of
suits brought against rich men by so-called “sycophants™ oukogpavTan .
or litigants whose motive was personal enrichment. For most public
crimes treason, embezzlement, etc. Athenianlaw allowed anyone who
wished 6 BouAéuevos to bring a case, on the theory that public officials
would be watched by the citizens, and especially by their personal
enemies, for any wrongdoing. In many cases the fines levied were
shared between the successful prosecutor and the city. A person could
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also profit by threatening a rich man with a lawsuit and then offering
not to prosecute in return for money. The plays of Aristophanes portray
several malicious sycophants, but one of them (Plutus goo- 19) defends
his activity as necessary and patriotic (“who else will watch out for
lawbreakers?”). Several measures were enacted to combat the problem:
alaw was passed prohibiting sycophancy and prosecutors in many cases
faced a penalty of 1,000 drachmas if they failed to secure one-fifth of
the jurors’ votes. Still, litigants continued to complain about sycophants
and to ascribe this motive to their opponents; in some cases the com-
plaint was undoubtedly valid but in others it was probably just an
attempt to disparage the other side (see further Todd 1993: 92-4,
Introd. 7).

Assessment. Although recent scholarship has tended to side with Eu. on
the basis of his alibi (see especially Schindel 1979), Gagarin (1989a)
(henceforth A{H) presents the case for his guilt (both these works should
be consulted for more detailed consideration of many issues discussed
in the following notes). Whatever the truth, Eu.’s arguments are well
constructed to hide the weaknesses in his case, and most scholars have
found his speech persuasive. The most difficult factor to assess is the
strength of anti-Mytilenean sentiment in Athens at the time and how
effectively the prosecution may have played on it (see Heitsch 1984). Eu.
is in a difficult position, wishing to refute charges that his father was a
leader of the revolt while at the same time keeping the jurors’ attention
away from this issue. Itis also difficult to assess Eu.’s accusation of syco-
phancy. It seems unlikely that a conviction would result in only a fine
(which in any case might notbe shared by the prosecution), and the case
seems to have progressed too far for an out-of-court settlement; but
there is much we do not know. For their part the prosecution would have
been seriously hampered by the lack of a corpus delicti and the absence of
a clear motive for the crime. The slave’s testimony and the note to
Lycinus are strong evidence, but neither is unassailable.

In short, without knowing either the true facts or the final verdict, we
may speculate that this may have been one of those celebrated cases in
which A. was accused of “selling for a high price speeches that run
counter to justice, especially to those who are in the greatest danger of
conviction” (Introd. 2).
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Outline. Eu.’s arguments are broken up and reassembled in a complex
fashion (see Due 1980: esp. 39-41): for example, he explicitly passes
from the narrative of facts to eikés-arguments in 5.25, but other factual
details are not provided until he later reaches the relevant point in his
argument. After several eixés-arguments are presented in 5.25-8, Eu.
turns to a new issue, the interrogation of witnesses, but he leaves this in
5.43 to return to more eikés-arguments, after which he returns to the
matter of the interrogations. When he returns to issues, moreover, he
often adds new arguments, sometimes even contradicting what he had
said earlier. The effect is to reinforce his points with repetition but also
to give an impression of their cumulative weight; and the separation of
different treatments of the same issues makes any inconsistencies less
noticeable.

The prologue (1-7) is followed by arguments about the proper pro-
cedure for prosecution (8-19). Then comes the narrative, which
includes some argument (20—4), eixés-arguments (25-8), the interroga-
tion and testimony of the prosecution’s witnesses (29—42), more eikés-
arguments (43—45), further discussion of the interrogation of the
witnesses (46-52), and briefer discussions of the note to Lycinus (53-6)
alleged motives (57-63), the need for certain proof (64-73), Eu.’s father
and the Mytilenean revolt (74—-80), and signs from heaven (81—4). The
epilogue (85-96) is devoted largely to the procedural issue discussed in
-8-19.

17 The prologue

The prologue is typically full of commonplaces, beginning with the plea of inexpe-
rience (1.1n.); the style is embellished by many rhetorical features, such as antithesis
and pleonasm.

1 'EBouldéunv: used here without &v to express a contrary-to-fact
wish (S 1782, MT 425, KG 1.205-6), though the orators more commonly
include the &v (Wyse 1904: 653 gives examples of both). uév: 1.1n.
ToU Aéyew . . . TGV Mpayudrewv: for variation in a parallel construction
see Introd. 8 v 3; in comparison with the Tetralogies, variation in A.’s
court speeches is relatively mild (contrast e.g. 2..11) s0 as not to impede
aural comprehension. For the word/deed antithesis see 3.3.1n.; the
contrast is elaborated below (5.5). T&v Tpayudtewy is usually taken to
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refer to legal affairs, but it probably designates “affairs” in general and
is used primarily for rhetorical balance. kaBeoTévai: 1.1n. T
Te ouppopdt kal Tols kakois: pleonasm (1.20n.). TOU ptv . . . TOU Bé:
oungopdt and kakois . . . Aéyew and mpayudtwv, though the emphasis in
the latter pair is on speaking ability. The sentence is carefully balanced
with parisosis and homoioteleuton in the final participles (Introd. 8 v 2).

2 ol “when,” an extension of the normal “where.” KakoTrafeiv:
Introd. 8ii 4. uetd “in accordance with.” The “improper accusa-
tion” refers to the prosecution’s use of amaywys (5.8 19n.), which
caused Eu. to be imprisoned when he reached Attica. eimévra T&
yevépeva: a statement of the facts should require no special rhetorical
ability, but the pretense of inability effectively prepares for the argu-
ment that the facts support Eu. aduvaoia: although both MSS give
aBuvapia, a late lexicon (Synagoge Lexicon Chresimon, in Bekker 1814: 345)
tells us that A. and Thucydides (7.8, 8.8) used this earlier form (also
found in Herodotus).

3 The contrast between unpersuasive truths and a persuasive lie is
presented in a precisely parallel construction until the variation at the
end of the sentence (8161 ¢yevoavTo). For the sentiment cf. Eur. fr. 56 N;
Gorgias, Helen 13. ayTois ToUTols: I.2n. SniAdoar: A. under-
stands the need for clarity in spoken oratory, and it is primarily in the
Tetralogies, which were probably intended for reading, that he pushes
stylistic effects to the point of obscurity; cf. cagés eidévair, 1.6n.
aywviGeoBai: the verb can designate any sort of contest, but in A. it
always refers to alegal contest (1.2n.; cf. 5.74n.). ¢mTois. . . Adyors
elvan “have regard for the words”; the sense is probably that a poor
speaker must address himself to the opponent’s words, not that his case
is “dependent on” the opponent’s speech. Eu. would probably have to
respond to the prosecution’s account of the murder in any case, but he
pretends that if he were a better speaker, he could simply discuss the
facts. Tijt @AnBelal TGV MpayudTwv: 2.4.10., 3.2.3n.

4 oux &mep oi moAofi: the rejection or reversal of a commonplace
becomes a rhetorical device in itself; cf. Lys. 12.1 “my problem is not
where to begin but where to end.” Flattery of the jurors is another
common practice. umhpxew “exists,” as elsewhere in A.; it usually is
followed by a dative of possession (S 1476). olmep: neuter, agreeing
with the idea of a fair hearing rather than with akpdaow itself (S 2502d).

5 A.continues to stress the importance of épyov as opposed to Aéyos.
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There is a concentration of hiatus in this section, which would slow
down the delivery and add emphasis to the ideas (Pearson 1978: 136-8).
ToUTO MEV . . . ToUTO 3é: adverbial (1.1n.). &av T1 TiH yAddoont
apépre: this continues the idea in 5.3 but may perhaps also allude to
the speaker’s being from Mytilene, where the Lesbian dialect was
spoken. 6pBads: cf. 3.4.2n., where the sentiment is quite different.
SewdtnTi: A. himself was accused of 8ewédtns (Introd. 2). ou y&p
Sikatov kTA.: a similar thought is expressed in Eur. Hec. 1187-94.
yAdoons . . . yvouns: the effect is Gorgianic.

6 avaykn: defendants often lament the force of necessity (e.g. 2.2.4,
3.2.1-2) but the threefold repetition of &véykn in this section is unusual.
For the idea that someone at risk is at a disadvantage in speaking, see
Eur. fr. 67 N. XMt . . . Tpovoiai: although “chance” is mentioned
at the beginning of A.’s other court speeches (1.2, 6.1), it has a special
point in Eu.’s argument that tixn not mpévoia shaped the facts of this
case. &mAnEw TMoAAv mapéxew: emphatic alliteration. For the
periphrasis &mAn§w Tapéxew (in place of ékmAfocew), see Introd. 8iii 5;
the same phrase is in Thuc. 4.55.

7 6pé yap éywye: the observation seems to imply more experience
of legal affairs than the speaker has thus far pretended to have.
Xeipov éautéw “worse than themselves,” i.e. worse than usual.
u&AAov dpBoupévous: sc. dpéd attous; the ellipsis is eased by the parallel-
ism of the two clauses. afrnois: cf. aitfoouarin 5.4. kalvoulucws
kal dofews: this pair appears only here in A.; in the Tetralogies he uses
ooiws kal Sikaicws for the same idea (e.g. 3.2.12). tv T UNeTEPCL
Sikafewr “in accordance with your justice,” an unusual expression
perhaps suggested by the poetic use of &v ik for Sikaicos. mepl. . .
€xaaTov: an unusually brief transition to the argument of the case.

8-19 The preliminary argument (mpokaTackeur)

Before beginning the narrative Eu. includes an argument (¢f. 1.5—13n.) criticizing
the prosecution’s procedures; he returns to these criticisms in the epilogue (85-96).
Instead of the regular ikn @dvou, the prosecution used a special procedure
against Eu., &naywyn kakoupywv (Introd. 4). This procedure for “summary
arrest of malefactors” was directed primarily at common criminals, especially high-
waymen and cloak-snatchers (2.1.4n.); it was not normally used for homicide, but
the prosecution defended their use of it in a homicide case on the ground that
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“homicide is a great crime” (uéya xakoUpynua, 5.10). Eu. objects that by using
this abnormal procedure the prosecution was violating certain special rules relating
to homicide cases and had unjustly imprisoned him before the trial, which would have
been illegal in a Sikn @dvou. He also alleges that if he is acquitted in this case the
prosecution intends to bring another case against him by the normal procedure.

The fact that the prosecutor apparently felt the need to justify his use of this
unusual procedure suggests that Eu.’s protest is valid, and that this was the first
instance of an &naywy used for homicide. It is irrelevant to ask whether use of
this procedure was legal, since in Athenian law no separate decision would be made
on the procedural argument, but this would be one factor influencing the jurors’
verdict in court. The Eleven, officials whose duty it was to make the arrest in such
cases, evidently accepted the prosecution’s argument and allowed the case to proceed
to trial; we do not . now exactly how much authority the Eleven had in such matters,
but in a similar case (Lysias 13) we are told they insisted on a change in the language
of the complaint before they would accept it (see further Todd 1993: 79-81). Even
if we knew the verdict in this case, we would not know how large a role, if any, this
ussue of procedure played in the jurors’votes.

The prosecution also justified their use of admaycwy™ because in a Sikn pdvou
Eu. could legally leave Athens and go into exile (5.13), and this was probably their
main reason_for using the irregular procedure. Other reasons'may have been to have
Eu. imprisoned before the trial (5.17--18), to make the penalty “assessable”
(5.10n.), and to have the case tried by ordinary jurors, who might be more hostile to
rich Mytileneans than the Areopagus (Heitsch 1984: passim emphasizes this
aspect). However, the procedure does not seem suited to the alleged motive of personal
enrichment (5.10n., 5.17n.; see further MH 17-29). Eu.’s tactic is to emphasize the
greater procedural fairness of the Sixn dvou, while avoiding any suggestion that he
wishes to avoid the popular court for political reasons.

8 The sentence is complex, with its parenthetical expression of con-
fidence in the jurors, but the “ring-composition” technique of return-
ing to the beginning (TapavoudTata kai Biadtata . . . Paidtns kai
mapavouia —in chiastic order) helps keep the thought clear. DS, ..
3184&Ew: 2.2.9n. kabéornka: 1.In. ol TG gevyew &v . . . &N’
va “not because I would avoid . . . but in order to.” “The dative of
cause sometimes approximates to a dative of purpose” (S 1519). The
distinction between cause and purpose is sometimes blurred; for a full
discussion see Schenkeveld (1989). For examples of the articular infini-
tive with &v see KG 1241. T wAfjBos T& Unétepov “you the people,”
with democratic political overtones (so too in 5.78, 5.80). The large
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juries in the popular courts were a notable feature of Athenian democ-
racy. ¢mel . . . Siayneioacdai “since I would entrust myself to your
verdict in a capital case even if you were not under oath or subject to
any law.” Those who would serve as jurors in the popular courts swore
an oath at the beginning of each year to judge according to the law or,
if there was no law on the subject, to use their best judgment (references
in MacDowell 1978: 44 with notes). TV eis éué “their conduct
toward me,” as distinct from their behavior in general. All modern
editors delete the kai before this phrase, but see Pearson (1976) 17n.27.
9 tvdedeypévos: for #vdeifis (“denunciation”) before arrest by

amaywyt, see Introd. 4, Hansen 1976). pévou Biknv pevyw “I am on
trial for homicide”; the expression also suggests “I am a defendant in a
3ikn pévou” (which of course he is not). oUBels . . . TGOV &v i yiit

Tavtm: some (G, M) see a deliberate ambiguity (“no one in Attica” or
“no Athenian”) and argue that Eu. tries to conceal his Mytilenean
citizenship; but he could hardly hope to do this, and he himself reminds
the jurors of it in 5.17 (Eéveov). gvoxos: 1.11n. oUtou: i.e. the
prosecutors (1.4n.); for autol oltor see 1.2n. Awmodutdv “foot-
pads,” “cloak-snatchers” (2.1.4n.; for a full discussion see Hansen 1976).
keitai: forms of keipar occur ten times in 5.8-19, always with reference

»

to véupos. Being equivalent to a passive of Tinw (cf. 4.4.7n.), the regular
term for “enacting” a law, keluai emphasizes that the prosecution are
violating “established” legislation. mpoodv “is relevant”; participle
from mpdoeyu in indirect discourse with amédeifav. amoyfipiow: a
rare noun, perhaps coined by A. (1.3n.). Only here does it mean
“acquittal”; by the fourth century the sense is “disenfranchisement.”
10 gaol 3¢: the prosecution probably made this argument to the
Eleven when they presented their &v3e€is (5.9n.); Eu. appears to be
quoting their argument directly; cf. Aéyeis 8¢ (5.13). kakoUpynua: for
the nontechnical sense of kakoupynua see Aes. 3.94, Dem. 18.31, etc.
iepoouleiv . . . TpoBiBdvai Thv méAw: these two crimes were covered by
a single law (MacDowell 1978: 176-9). tuol 8¢ “in my case.” By the
late fifth century the Areopagus, the oldest Athenian court, tried only
cases of homicide and certain religious matters. Its procedures were
thus older and more solemn than those in the popular courts (Introd. 4).
This speech is one of our main sources for the differences. ol Tois
&AAois elpyeaBai kTA.: the public places from which an accused killer was
banished by proclamation in a 8ikn évou (3.1.2n.) included the agora,
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where the popular courts met. The separation of Tois &AAois (“in the
case of others”) from Tois . . . pevyouat is a relatively mild hyperbaton
(1.9n.). mpoayopevouot: for the initial proclamation see Introd. 4.
Tlunow: in some cases (the trial of Socrates is a well-known example) the
penalty was not fixed by law but was decided after a guilty verdict by the
jurors, who chose between the penalties proposed by each side. The
penalty in a 8ikn pévou was fixed as death, with exile as a practical alter-
native. The penalty in an anaywy kakolpywv was normally death,
and some scholars think Eu. is simply trying to confuse the jurors here;
but it appears that an assessment was sometimes made in an
tvdeifis/ amaywyn (see AP 63.3, Dem. 21.182). Although it is unlikely
that the prosecution could have proposed a fine from which they would
benefit directl;, they may have made the case assessable so that after a
conviction they could negotiate with Eu. and propose a lesser penalty
while collecting a substantial bribe from him. avramoBaveiv: the
verb occurs only here in classical Greek. Not all of A.’s neologisms
(Introd. 8 ii 1) are recherché or arbitrary; some (as here) are clear,
precise and apt. Toib oplow alyrois Avortehoivros: the allegation of
self-enrichment is repeated later (5.59, 78), but no further details are
provided; see introduction to 5, above.

11 UmaiBpeon Sik&ler: trials at the Areopagus and the other homicide
courts (Palladion, Delphinion, Prytaneum and Phreatto) were in the
open air (AP 57.4); the popular courts in the agora were enclosed. The
reasons for this difference may have been more historical than religious.
ov 8é: the prosecution; for the change to the singular cf. 3.2.10n. The
accusation of illegal behavior in 5.11 15 is underlined by the repetition
of oy (six times) and mapeA8cov (four times). Séov oe Biopdoacbai:
Athenian law distinguished the very severe 8ioposia sworn in homicide
cases (but cf. 1.8n.) from the avrouoosia sworn in most other trials (for
details see Dem. 23.67-8, MacDowell 1963: go-3). A ufiv “verily,”
echoes the formal language of an oath, though it is not clear whether
the oath explicitly referred to the rule that litigants in homicide cases
should stick to the point (Introd. 4). There was no means of enforcing
this rule and it may have been often ignored; the defendant in Ant. 6
devotes much of his speech to matters not directly related to the
alleged homicide. fAokdunv: 2.1.50. on eikev. ToAA& ayaba
eipyaouévos: a reference to the common practice of citing previous
service to the city (2.2.12n.).
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12 &refersloosely to all of 5.9-11. Technically this is an anacolouthon
(syntactical inconsistency), but resuming a thought with a relative
pronoun is quite common in Greek and the effect would hardly be
noticed. avcoporos: this may be an exaggeration; litigants swore
oaths in most trials, and despite the summary nature of the amaywyn
procedure, oaths may well have been sworn when the case came to trial.
It is uncertain whether witnesses in trials other than homicide swore
oaths; see Bonner (1905) 76-9. &V opayiwv “sacrificial victims™;
we have no other evidence for this stage of the procedure.
avwudTols . . . Tois paptupodor: the mild Ayperbaton gives a slightly ele-
vated tone (1.3n.). olis: the witnesses.

13 Aéyeis 8é: the prosecution argued that exile would be less severe
for a Mytilenean like Eu. than for an Athenian; thus the need for a
special procedure that did not allow him this choice. @omepel
&kovra: itis plausible that Eu. came to Athens willingly, expecting to be
tried by a 8ikn pévou, which would allow him toleave later. Since convic-
tion in a 3ikn @évou would probably have meant confiscation of his
property in Mytilene as well as exile from Athens, Eu. had good reason
to come to Athens and defend himself, but since his father’s property in
Thrace would probably not have been confiscated, exile would not be a
great hardship. TpookAnBévTi: a summons (TpdokAnois) to appear in
court was required in almost all legal cases (except in an &mwaycwyr).
tpfiunv: 2.1.7n. S@Aeiv Thv Biknv: lit. “owe the penalty”;i.e. “lose the
case.” Toiito 8’: adverbial. THV TpoTépav: sc. amoloyiav. The
defendant in a 8ikn pévou could leave at any time before his second
speech (4.4.1n.). i8ia1 “on your own” (LSJ s.v. V1.2.a). Béuevos:
5.91. On keital,

14-15 ToUs ye . . . olitws: G brackets this entire passage, which is
almost identical with 6.2, arguing that such praise of the laws is proper
in a 3ikn pévou but not in this speech (cf. 5.87-9, which recur in 6.3-6);
but since Eu.’s point is that the prosecution are violating the established
laws, it is surely relevant to emphasize the special authority of these
laws. A. is reported (fr. 70 Th) to have written a collection of prologues
and epilogues, from which these passages may have been taken, but
there is enough variation in the wording of both pairs to show that they
were not simply inserted by a later scribe.

14 Umépxer (5.4n.) is redundant for emphasis. apxaloTaTols:
this is correct, at least according to tradition (Introd. 4). ToUS
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avTtols . . . TGV auTtdv: this too is probably correctin the sense that the
original text of Draco’s law was still authoritative in the fifth century
and was republished in 409/8 (Introd. 4); although the law had
undoubtedly been amended, the main rules were probably unchanged
(Gagarin 1981: 21-6).

15 vopoBétns: the charge of assuming the duties of “lawgiver” is
scornful, since at the time the term was used only of the legendary
figures Draco and Solon. By making new laws the prosecution violate
traditional laws (taita mapeA8cdv). Slopooduevos: 5.110.; the sense
is conditional (“no one would have testified against me if he had sworn
that oath”).

16 avaugioPntiTws “without room for dispute,
point — that a v erdict would not be conclusive since acquittal could be
followed by another trial by 8ikn évou is rather contrived and not
immediately clear; he returns to the point in the epilogue. Athenian law
apparently prohibited double jeopardy (Dem. 20.147), but we do not
have a text of the law and so we cannot rule out the possibility that the
same issue could be tried by a different procedure. Litigants often
reopen an ongoing dispute between parties by raising a new issue, but
we have no examples where the same issue is tried twice. kalAdéyov:
pleonastic. Toiode Tois: the MS reading cannot be right; téte Tois
(Denniston 1933: 216) is paleographically easy but gives a very difficult
sense: “as if even then (before the trial) you were going to distrust the
jurors.” mAéov “advantage.” AMOoQUYOSVTL. . . EAcV: 2.1.50. ON
elhev. agidoers “you will expect”; this implies that the punishment
was not automatic but needed to be assessed (5.10n.). DPAnkdTaz
from épAiok&ve (5.13n.). kaitor kTA.: an effective summation (cf.
6.43, 6.47), the rhetorical question being completed by a carefully bal-
anced antithesis. katelpyaoTtai: perfect passive; & BouAeobe is the
subject.

17 8¢Bnv: from 3éw = “bind”;i.e. “imprison.” tyyunTés: the use
of sureties was common in Athens, to guarantee a debt that someone
could not pay (e.g. Plato, 4p. 38b) or to ensure that a foreigner would not
leave Athens; three was the usual number. We know of no other case
where sureties are rejected out of hand, and it was probably a reason-
able expectation that foreigners who wished to post sureties would be
allowed to do so. However, the law probably did not require this, so that
the prosecution’s refusal, though perhaps unusual, was probably not

»

conclusive.” A.’s
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illegal. Their motive in wanting to keep him in prison is uncertain, since
they probably stood to profit if he posted sureties and then left the city;
the motives alleged in 5.18 may be correct (see MH 28-9). THOMOTE
... momote: repetition for empbhasis. oi émueAnTtal TV
kaxoUpywv: the Eleven, who were also in charge of prisons and must,
therefore, have accepted the prosecution’s refusal of sureties (cf.
5.8-19n.). olUTos: sc. & vduos. @@eAfjoan: this is the simplest
solution to the textual corruption, but it is only a guess and it does not
explain how vépou or kéopou entered the text. There is no parallel for
tmAémw followed by an infinitive (with uf) meaning “fail to.”

18 airév: emphatic; “myself,” “in person.” ToUs Te . . . Sverldds
Te: two examples of single e (1.9n.); the third e is paired with the fol-
lowing kai. @lhous kTA.: M explains the reasoning as “rats will leave
a sinking ship,” but several of Eu.’s friends do, in fact, testify for him on
many points. But he may have had difficulty enlisting witnesses for his
side while in prison. Si& v . . . kakom&Beiav: several scholars (G,
Mor) delete these words as a gloss (G also deletes the preceding Aéyew),
but such repetition is common in A. (Introd. 8 vi 1).

19 tAacowbels implies both “being at a disadvantage with respect
to” and “suffering aloss from.” (This word was corrupted in the MSS to
ENos owieis; the first word later became #\os, whence ancient scholars
deduced that the speaker’s name was Helos.) kabéoTnka eig: 1.1n.
¢tk ToUTewv “in these circumstances.” ¢k ToAloU “for a long time.”
wrapaxpfjua: litigants memorized their speeches so as to appear to
present them extemporaneously. In A.’s day there were few logogra-
phers, and a litigant might succeed in such deception, but later the
jurors cannot often have been fooled. & ydp Tis uf) mpooeddknoev: it
is not certain how much Eu. (and A.) could have learned about the
prosecution’sarguments (Introd. 4) but they would have heard the prose-
cution’s procedural arguments to the Eleven (5.10, 13) and they knew

details of the slave’s testimony, on which the prosecution’s case was
based.

20~4 The narrative

The prosecution have already given their narrative of the facts; in it they probably
presented a vivid account of the events of the night in question, based on the dead
slave’s testimony. Eu. must now turn the jurors’ attention to those points that are
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important for his case. He thus recounts the main events leading up to H.’s dis-

appearance, beginning with his departure from Mytilene, stressing the role of chance

and necessity. He then deals very briefly with the events of the night in question,

claiming he did not leave the boat but giving no details. Finally, he describes events of
the following days before he left the small harbor where they had anchored, arguing
that his own and the prosecution’s behavior afier the crime indicate his innocence.

Despte the stipulation in classical rhetorical theory that “narrative” and “proof™
be kept separate, A. intersperses arguments into this narrative, and certain facts of
the case are only revealed during the later section of “proofs.” The style changes
markedly from the antithetical periods of the prologue and preliminary arguments to
the “strung-out” style in the narrative (Introd. 8 viy).

20 MutidMjvns: Mytilene in the south-east and Methymna (5.21) in
the north-west were the main cities on the island of Lesbos; Methymna
did not take part in the revolt against Athens in 427 (introduction to 5,
above). gaow: the repetition of ¢aoci (20, 21, 29, etc.) reminds us
that the prosecution’s version is merely a story. amoBaveiv: 1.21n.
on e’ &v fkioTa Expiiv. Alvov: Aenus was a Greek commercial city,
paying tribute to Athens, near the mouth of the Hebrus river in Thrace.
It was about 100 nautical miles from Mytilene, and the journey would
take about three days against the prevailing winds, which usually blow
from the north-west. From Mytilene one would sail along the coast of
Lesbos north and then west perhaps as far as Methymna, then directly
north to Asia Minor, and then north along the coast to Aenus; one
would never be out of sight of land. Itislikely that the boat left Mytilene
early in the morning, encountered a storm in the early evening, and
made it to shore before nightfall. Skala Sikaminias, where they proba-
bly spent the night (5.21n.), would be about thirteen hours’ sail from
Mytilene. ttoyxave: Eu. emphasizes the role of chance (tixn),
which forced things to happen as they did (avayxn). Only later (5.78) are
we given a hint that his father may have been living in Aenus for eco-
nomic or political reasons; the Athenian jurors would not have been
pleased to hear that a rich Mytilenean was escaping Athenian taxes in
this way. ‘Hpcadns: H.’s nationality is nowhere stated, but it is
generally agreed he was an Athenian; the murder of one Mytilenean by
another would probably not have been tried in Athens, and if it had, it
would probably 1ot have brought a death penalty (further arguments in
Schindel 1979: 8-13). Eu. says nothing here about his prior relations
with H., but from later comments (5.57-63) we can infer that they must
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have known each other. avBpdmoda: these slaves may have been
prisoners of war, captured during Athenian campaigns in Thrace,
which took place fairly frequently at this time. We are not told how
many were on board, but the impression is there were several — at least
three or four. Other Thracians (probably the prisoners’ relatives) had
apparently come to Mytilene to arrange for a ransom, which presum-
ably would be paid when they reached Aenus. It has puzzled scholars
that Eu. does not try to cast suspicion on these Thracians, but they may
have had a solid alibi; moreover, if they were going to murder H. (pre-
sumably to avoid paying the ransom), they would probably have waited
until they reached Aenus. Mé&prupes: the actual testimony of wit-
nesses is only occasionally preserved in the orators (e.g. Dem. 35.14), but
notations such as this (or Néuos, etc.) may have been inserted by the
logographer to indicate that witnesses would testify (or a law would be
read, etc.) at this point. The time required for this additional material
did not count against the speaker’s time limit. Here and elsewhere Eu.
gives little indication as to precisely which facts these witnesses confirm.

21 There is frequent hiatus in this and the following section (5.5n.).
npépacis may be either a true reason, as here (and 5.59, etc., cf. Thuc.
1.23 THv aAnbeotaTny Tpdgacw), or a pretense (e.g. 5.26). Xpnod-
pevor: 1.8n. fvaykd&obnuev: 5.20n. on étUyxave. Tis MnBupvaiag
T1 Xwplov: autopsy agrees with Green’s conclusion (1982) that this can
only be the modern village of Skala Sikaminias, which has had a
natural harbor since antiquity. Several boats could have tied up to a
dock; others would have either attached themselves to these or
anchored nearby. ayTdv OV ‘Hpdaidnv: the emphasis seems unnec-
essary, but it may help support Eu.’s contention that H. acted entirely
on his own (Eu. does not here mention his own transfer to the covered
boat); the same empbhasis occurs in §5.24. Some editors change autév to
oUtot (G) or (better) delete Tov ‘Hpndnv (Th, M). ou mpovolai: the
prosecution apparently argued that Eu. had arranged to travel on the
same boat as H., to stop at the harbor, etc. The negative must be ou (81t
un is a late usage — thus its occurrence in the MSS — and the parallel
adduced at M7 686 is not valid); and it is simplest just to change the us
of the MSS (Maetzner). Some modern editors follow Jebb (1888: 15) in
reading ou Tiji éufji Tpovoiai, but mpévoa is not used with a possessive
adjective (or a possessive genitive, except for 8eou). TEeTompévos:
strictly speaking, the participle ought to refer back to the subject, Eu.,
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but the sense requires that it refer to H., who was not persuaded but
wenton his own. Eu. returns (a?) to his own reason for sailing in 5.22. It
is easiest to understand Av with memomuévos as a periphrastic perfect; or
we may supply ameAéyxetar and understand the construction as a
zeugma; or we may take o0t’ (5.22) as anacolouthon (5.12n.).

22 oUt’ . . . palvopa “it is apparent that I did not.” avéykn:
twice in this section (5.20n. on étdyxave) Eu. successfully refutes the
charge that he planned these details of the murder beforehand, but he
leaves open the possibility that he had wanted to get rid of H. and seized
the opportunity that presented itself. N HetékPaois tyéveto:
periphrastic (Introd. 8 iii 5) for pete§éBnuev; the impersonal expression
gives no hint who (if anyone) besides Eu. and H. transferred to the other
boat. &oteyaotov: a typical unroofed fishing boat in a Greek
harbor today might hold 5 10 people; the roofed boat to which they
transferred was probably larger.

23 tmivopev: the imperfect is ingressive (“we began to drink”); the
drinking may have continued for some time, and we are told (5.26) that
H. was drunk when he left the boat. pavepds . . . apavis: Eu. takes
pains to distinguish between what is clearly established and what is not,
giving the impression that all the events before' H.’s disappearance
(including Eu.’s alibi) are in the first category; see further 3.3.3n. on
ipya pavepd, 5.37n. tyc 8t ktA.: Eu. passes to the events of the next
day with only a brief mention of his alibi. Perhaps he is trying to pique
the jurors’ interest, but more likely he has little evidence to support the
alibi. By contrast, he dwells on his assistance in the search, though this
proves nothing directly about the murder. aftios fv: for the form of
the imperfect see fr. 1a.1-gn. tméumeto: the imperfect could poten-
tially indicate an incomplete action, but in this case aitios fiv Teugbijva
clearly indicates that a messenger was sent; the verb continues a
sequence of imperfects beginning with apavfs fv and continuing to
wixéunv. Skala Sikaminias (5.21n.) is about 50 kilometers from Mytilene
by road, a reasonable day’s walk (5.24 BadiCew; cf. Casson 1974: 72),
though if the weather was clear, a trip by boat would probably have
been easier and safer.

24 TGV &d Tob MAolou . . . TEV aUTd T ‘Hpdrdni ouutrAedvTeov:
the pairing of these two groups implies that they were on different
boats. Therefore, “those from the boat” must be from the boat on which
there was drinking; they would understandably not wish to go to great
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lengths for H., whom they had probably only met that night. “Those
sailing with H. himself” are probably not the Thracians or the prison-
ers (who would not be sent to Mytilene), but others associated with H.,
who may have been on board to keep an eye on the slaves and help with
the ransoming in Aenus. Their unwillingness to go to Mytilene may
have been caused by their need to guard the slaves, who might other-
wise have sailed off to Aenus while the others were searching for H.
ToV dkéAouBov TdV EpauTtol: an akdhoubos is often, but not always aslave;
this one may be Eu.’s slave, though not the slave who incriminated Eu.

under torture (5.29n., MH 41), or a free servant. unVUTHV: 5.340.
mhols “fair sailing weather.” avjyeto “set sail,” the regular
meaning of the middle. @ixéunv kayc mAéwv: although relatives

and friends of H. presumably came from Mytilene to investigate his dis-
appearance and take charge of the slaves, Eu. was not accused at this
time (5.25), and so he departs for Thrace. Méprupes: these wit-
nesses would need to testify to everything narrated since the previous
witnesses (in 5.22) — namely the night of drinking, H.’s leaving the boat,
Eu.’s remaining on board, the search of the harbor, the dispatch of the
messenger to Mytilene, the messenger’s return, and Eu.’s departure for
Aenus; thus, they probably did not give more details but only confirmed
the main points of the narrative.

25-8 eikSs-arguments

Thas section of proofs contains some new facts as well (cf: 5.20—24n.). A. raises
doubts about the prosecution’s case one point at a time, in the hope that the accumula-
tion of small doubts will eventually throw sufficient doubt on the entire case.

25 T& yevdueva . . . T& eikéras this combination of facts and eikds-
arguments also occurs in the First Tetralogy (cf. 2.1.9, 2.2.10, etc.;
Introd. 5), where the issue is a similar point of fact. As in that case, the
prosecution’s main witness is not unimpeachable. avayecBai:
5.24n. oUBels mTidoatsd pe: before they interrogated the slave, H.’s
relatives apparently had no evidence against Eu. ToUTwv: the
prosecution (bis). kpeiooov: Protagoras spoke of one logos being
“stronger” than another (fr. 6 DK tov fitte Adyov kpeitTw Toeiv); here
the truth is (temporarily) stronger than a logos. 6 &Anbis kal T
yeyevnuévov “truth and the facts.” The expression is usually taken as
hendiadys (“the truth of the matter”) but for this idea A. normally uses
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a genitive (5.3 Tt @AnBeict TGV TpayudTwy, §5.72 THv GAibeav . . . TGV
yeyevnuévav, etc.). aitidoews: a rare -ois noun (Introd. 8 ii 2),
occurring only in A. (also 5.89, 6.6) and in Aristotle (Poetics 18, 1455b31)
in classical Greek. ouvéBeoav TalTta kal éunxavicavro: the essence
of Eu.’s case is that he has been framed (ouvtifnut is often used of con-
triving a false accusation; cf. 6.9), and that the delay in accusing him
and his absence from the scene allowed the prosecution to coerce false
testimony from the slave and to forge the note to Lycinus. We may
suspect, however, that they had no evidence against Eu. until they
searched the boat thoroughly in Mytilene (5.29), at which time they may
have found the note to Lycinus and then interrogated the slave (5.55-6).

26 Aéyouou: the prosecution must have derived these details from the
tortured slave. The inconsistencies Eu. alleges are relatively insignifi-
cant, but he makes much of them. akpiféds: ironic. ouBevl
Abywr eikéTiz Eu. gives the impression that the prosecution have no
explanation for H.’s disappearance, but we learn later (5.28) that in
their account his body was dumped at sea from a small boat. Siiov
ktA.: Eu.’s point that H. must have died near the harbor is consistent
with the prosecution’s case; but his argument seems designed to confuse
the issue. auTd ylyveobar “it [i.e. H.’s death]'happened.” TN
amayovTi “someone leading him away” (a hypothetical possibility); for
the false reasoning, see E. mpdgaois: 5.21n.

27 omTthp: a poetic word; in classical prose only here and Xen. Cyr.
4.5.17. onueiov: 1.10N. ON TeKUNPIOV. k&1t £y ouyXwpd KTA.
“Should I then accept their account” (even though I have witnesses to
the contrary)? Of modern editors only Th punctuates as a question;
most make it a statement: “But I will go further. I accept the prosecu-
tion’s story” (M). But eita is commonly used “in questions or exclama-
tions to express surprise, indignation, contempt, sarcasm, and the like”
(LSJ s.v. II), and the sequence of thought is more coherent with a ques-
tion. Tapexduevos . . . ToUs pdptupas: since the present can
denote past action whose effects are still in the speaker’s mind (KG 1
135), these are probably the witnesses in 5.24, though the participle
perhaps intentionally leaves open the possibility that Eu. will provide
more witnesses later; similarly 6.29 Tapéxouat. uev . . . 8: on the
switch from participle to finite verb see GP 369 n.1. s udhiota
“definitely,” “certainly.” For this forensic idiom, usually in a condi-
tional clause, granting someone else’s case or argument, cf. 5.62,
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Andoc. 1.113, Dem. 31.14, Lys. 3.34 (indirectly), 13.52, 22.1, 22.10.
AaBeiv “remain undiscovered.”

28 cs katemovtddn: the briefest summary of the disposal of H.’s
body. The prosecution presumably recounted the event in more detail,
explaining how the body was placed in a boat, probably one of the
many small rowboats that are found everywhere in harbors, and
dumped into deep water. The body could have been weighted with
rocks and any obvious traces of the crime might have washed away in
the rain. avBpds TeBveddTos “a dead man,” or “a man who has been
killed” (cf. 1.21n.). Some editors (B, followed by Th, M, Mor) add
tvTiBepévou after teBvedTos to produce a more parallel expression: “a
dead man placed in the boat and thrown overboard”; but kai may add
emphasis (“actually thrown overboard”). onueia: we learn about
these shortly (5.29). uf: with awoBaveiv; the hyperbaton (1.gn.) adds to
the emphasis already conveyed by uf (S 2725-6)

29-¢2 The interrogation and testimony of the two men

The mixture of narrative and argument continues. Since the prosecution based their

case on the slave’s testimony, Eu. places the most emphasts on alleged irregularities

in their interrogation. The Athenians had strict rules for the interrogation of a slave

JSollowing a challenge by one party (Introd. 7, Gagarin 1996) but these rules did not
apply to the investigation of a crime in which the slave may have had a hand (cf.

1:20). Eu. seeks to confuse the issue. On the other hand, once the prosecution learned

that the slave was implicating Eu., they could if they wished have let him confront

the slave, and they did not need to put the slave to death before arresting Eu. But they

may have feared the slave would recant his testimony, whether or not it was truthful.

The sequence of events was apparently as follows: the preliminary investigation

on the spot revealed nothing and Eu. sailed off to Aenus while the roofed boat con-

tinued to Mytilene. H.’s relatives continued the investigation in Mytilene, inter-

rogating several witnesses. A free man denied that Eu. was involved but apparently

provided few details. Then a slave, who at first had denied everything, confessed
under torture to assisting Eu. with the murder and gave a fairly detailed account. The

interrogators may have held out hope of freedom in return for this testimony but they

then decided to put the slave to death for his part in the murder, execution being within

their power if they owned the slave (cf- the pallake, who is executed in 1.20). When

the slave realized this, he apparently recanted and again denied everything. Eu. con-

cludes from this that he was framed, but since the prosecution’s actions do not in
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themselves prove his guilt or innocence, his task is to make his explanation of their
actions more plausible than theirs.

29 @poidos: very common in fifth-century drama but only here in
classical prose. tmivouev: Weil’s emendation (1880: 150) is accepted
by all modern editors; the MS reading cannot be right, since we have
been told (5.28) that blood was found on the boat on which they were
drinking. fpeiveov “they made a search”; the subject must be the
prosecutors (H.’s relatives), who probably made only a quick search of
the boat after the storm, since they had been told that H. had left this
boat alive. 76 alua: the article is “anaphoric” (so too Tév
mpoBatwv below), indicating that this has already been mentioned,
either in the prosecution’s speech or in the testimony of witnesses.
toUto “this Line of argument.” oUk évexcpel, GAN’ épalveto: hys-
teron proteron: first the blood was found to come from an animal, and
then as a result the argument was disallowed. TpoB&Twv: in poetry
the word designates various herd animals, butin Attic prose it is usually
used of sheep for slaughter or (as here) sacrifice. The sheep may have
been sacrificed as thanksgiving after the storm. Tous avBpcmous:
Eu. is (probably deliberately) vague about the identities of the two men
who were interrogated; and the prosecution probably interrogated
others besides these two. We learn in 5.49 that one man is a slave, the
other free. The free man was probably a Mytilenean of low standing,
perhaps Eu.’s attendant (5.24n.) traveling on the boat from Mytilene
(5.42n.). The slave cannot have belonged to H., whose relatives had to
purchase him (5.47), or to Eu., who would never have sold them a slave
who might incriminate him. If the prosecution’s story is true, Eu. must
have enlisted his help during the voyage, probably by promising money
or freedom; see further MH 58-63, M 18on.¢, E 88-9.

30 3v pév: the free man. oudtv . . . pAaipov “nothing bad,” a
surprisingly weak expression for testimony that supposedly confirmed
Eu.’s alibi; he gives some details in 5.42 (16 mapamav kTA.). Nuépais
.« . ToMAais: the vagueness of this expression (and of &xovrtes mapa
opiow ayTois) may be meant to suggest a longer delay and greater
complicity than actually occurred. The prosecution may have needed
the time to purchase the slave before they interrogated him.
Méprupes: the witnesses here and at the end of 5.35 and (probably) 5.56
are probably friends of Eu. who were present at the interrogation. One
of them might be the tortured free man; if so, his testimony in support
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of Eu.’s alibi is not likely to have been stronger or more detailed than
Eu. leads us to believe.

31 ofa yeyévnrai: Eu. devotes more space to the charge of pro-
cedural irregularities in the interrogation than to any other. Many of
his accusations are either speculative (as here) or intentionally disre-
gard the differences between a criminal investigation and a basanos fol-
lowing a challenge (5.29—42n., 46—52n.); nonetheless, the net effect is to
raise serious doubts about the prosecution’s motives. fows . . .
Tows: the first iocws modifies only the promise of freedom, about which
Eu. can only speculate; that the interrogators had the power to stop the
torture is not a matter for speculation. tAeuBeplav UméoxovTo: slaves
could be granted their freedom for informing against their masters, so
the speculation is plausible. Of course, the information so obtained was
not necessarily false. ¢m TouTors “in their hands.”

32 &’ ols&v. . . Myew “people being interrogated normally testify
in favor of those who have most control over the interrogation.” fi must
be supplied in the relative clause; ellipsis of forms of eiui other than the
present indicative is rare, but the context facilitates it here (see
Maetzner, KG 1 41-2 for parallels). For ¢ni see 5.31n. Tpds ToUTwY
“in their favor,” “on their side” (LSJ s.v. mpés A.Ill.2). Aéyew:
Maetzner (on 5.17) takes this as an epexegetic infinitive (“so as to say,”
“as regards saying”), comparing oTe . .. ceriiobar (5.17). uhy
mapdvres: Eu.’s absence at the interrogation indicates that the slave was
net being interrogated primarily as a witness against him but rather as
a suspect in the crime (the distinction was not always clear; see Todd
1990a: 33); his charges against Eu. are linked to his own confession.
otpePhoiv: although whipping or beating was the normal method of
torture, the rack and the wheel were sometimes used (5.40; cf. 1.20n. on
Tpoxiobeica). Bacavioraf: 1.10n. ¢mmipntal “assessors,” a rare
word which in this sense is otherwise found only in inscriptions (in
tragedy it means “punisher,” see LS]); Eu. implies that the interrogators
calculate their own interest.

33 xpnotiis éAmidos “good hope,” here equivalent to “hope for
good”: as long as the slave thought he might benefit, he continued to
implicate Eu. Buoxupifero “herelied on” (with the dative); the more
common meaning is “affirm” (with an accusative). éxpiito: 1.8n.;
the imperfect is ingressive (cf. émivouev, 5.23n.): “he began telling the
truth.” The prosecution would, of course, offer a different explanation
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for the slave’s recantation: under torture he told the truth in the hope of
being treated leniently, but when faced with punishment for his part in
the murder, he tried to lie about his role. EAeyev 11z Eu. may have
learned the general content of the slave’s testimony from friends, who
were apparently present for the slave’s execution (5.34) though perhaps
not for his interrogation. It is very unlikely that a transcript was made of
the testimony, and Eu. appears to know only those details provided by
the prosecution.

34 Sameipabévra: “persistently attempting”; only here in this sense.
oudétepa: i.e. neither falsehood nor truth; there is a slight anacolouthon
(5.12n.) with oUBétepa as subject of weéAnoev picking up the sense of the
participles that modify its object autév, but the meaning is clear and
follows a men.al logic. Tév unvuthv: the slave could be considered
an “informer” in the loose sense, since he gave evidence against a free
man, but the Greek term almost certainly did not have a precise legal
definition. Eu. implies the treatment of informers was uniform, but it
must have varied depending on factors like the slave’s role in the crime.
A slave who informed against his master, especially before the crime
was committed, could be rewarded with freedom (for refs. see E ad loc.),
but a slave who confessed to a crime, even while implicating a free
person, could be executed, as was the pallakz in 1.20. In that case the
pallakz was given over to a public executioner, but this may have been
impossible in Mytilene; see further 5.47n. &t moTelovTes éut
Sibkouo: the identical words in 3.2.9 (cf. 5.52). Tolvavtiov: a
common accusation (1.2n., 5.11). Bwpedv  “reward” (ironic).
amayopeubvtwv TéOV PlAwv: cf. 5.38 mwpokaloupévwv TGOV Pidcwv.
Tplv éyco ENBoyu: Eu. was presumably still in Aenus.

35 oduartos . . . Adywv: an unusual and artificial twist on the
Aéyos/Epyov opposition. amneotéper “he withheld” (from me); in the
more usual construction the accusative designates the person deprived
(5.62, etc.). udprupas: much of the argument since the previous
witnesses (in 5.30) is speculation and could not be confirmed by wit-
nesses, who could, however, testify to the slave’s recantation and execu-
tion.

36 &v845e “here”; this must mean “here in court,” even though it is
debatable whether a slave could give direct testimony in court (see E,
with references to other scholars). Certainly slaves did not normally
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testify in court, but on this point (as on many others) the law may not
have been hard and fast; cf. 5.48n. on paptupeiv é€eoti SovAwi. Even if
the law prohibited the testimony of slaves in court, the suggested course
of action is purely hypothetical and the proposal serves to emphasize

Eu.’s point. ameléyxew . . . xpfiodai: both infinitives should be
taken with éxpfv; the sense is “they should have convicted me and used
this means of proof.” aywviopati: a famous word from

INg

Thucydides 1.22, where it scornfully refers to Herodotus’ “competition
piece” (aycviopa és 16 Tapaxpfiua); in forensic oratory (Lys. 13.77 and
here) it means an argument or proof (G “moyen de preuve”).
kehevovras: referring to a formal “challenge” (5.38n. on
mpokadoupévawv, Thiir 1977: 62—4). This normally took place well before
the trial, but Aeschines (2.126-8) proposes a challenge to Demosthenes
for a basanos on the spot, and Thiir (1977) 190—3 argues that this might
have been allowed. @épektA.: the rhetorical questions are undoubt-
edly spoken with scorn.

37 &xToieikdTos: by signaling that certain arguments are a matter of
likelihood not fact (cf. 5.25n.), Eu. conveys the impression that his other
arguments are objective. The prosecution may well have argued that it
was more likely that the slave told the truth when given the hope of
freedom but lied when he realized that a true account of his role in the
crime would lead to his execution. galvovrai “appear,” not “are
evidently,” which would require that the participle be expressed.
Téu: Jernstedt’s emendation yields about the same sense, but the dative
articular infinitive is supported by the corrector of 4. amwcdAAuTo
“was about to be ruined”; “the imperfect sometimes denotes likelihood,
intention, or danger in past time” (MT 38). uév olv must be adver-
sative here — a rare use in continuous prose (GP 475). TIPS .« . .
ouppaxos: striking metaphors; the latter recurs in 5.43 and 5.86. Eu.
would have been an “avenger” of the truth in that he would have
defended it. fioav oi apavioivres “there were those who were going
to make (his words) disappear.” Since the prosecution did not wish to
make the slave’s incriminating words disappear (quite the contrary), the
sense is probably that they were going to put away his statements for
safekeeping (M); by removing the words from scrutiny, they would
ensure that the truth they contained would not be revealed. Others (G,
Mor, E) take the expression to mean that they were going to make the
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slave who spoke the words disappear. In either case there is an allusion
to the slave’s disappearance (cf. 5.38 ngaviocav). eis TS aAnbis
kataotijvai “enter upon the truth” (1.1n.); i.e. “be corrected.”

38 oi utv &\ot ktA.: Eu. again (cf. 5.34) stresses the prosecution’s
divergence from the norm; usually it is those who are accused who elim-
inate the accuser. améyovtes: here in the non-technical sense of
“seizing” (the slave); Eu. may be trying to remind the jurors of Eu.’s
arrest by anaycwyd. ei utv ¢y ktA.: a hypothetical role-reversal
(1.11n.); cf. 5.74, 5.84, 6.27-8; all but the first of these arguments is intro-
duced by &i pév ¢y (or épod). éxpédvTo. . . fv:alleditorssince B add
&v after aurois or change 81 to &v, citing the nearly identical language of
5.84; for its omission in a contrary-to-fact condition, see Introd. 8 iii 2.
mpokaloupévev indicates a formal challenge (wpékAnois) that the
prosecution should hand over the slave for interrogation by Eu. on his
return (5.36n. on kehevovras). Tadr’ épuyov: i.e. the challenge was
refused, as it almost always is in our sources (Introd. 7).

39 &vBpwmos: a demeaning term (1.17n.); &viip is later used of the
slave (5.40, etc.). tyco 8é pnuikTA.: even accepting Eu.’s account, the
alleged discrepancy is minor, since leading the two men out of the boat,
helping lift up the body and put it in the small boat and then disposing
of the body at sea essentially constitutes “helping to kill”
(ouvaTokTeivar). Some scholars (e.g. E on 5.54) speculate that Eu. is
playing on the ambiguity in cuvaveAdv, which commonly means “help
kill,” but only here and in 5.42 means “help pick up”; but since the
object of ouvaveAdov, both here and in 5.42, is #8n TeBvedTa (aiTéV),
ambiguity is ruled out. In 5.54 Eu. contradicts himself, claiming that the
slave said he himself killed H. 871 8¢ EEGyor: Stiis rare after pnui (S
2017a); the change from the infinitive construction is striking, and is
presumably intended to emphasize the slave’s actual statements. The
present optative ¢é€&yor stands for an original imperfect (M7 673); most
editors change to the aorist.

40 mpddTov: thus far Eu. has mentioned only two stages in the slave’s
testimony, during the interrogation and just before his death; he now
adds a third stage, before he was tortured. The prosecution probably
argued that the slave concealed the truth at first, but finally under
torture the truth came out (cf. 5.33n. on éxpiito). TpOX4V: 5.32n. 0N
oTpeBAoiv. expiito: 1.8n. BouAduevos: the slave’s wish to be
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released from torture was earlier qualified by iows (5.31) but is now
taken as fact (also in 5.50).

41 andpweev: a poetic word adding pathos to the argument; only
here in classical prose. ou xapitt Tit éufjt “not from kindness toward
me.” méds yép: 8s ye ktA. “How could he? Afterallhe . . .”

42 6 Erepos &vBpwos, 6 év TG aiTd! TMAolwt TAéwv kal Tapdv Sid
Téhous kal ouvcov poi: the free man (5.49), possibly Eu.’s attendant (as
may be implied by ouvdov, which often suggests an associate or compan-
ion), whose interrogation was mentioned briefly in 5.30. The informa-
tion given here has troubled scholars: “the same boat” must be the boat
in which Eu. and H. set out from Mytilene, but that the man “was
present to the end and was with me” seems inconsistent with the fact
that he was interrogated on the spot (5.30) and with the implication that
he did not accompany Eu. to Aenus (5.52). The most likely explanation
is that “was present to the end” means that the man was with Eu. until
the end of the events concerning H. and then returned to Mytilene
while Eu. went on to Aenus; or he may have been questioned briefly on
the spot and then continued on to Aenus with Eu., whose remarks in
5.52 might mean only that he did not take the free man to Aenus before
the prosecution had a chance to examine him. Less likely explanations
involve the emendation of wAécov; suggestions include v (Palau 1977)
and mivwv (Lattimore 1987, citing Weil’s emendation in 5.29 as a
parallel); for fuller discussion see MH 59-61, 5.29n. on ToUs &vépdmous.
it a¥Tiit Bacdvet Bacawnlduevos: the decree of Scamandrios (Andoc.
1.43; see MacDowell ad loc.) prohibiting the torture of Athenian citizens
was probably in effect at this time, and there has been considerable
debate about the status of the free man here, who was apparently sub-
jected to the same interrogation under torture as the slave. Since he was
almost certainly a Mytilenean, perhaps of low status, the law protecting
Athenian citizens probably did not apply (see Carey 1988, MH 59 n.4).
UoTepov: by “later” Eu. means the last of the slave’s three stories.
ouvepépeTo: passive with the sense “agree with.” ouvavekeiv: 5.39n.
on ¢y 8¢ gt kTA. 16 mapdmav is probably meant to go primarily
with éBivai (cf. 5.23 ¢y 8t 16 mapamav olk tEERNY ¢k Tol Whoiou) but its
position allows it to be heard with &pn as well. It is uncertain whether the
free man actually testified in court; if he were present, one would expect
Eu. to call him as a witness here.
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435 More eikSs-arguments

Eu. returns to the method of argument he used in 258 to show that the prosecution’s
reconstruction of the crime is not plausible. In response, the prosecution could raise
several points he omits: Eu. needed someone’s help to dispose of the body; others on
the boat were drinking and thus might not hear any noise; and the storm would have
drowned out any noise and washed away bloodstains.

43 cixés and eikdéta (at the end of 5.45) frame the intervening eikés-
arguments, which do not, however, use the word itself. oUupaxov:
in 5.37 truth is Eu.’s ally. kakoBaluwv: a common word in comedy,
meaning lit. “possessed by an evil genius” (LSJ); here perhaps
“deluded.” For the accusation of inconsistent behavior, see 2.2.3n.
118 8¢ mempay.iévou pot Tol Epyou: only here does Eu. claim (rather
vaguely) that he only enlisted help after the crime was accomplished (cf.
5-39)-

44 amobviiokwv: 1.21n. aloBnoiv oudeufav émofnoev “created no
perception,” i.e. was not perceived (cf. Dem. 10.7 ou ol ThHv aiobnow
eUBéws, “is not immediately perceived”). ToAAG <ém> mAéov ye
axovew: although G and F defend the MS text (moAAé1 wAéov ye &yvoeiv)
as an imagined objection, “not hearing a noise happens much more at
night, etc.” (F), there are several reasons for emending it: (a) this is a
very awkward way to express this idea; () although kai prv (usually =
“furthermore”) can introduce a new speaker’s objection (“yes, but”) or
the speaker’s own objection (“and yet”), it is unparalleled as intro-
ducing someone else’s imagined objection (GP 357-8); (¢) ayvosiv is not
used in this sense, and moAAé&1 whéov is unparalleled, according to Wyse
(1904: 311); and (d) Eu.’s next point does not answer the alleged objec-
tion, as one would expect. Schémann’s emendation is the simplest of
several that have been offered. &t ¢ypnyopdtwv “when people
were still awake”; by omitting the subject of the genitive absolute Eu.
continues to be vague.

45 viktwp: at night it was presumably more difficult to remove
traces of the crime. avaipeBévtos “having been killed,” the more
common meaning (cf. 5.39n. on éyc 8¢ gnui kTA.) avagioai “scrape
away,” a rare verb, perhaps coined by A.; otherwise in classical Greek
found only once in Aristotle. avaomoyyloal “sponge clean” is fairly
common (sixteen times) in the Hippocratic writings, otherwise only
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here; the uncompounded verb is used by Aristophanes. amoomoyyioa
(the reading of 4) only occurs twice in the Hippocratic writings, but is
fairly common in later Greek; it is thus more likely to have been mis-
takenly substituted by the scribe of 4. #v8ov &v ayTod “in control of
himself.” The participles are conditional (as indicated by uf) and all
modern editors insert &v after fiuépav; for its omission in a contrary-to-

fact condition, see Introd. 8 iii 2. eikéTas 5.43n0. on eikds.

4652 The interrogation and testimony of the two men (cont.)

A continuation of the earlier arguments; see 5.29—42n.

46 xa®’ 8 Tt “to whatever extent.” TaAnBols = ToU aAnbols.
tEéAnTan ToUTo “remove this [thought]”; cf. Plato, 4p. 19a é€eréoBan Tiv
SiaBoAnv. unvuTHv: 5.34n0. &Ean: the first aorist of &y is rare,
but does occur (e.g. Timotheus, Persians 153); many editors emend.
TolTo: i.e. my interrogating the slave.

47 mpi&uevor: the slave must have belonged to someone other than
H. or Eu. (5.29n.). H.’s relatives could have interrogated him with his
master’s permission but they would certainly need to buy him before
putting him to death; the delay in examining him may have been caused
by negotiations about the details of the purchase or the conditions for
interrogation. i3fan ¢m opddv aUtdv “by themselves,”
own.” Eu. puts much emphasis on the illegality of their killing the slave
themselves (cf. the repeated auroi), but even if he is correct that a legal
violation occurred, the slave’s story may still be true, since H.’s relatives
may have taken the law into their own hands simply because they
wanted to see him punished for his role in the crime. Some scholars
assert that it was illegal to kill one’s own slave, but most likely the law on
this subject was neither clear nor certain (see E’s thorough discussion).
Eu. refers to laws that, he argues, have implications in this case, but he
does not cite a specific law directly applicable to the situation; we may
infer that no such law existed. It may have been the normal practice to
turn a slave over to an official for execution (as in 1.20), but this was not
necessarily required by law (cf. 5.48n. on vépous . . . Tatpious), espe-
cially in Mytilene, where the only Athenian officials may have been tax-
collectors and such, who would not wish to take on the role of
executioners. Treaties between Athens and Mytilene almost certainly

on their
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made some provision for transferring capital cases (such as Eu.’s own) to
Athens so they could be decided by Athenian jurors, but these would
not have applied to slaves who committed private crimes; see further
MH 74-7. avtédxeipa “one who kills with his own hands”; the
prosecution did not claim the slave was the actual killer, but his involve-
ment in the murder, as they portrayed it, was sufficient to justify his
execution. tEeyyvijoar “release him with security”; the friends
would have given sureties (5.17n.) that the slave would be returned in
good condition after Eu. had interrogated him. oUBt wéAer: under
the terms of the treaty with Mytilene, it appears, not even the city, let
alone an individual, could execute someone without a vote of the
Athenians. In claiming that H.’s relatives are violating the treaty with
Athens, Eu. subtly glosses over the fact that they are Athenians them-
selves. Aéywv . . . Epycwv: 5.50. TouTovoi: the jurors.

48 & avropdpewr: 1.3n. vépous . . . matplous: the vagueness
of these “ancestral laws” implies the absence of any specific law
(5.47n.), and the arguments presented in the next sentence further
suggest that there is no explicit law on the subject. uapTupeiv EeoTt
BovAawt “it is possible for a slave to testify”; this may refer to the slave’s
testimony being introduced in court by others and'does not necessarily
mean the slave could appear in court himself. Although most scholars
rightly take the dative with &eoti, E (pp. 9o-1, following MacDowell
1963: 104) takes it with paprtupeiv, translating “to give evidence for a
slave,” i.e. in a case where the slave is dead and someone is prosecuting
his killer. But papTupeiv Tiwi is used for giving testimony on behalf of a
litigant, and although it is only a slight extension to use it for testimony
on behalf of a dead person for whom someone else is prosecuting, the
switch in construction from the dative with paprupsiv here to a dative
with geoTi in the next clause would be very difficult. Eu.’s point is that
in other respects slaves participate fully in the legal system; thus this
slave ought to have been given his day in court. yiigos Toov Suvatat
“a verdict can be rendered equally”; a slight exaggeration, since
prosecutions for killing a slave were heard by a different court than
killing a free man (the Palladion) and may have resulted in a different
penalty. Upeis Sikadrepov: the MSS (and editors) differ on the word
order, but the mild Ayperbaton of A is characteristic of A. and less likely
to be the result of scribal error. Uueis: the prosecution. adfkeos:
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the unusual position at the end of the sentence lends emphasis (many
editors delete it).

49 Blkawov . . . €ikés: in fact Eu. only considers likelihood. Svo
Adyw “two accounts”; he actually gave three statements involving two
different versions. pAaiipov oUdév: again (5.30n.) Eu. surprisingly
reports no details of the man’s testimony.

50 ToUTO UiV . . . ToUTo 8é: adverbial (1.1n.). mpoTelvovTas:
there is no need to follow all editors since Reiske in changing this, the
MS reading, to an aorist (Reiske had false information about the MSS).
meloau: with ok fv; the Ayperbaton is awkward. 8éor: the optative in a
generalizing relative clause in the past (S 2568); the optatives in the rest
of the sentence are in indirect discourse. ewel “and yet” (LS] s.v.
B.4); in this sense it is commonly accompanied (as here) by ye (S 2380).
fmiotaTto: from émioTauar. otpePhoupevos: 5.32n. T& TouTOIS
Sokolvra “what they wanted” (3okéw in the sense of “seem best”).

51 &vBpcomou: the slave. txaTépwi Ton éoti: the text is damaged
but all editors agree on the sense. (G, followed by F, accidentally omits
Aéywv Tév, unwittingly illustrating a common scribal mistake.) 53
Te . . . EEapvos fiv: often deleted by editors on the grounds of harsh
syntax and unsound reasoning; but the syntax is not untypical of A. (for
single te see 1.gn. and the ellipsis of Tév Adycwv provides a characteristic
variation in parallel clauses) and the argument is plausible, though
strictly speaking the slave both affirmed and denied. Here, as elsewhere
(Introd. 8 vi 1), Eu. adds points that are largely repetitive; this may not
be effective with readers, but even today repetition beyond what seems
necessary is a common strategy in oral argument. kal uév 81 com-
monly marks the transition to a new point; here the “transition to major
premise, with conclusion left unexpressed” (GP 397). 6 apiBudsg
ktA.: the so-called “vote of Athena” (dramatized in Aeschylus’
Eumenides) provided thatif the jurors cast equal votes, the defendant was
acquitted. G suggests there may be an allusion to an archaic formalist
procedure of counting witnesses, but the evidence for such a procedure
consists only of one restored Cretan inscription (/Cret 1v 81.11-16; see
Gagarin 198gb: 51-2), and in general there is scarcely any formalism in
early Greek law.

52 7 pév: coordinated with gaoci 8¢ in 5.53. fit. . . moTedovTes:
3.2.9n. €U eidévai: probably ironic in tone; cf. 1.6n. neavio’:
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another variation on the theme of disappearance (cf. 5.47n.). Eu. may
be exaggerating his hold over the two men but he is likely to have atleast
some basis for this claim (the free man may have been his attendant
(5-29n.) and he could perhaps have purchased the slave). This is poten-
tially a strong argument, at least as regards the slave, who apparently
provided the main evidence against Eu.; but it seems to come in here
almost as an afterthought. TV fmeipov: Asia Minor.

53-6 The note to Lycinus

In addition to the slave’s confession the prosecution relied on an incriminating note to
a certain Lycinus, an acquaintance of Eu. and H. It is difficult for us to assess Eu.’s
arguments on this point, since he gives very few facts about the note, its contents, or
the circumstances of its discovery. Thus we do not know what the note said, or what
linked it to the slave, to Eu., or to Lycinus. If the facts are more or less as Eu. sug-
gests, his eixds-arguments have considerable force, since there is no apparent reason
why he would send a written message with information that could easily be commu-
nicated orally at less risk. But there may be much that he do;es not tell us, and his
apparently false and misleading allegations of contradictions in the letter suggest
that he lacks any stronger arguments.

53 ypauuateldiov: the diminutive is dismissive (Carey-Reid on
Dem. 54.37, 56.1); the “note” may have been written on a piece of
papyrus or on writing tablets. Té1 whofen: this must be the roofed
boat, which sailed to Mytilene after H.’s disappearance (5.29).
Aukiveor: a mysterious figure for us, but the prosecution must have given
the jurors more information about him, since they apparently alleged
that he was involved in the murder (5.60—-3). Scholars generally agree
that he was an Athenian (Blass 1887: 175, n.3), who had had previous
dealings with both Eu. and H., and he may have been a cleruch, like H.
(introduction to 5, above). tf &e1: one may indeed wonder why Eu.
needed to send a written note, especially if Lycinus was in Mytilene at
the time, where he presumably would already know of H.’s disappear-
ance (though perhaps not that Eu. was involved). Possibly he was
abroad and the note was going to be delivered to him. (In Euripides’
Iphigenia in Tauris 726—78 Iphigenia gives Pylades a letter and then
repeats the six-line message to him in case he loses the letter, though
there are dramatic reasons for this.) Tol . . . @épovTos: the slave
who confessed; the jurors would know this from the prosecution’s
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speech. The transposition of tivos ye 81 . .. éuol kakeive! to 5.57 is
accepted by all editors. & y&p ktA.: this use of a generalization
about human behavior to support a specific conclusion creates an
implicit eikés-argument, see Introd. 6.

54 ToUTouiv. . .TouToBdé: although this pairis commonly adverbial
(1.1n.), here it is misleading; ToUto uév is indeed adverbial, but Touro 8¢
is demonstrative: “this message.” Téd uf) Siapvnuovetew kTA.: the
articular infinitive in the dative expressing cause. TéBunkev 6 aviip:
the message may not have been quite this short, since Eu. later implies
that the note in itself implicates him (&voix8tv tué Tov &mokTeivavta
turjvue), but a note this short could have been all that was needed.
Biapopov . . . Bidgopos: several editors delete the second clause as
‘redundant, but see Introd. 8 vi 1. ayTds Epn amokTeiva: in 5.39 Eu.
explicitly challenged the prosecution’s claim that the tortured slave
admitted killing H. and argued instead that the slave only admitted
helping Eu. before and after the murder. But in any language “kill” can
be applied more or less loosely to differing degrees of participation
(5-39n.), and the jurors may not have noticed the contradiction.

55 ToTépwi xph moTedoa: cf. 5.46 moTépwr viv xprioovtar TV
Aéywv;, 5.50 ToTépwi obv eikds éoTi moTedoal;. The repetition would
reinforce the claim that the prosecution’s case was full of contradic-
tions. Tp&dTOV . . . UoTepov: the boat may have been searched for
‘the first time when it arrived in Mytilene (and sheep’s blood was found,
5.29), or (more likely) a quick search may have been made right after
H.’s disappearance. tuepnxdvnTo: 5.25n. eioB&AAovow: this
too seems scornful (5.53n. on ypauuateidiov): H.’s relatives just “toss”
the note into the boat; the historic present adds to the effect (cf. 1.20n.).
TayTm: adverbial, “in this way.”

56 agavioa: cf. 5.52, 5.97n. amd mpdTNS: sc. &pxiis, “from the
beginning.” Mé&prupes: in addition to providing support for Eu.’s
argument, the witnesses mark the transition to a new topic.

5763 The motive

Eu. defends himself against several possible motives — enmity, fear, hope of enrich-
ment and doing someone else a favor. The prosecution may have alleged all of these
motives individually or together. Although Eu. does little to clarify his past relations
with H. or Lycinus, it appears that he had had previous business dealings with both
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men, and these may have carried over into legal contests. His possible motives, there-

Jfore, may have included bitter feelings from his past dealings with H., the fear of
legal or financial harm from H., the hope of profit from H.’s death either directly or
by a reward from Lycinus, or other motives arising from his dealings with Lycinus.

The prosecution’s allegations would have been speculative, especially as regards any
conspiracy with Lycinus, but they may have had enough evidence (supported by wit-
nesses who were friends or relatives of H.) of previous dealings among the three men
to make a plausible argument about motive. The same motives are oflen alleged (or
denied) in forensic speeches (e.g. Lys. 1.43 4, Dem. 29.22 4), especially in cases
that arise from previous legal wrangling, which can result in a combination of per-
sonal enmty, fear of further prosecution, and hope for financial gain (e.g. 2.1.5-8;
Fr. 1a).

57 Tivos ye 5 kTA.: 5.53n. on ToU . . . PépovTos. X&PITIE 5.41N.
Presumably this does not represent the prosecution’s full allegation, but
they probably used the word, and Eu. seizes the opportunity to belittle
the idea that one could commit murder as a favor. ToiTo (bis): i.e.
commit murder. UTapxew: 5.4n. v Tpévolav . . . pavepav
elvai émPBouAevopévnv “premeditation of a plot must be [elvar with 3¢i]
evident”; the participle is loosely attached. tuol . . . éxBpa oUdepias
the repetition masks the fact that Eu. offers no support for this claim.

58 aAMA&. . . a&AA&ktA.: the repetition of &AA& with each allegation
and its refutation is rhetorically effective in rejecting the seemingly
endless list of motives proposed by the prosecution; cf. Gorgias, Pal.
13-19, where fear and profit are among the motives rejected. ala
xpfiwata . . . avréns all modern editors accept Dobree’s transposition,
which seems necessary to fit the argument in 5.59 (see especially Tiv
npépaowy tautny). The statement that H. had no money is not sup-
ported; he would have received ransom money for the prisoners he was
taking to Aenus, though some of these may have belonged to others. It
is also possible that Eu. would profit by avoiding a costly lawsuit that H.
was going to bring against him.

59 TpSPacw: 5.21n. XpnuaTwv veka: the suggestion was made
earlier (5.10 éveka . . . Tol oiow aUTois AuciteAodvtos); here Eu. provides
no further support for the charge. For ways to profit from prosecution
see introduction to 5, above. oU &pol éxeivov: the extreme ellipsis is
harsh but the sense is clear: “you (ascribe this motive to) me (for killing)
him.” aMofns: cf. 2.1.5n. on eidev. For the thought that the prosecu-
tion deserve trial rather than the defendant, cf. 2.2.11 amokrelvas:
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“for having killed me,” i.e. “if you kill me” (by obtaining a death sen-
tence against me in this trial). avaykafwv: i.e. his other relatives
(1.4n.); presumably the prosecutor is a relative too. pavepdv . . .
agavei: cf. 5.23n. Eu. has charged that the prosecution have not made
his motive clear (5.57), and he contrasts this with his own accusation,
which cites one clear motive (profit) as opposed to a mixture of several.

60 TalTta piv Upv Aéyw, s “I tell you this because”; rabra refers
back to his charge (5.59) that the prosecution’s case is unclear, not (as
almost all scholars understand it) to the assertion that follows. Uuiv
almost certainly designates the jurors (so too 5.61 Unetépeov), and Eu.
switches to the third person (éxe, aitiGvrai) for the prosecution, whom
he was previously addressing in the second person singular. In oral
presentation the confusion felt by the reader could easily be avoided by
gestures. auTéd! pot Tpbdpaotv oUdepiav Exer amokteival “he has no
motive for me to have killed” the man. The expression is difficult and is
commonly emended by adding an article to the infinitive (to make it the
subject) and perhaps changing éxe: to a past tense; but (as in the English
version) the awkwardness does not prevent our understanding the
expression, and emendation is unnecessary. Eu. explains to the jurors
that he accuses the prosecutor of not having a clear case against him
because he, the prosecutor, does not have a specific motive for Eu. to
have committed the murder (for mpégacis with a simple infinitive, see
Soph. Phil. 1034 attn yap fiv oot Tpépaocts exBaleiv épé). auTdl ot is
émphatic to contrast with the following remarks about Lycinus, to
whom the prosecutor apparently did assign a specific motive. olTe
yép xphinaTta fiv airéd 6wélev &v EAaBev “nor did he have (a source) from
which he would receive”; the separation of xpruata from éaBev is dif-
ficult.

61 Texurplov: 1.1on. The “evidence” is hypothetical and pretty
flimsy: Eu. gives no specific indication how serious a crime H. had
allegedly committed or how strong a case Lycinus could have
brought against him. avtév: H.; however, Eu. uses éxeivos for H.
before and after this, and the following autén designates Lycinus.
KaTtaoThoavTi: transitive. TpoweileTo aiTd kakév “payment for
aprevious wrong was owed to him”;i.e. if there had been previous deal-
ings between the two men and Lycinus felt H. owed him something, this
would have been the time to settle the score. kal Té TeBlov . . . kal
Tht wéher: the orators often seek to join public and private interests (e.g.
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Lys. 12.2). Xépw katabéoBar “earn gratitude”; one “deposits” a
favor with the city, which then owes one a favor in return (the same
expression in Thuc. 1.33.1). o0’ fABev ¢ ToUTov: i.e. “he did not
even proceed against him” (i.e. with legal action). kaAAlwv “more
honorable”; for the Athenian view of litigation as a means of asserting
or defending one’s honor, see Cohen (1995). ayTéd: most editors
posit a lacuna here both to make the sense clearer (that it would have
been more honorable to take legal action than to commit the alleged
murder), and to provide the formulaic introduction the other witnesses
receive in this speech. But the sentence makes sense without any supple-
ment, and the summoning of the witnesses may not always have been
written into the text (cf. 5.83n.). If change were desired, it might be best
to delete Maprupes, since it is hard to see what the witnesses could testify
to (that Lycinus did not take legal action?) and 5.62 follows directly from
the end of 5.61 with no allusion to the testimony of any witnesses (con-
trast 6.15-16).

62 &A\\& ydp “but, as a matter of fact” (GP1or). tvtaifa uiv. . .
tvradfa 8’: in the potential lawsuit. . . in the murder. apiikev altédy
“he let him go”; the subject is Lycinus. o¥ 8¢: although both MS
readings are syntactically viable, neither conveys the necessary sense
that previously Lycinus avoided action despite the absence of risk,
whereas now he is alleged to have acted when the risk was great.
amneotéper kTA.: Eu. speaks of two different punishments, exile for him
and banishment from everything that is sacred and holy and valuable
for Lycinus, butitis unlikely that the punishments would be significantly
different if both were convicted. E suggests that Eu. is referring to the
possibility that Lycinus would be charged only with plotting the murder
(BovAevais), but our evidence indicates that someone accused of plotting
a murder would be brought to trial by a 3ikn pévou and would face the
same punishment as the actual killer; see further introduction to 6,
below, Gagarin (19gob). G deletes the whole sentence (beginning with év
1) on the ground that the punishments are too mild for homicide, and
one would expect Eu. to mention a harsher penalty, whatever the reality.
s pdAoTas 5.27n. oU: the antecedent follows (¢pyov).

63 Biakwduvevey “take a great risk,” the earliest use of this com-
pound which is fairly common in the orators, Thucydides and later his-
torians; for compounds in A., see Introd. 8 ii 4. exmplacBar “buy
off,” a rare compound; only three other occurrences in the orators
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(always negative), and a few examples in later Greek. auTd
Touvavtiov “just the opposite” (adverbial). Umepipepov  “in
default”; lit. “past the day” a loan was due. ¢t pvédv: the genitive
expresses value; seven minas was a fairly large sum (see Introd. 4: A note
on currency). AMoaoBai: i.e. from prison, where he probably was
sent as a public debtor (assuming a similarity between Mytilenean and
Athenian law). kal uév 8r: 5.5In. xpelas . . . éxpdounv “rela-
tionship . . . treat as”; cf. 1.8n. ol 0@ddpa “not very,” implying,
however, some degree of friendship. ol y&p Sfimou goes with the
whole sentence: “itis surely not the case’ (that I did not pay his debt but
I did commit murder). apéuevos: aorist middle of aipw (&eipw).

64-73 Proof and certainty

An extended argument that the jurors ought to be completely certain before convicting
someone in a capital case, since innocent people are often wrongly accused of crimes
and a wrong verdict cannot be remedied later. Three historical examples are intro-
duced (5.67—71) to show that (a) where the killer is unknown, someone who was
with the victim is not necessarily guilty (illustrated by the killing of Ephialtes and,
hypothetically, the killing of a slave’s master), and (b) some men executed for crimes
are later found to be innocent (illustrated by the Hellenotamiae).

Scholars have wondered why Eu. refuses to speculate about other possible killers
(or other scenarios, such as an accidental drowning) and have offered various
speculations of their own. In a very similar situation, moreover, the defendant in the
Furst Tetralogy also complains that he should not have to reveal the actual murderer
in order to prove his innocence (2.2.4, 2.4.3), but he then takes up this task nonethe-
less (Sneas 8¢, 2.4.3). Reasons for avoiding such speculation in this case may be (a)
the slave’s detailed account together with other facts that may have been established
(e.g. that a guard was watching the Thracian prisoners, whom some have regarded
as likely suspects) may have deterred such speculation; and (b) such speculation
would take time away from Eu.’s argument that the jurors should not condemn him
unless they are certain. A. may have concluded that he could not create enough sus-
picion about another suspect to increase significantly the doubt already in the jurors’
minds. However, it is still puzzling that he does not suggest any alternative, even
briefly, and that he dwells at such length on his refusal to speculate (5.64—6). He
would not have to describe in detailjust how Herodes met his end, but he could easily
cite the stormy conditions, Herodes’ drunken state, and other factors conducive to an
accidental drowning, while continuing to maintain that he himself never left the
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boat.

64 s . .. amwodédeta: cf. 4.4.9. TAeloTewi: most editors (not
G)add réafter this (to go with touTat. . . Aéywr), assuming it dropped
out by haplography. The emendation is attractive but unnecessary, if
we take Adywi as predicative: “they use this as their strongest argument”
(S 1178a). agavris: the prosecution probably did not emphasize
H.’s disappearance as much as Eu. does, for they must have realized
that the absence of a corpse was a weakness in their case. ¢€ Toou
xtA.: however, Eu. was present at the time, whereas the jurors were not.
Tols aAnbéar xpfiobai: 5.33n. on éxpiTo. ¢pwTdvTwv: the form of
the third person plural imperative is indistinguishable from the partici-
ple. There is evidentirony in suggesting that the prosecution should ask
one of those wl o did it for an account. &piota: all modern editors
read &pioT’ &v; but see Introd. 8 iii 2.

65 T& pakpdtatov Tis amokploews “the fullest answer,” a
Thucydidean form of expression (“an adjective . . . converted into a
neuter substantive followed by a noun as dependent genitive,” Rusten
1989: 22). €U eikdoai: sc. pdidiov éativ. Of course, the murderer
would not have to speculate. wpépaocw “plausible explanation”
(5.21n.). Tepl TGOV apavédv eikalew: the idea that speculation about
the unknown is not certain here comes together with the theme of dis-
appearance (5.37n.): the disappearances of H. and the slave mean that
the facts after H. left the boat have disappeared (they were clear and
certain up to the point of H. leaving the boat, 5.23n.) and are thus a
matter for eikés-arguments, or speculation. amoplai: 1.1n.

66 un . . . velunTe “do not present” (véuw). agovte: with the
infinitive here (and in 5.68) means “think that . . . should,” “expect.”
For the change from aorist subjunctive to present imperative, see S
1841d-e.

67 yeyovés “ithas happened” (that); as in English, the subject is sup-
plied by the clauses that follow. Td&s aitias Umooxeiv: Uméxew is often
used in legal contexts to mean “undergo” or “suffer” a penalty, a trial,
or (here) blame for something; cf. Plato, 4p. 33b TouTwv ... olk &v
Sikaiws THV aitiav Uméxo.

68 autika “for example” (LSJ s.v. II). EiéATnv: the most
notorious unsolved crime in Athenian history at the time. Ephialtes, an
associate of Pericles, was murdered in 461, probably as a result of the
reform of the Areopagus he carried out in 463. Despite many sugges-
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tions, including AP 25.4, which names a certain Aristodicus of Tanagra
as the killer, no solution has been agreed upon by ancients or moderns
(see Rhodes 1981: ad loc.); and the jurors would probably have agreed
with Eu.’s presentation of the crime as unsolved. There is no reason to
suspect an “oligarchic view” of the murder (G). nEfou: 5.66n.
e 8t uff “otherwise” (i.e. if they do not make a plausible conjecture).
gvdxous: 1.11n. kwduvevew depends on élrTnoav, a slightly awkward
construction but preferable to emending to ékivdivevov, as some do. The
idea is that disposing of the corpse would increase the risk of exposure
(as it allegedly did in Eu.’s case). Tiis 8 avaipéoecos: it is possible to
understand this phrase as responding to tfis uév émBouliis (tod BavaTou),
“the murder” as opposed to planning the crime, but the noun (in con-
trast to the verb, 5.39n.) only has this sense in late Greek; we should thus
translate “the picking up” (asin 3.3.6).

69 ToiUTod’: adverbial without ToUro pév (cf. 1.1n.); the next example
is similarly introduced. £vTdg ol ToAAoU xpdvou: A. may have used
this example, which only hypothetically fits his needs, because it hap-
pened very recently and was thus in the minds of the jurors; we know
nothing of the event besides what is said here. Tais: presumably a
slave, or he would be further identified. ¢CfiTnoev: the attempt was
unsuccessful. Eu.’s point is that if the slave had not panicked, he would
have succeeded and would not have been identified as the killer.
&veBénoev: the subject is the master. &mavres: although the actual
killer would have been among those executed, Eu.’s point is that many
innocent people would also have been executed because the killer was
unknown. It is not clear what legal grounds, if any, justified a master’s
executing his own slave, let alone his whole household; cf. 1.20 (the con-
cubine confesses and is handed over to a public executioner), 5.47 (Eu.
protests that a slave should not have been killed by his master without a
trial), and 6.4 (a master who kills a slave suffers no punishment but must
be purified). oUk oUoav: ie. (blame) that was not true. ol
‘EM\nvorauiai: a group of ten (later twenty) officials created in 478 to
oversee the finances of the Delian league. This episode, which is not
mentioned in any other source, must have occurred in the 450s or 440s
(see 5.71). Athenian law required individual trials for all accused of
crimes (a rule notoriously violated in the case of the generals after the
battle of Arginusae in 406); the Hellenotamiae would thus have been
tried and sentenced one by one, with Sosias presumably being the last.
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6pyiit u&@AAov fi yvcoumi: the phrase has a Gorgianic ring; it recurs in
Thucydides 2.22.1. katagavés: cf. 5.65n. on mept TGOV dpavéw
eikaCev.

70 katéyvwoto: here with genitives for both the person convicted
and the penalty; cf. 2.2.12n. tv Toutw! “meanwhile” (LSJ s.v. otros
C.VIIL6.b). Té1 tpémeor: an lonic use of the article as a relative.
Some editors emend to 8twi Tpédmawi (cf. 5.66, 5.71). amfixén: on the
non-technical sense see 5.38n.; there may be an ironic allusion to the
fact that those arrested by amaywyn (like Eu.) were delivered to the
Eleven. UTd ToU fpou: probably by a vote of the Assembly.

71 Bacavilew “to test,” the original meaning of the word (1.6n.).
uh ... yvédTe: cf. 2.4.12 uf petavofoavrtes THY auapTiav yvdTe.
BiaPoAiis: possisly an allusion to anti-Mytilenean sentiment in Athens.
There is a similar warning against haste, anger and prejudice in the
speech Thucydides gives Diodotus during the Mytilenean debate,
urging the Athenians to reconsider their hasty decision of the previous
day; see esp. 3.42.1 vouifw 8t dvo T& tvavriddTata eUBoulial elvan, Taxos
Te kai dpynv. Eu.’s remarks may be intended to remind the jurors of
their change of heart on that occasion.

72 oU ydp . . . ToU avlpdmou: lit. “there is nothing that an angry
man would decide well, for it [i.e. his anger] destroys the facility with
which he plans, the man’s judgment.” This maxim, which would not be
out of place among the surviving fragments of A.’s On concord, was
included in Stobaeus’ anthology compiled in the fifth century ap (Flor.
20.44). Stobaeus’ text shows minor differences from the MSS of A, but
these may have arisen in the process of excerpting and need not be a
sign of textual corruption. uéya: sc. éoti: (day succeeding day) “isa
great thing.” ueraoTiioa: epexegetic infinitive with uéya: “for
changing” (anger into judgment).

73 lote: imperative. eikés: here = “reasonable,” indicating a
general standard of human behavior; cf. 1.2n. 6 Unétepov Suva-
uevov “your ability.” The article with a neuter participle functioning as
an abstract noun is characteristic of Thucydides (Rusten 1989: 22-3;
Pritchett 1975: 92 n.32), as is the further addition of words dependent
on the participle; similarly o Tév éx8pdv Boulduevov = “my enemies’
desire.” ¢moxeiv: émexeiv has two basic meanings, “extend
towards” and “keep away,” “keep back” (cf. English “hold out”); here in
the second sense = “wait.” Eu. alludes to the possibility, which he later
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elaborates (esp. 5.85-90), of a second trial by the regular procedure of
Bikij pévou after an acquittal in this trial (cf. 5.16n. on avaugioPntiTeos).
Tén mapaxpfiua “immediate (action) apxnv: adverbial, with a
negative = “at all” (LS] s.v. L.c).

»

74-80 Euxitheus’ father and the Mpytilenean revolt

Eu. now defends his father, whose role in the Mytilenean revolt some ten years earlier
the prosecution had evidently discussed, perhaps at length. This is a dangerous area
for Eu., since most jurors would remember the event well and many presumably still
harbored ill will toward Mytilene. Eu.’s strategy is to downplay his father’s role in
the events, while portraying him as a wealthy Mytilenean who, much like a wealthy
Athenzan, contributes his share to the city but is constantly pestered by sycophants
(Introd. 7). This last point leads to a renewed attack on the prosecution’s motives for
bringing this case; he now accuses them explicitly of being sycophants themselves.

Eu.’s defense of his father is in some ways a self-contained speech (Vollmer 1958:
109—11; E 111-12); he must have anticipated that the prosecution would include his
father and the famous revolt in their arguments, but he (and A.) may have taken care
that his own discussion of his_father could be deleted at the last minute, in case the
prosecution did not mention him.

74 xafroryexTA.: 5.74—5 forma kind of prologue to the defense of his
father, in which the sentiments expressed and the verbal effects, such as
the parisosis and paromoiosis of 6 utv. . . 6 8¢ (Introd. 8 v 2), are appropri-
ate. Similarly, the sentiments in 5.80 (Uueis Bonbrfoaté poi, etc.) are
appropriate for an epilogue. eikds: 5.73n. TpeoPuTepOs . . .
TGV Euddv Mpaypdtwv “older than my affairs”; the sense is clear (Eu.’s
father has been alive longer than Eu. has been active) but the odd
expression appears motivated by a desire to reiterate the opposition
older/younger without much regard for clarity. Nothing about Eu.’s
age can be inferred from this. i ptv ¢y kTA.: 5.38n. aywvi-
Couévou “contending in court,” “being a litigant” can designate either
litigant (cf. 5.3, 5.4, 5.7), but here it must be the prosecutor (toutou).
axofi: several passages in the orators inform us that most hearsay evi-
dence was prohibited (e.g. Dem. 46.7, 57.4), but we do not know the
wording of any law on the subject and the prohibition may have been
only implicit. Exceptions were apparently numerous (the words of the
dead or others absent from Athens were allowed) and, as with any
restrictions on testimony, the rules could only be enforced by the jurors
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heeding the objection of the opposing litigant; see further Bonner
(1905) 20-5. Although he earlier showed no reluctance to introduce
hearsay evidence (akofji, 5.67), here, by labeling the arguments about
his father hearsay, Eu. seeks to cast them into the area of uncertainty as
opposed to clear knowledge.

75 KakSs akovovTa: 3.4.4M. Téx’ &v opaleinv: the conventional
expression of fallibility again emphasizes that his father’s affairs are
remote and not clearly known.

76 té&v MutiAnvaiwv: modern editors feel a need to put the genitive
in the attributive position by writing either tiv MutiAnvaicov (B) or triv
TV MutiAnvaiwv (G), but the rules governing this genitive are not hard
and fast; Thucydides has tiv Tév 'Apyeicv anéotaow (5.81.1) but Tév

méhewv Tas &mooTdoes (1.57.6). edvolav: the assertion of his
father’s goodwill toward Athens before the revolt is weakened by Eu.’s
failure to mention any specific acts. HuapTe Tis UueTépas yveuns

“fell short of your opinion,” i.e. “failed to meet your expectations.”
Several editors delete Tiis . . . yvcouns, which is indeed harsh but is hard
to explain as a gloss. Eu. carefully speaks of the revolt as nota crime, but
an error in which his father was forced to participate along with every-
one else; cf. the repeated 8An . . . 8Ans (also in 5.79). His father could not
have been a leader of the revolt or he would have been executed (5.77),

but one suspects he was more sympathetic to it than Eu. allows. ¢’
tkelveor “in his power” (LSJ s.v. éni B.L.1.g). eUpéTas Elxev . . .
aBuvdTws elxev “it was easy . . . it was impossible”; i.e. he could not

easily leave Mytilene so as to show his goodwill toward Athens, and
while he remained there he could not stand up against the anti-
Athenian sentiment of the rest of the city. For otte . . . 8¢ see GP 511.
etpoTos (“easily inclining,”
later Greek; some editors emend to the much more common edmopos.
tvéxupa: évéxupov usually means a “pledge” given as security; here it is
used metaphorically.

77 &3eiav: for the amnesty and conditions after the revolt see Thuc.
3.50 (cf. introduction to 5, above; E 113-15, with references to recent

i.e. “easy”) occurs only here and once in

scholarship). t8cokarte: the earliest occurrence of this form (instead
of &ote), which becomes common in later Greek. TV opeTépav
ayTddV: sC. Yiv. Té1 Epéd matpl: most editors delete these words as
unnecessary. oUd’ fis . . . yeyévnTau: in apposition to TGV Se6vTeov:

(he has neglected) “no liturgy which the city needed.” Anitoupylas:
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see 2.2.12n. xopnyfas: see Ant. 6 passim; the reference is presum-
ably to performances in Mytilene. TéAn: these regular “taxes,” as
opposed to the eiogopai (special levies) mentioned in 2.2.12, may have
included the rent paid to the Athenian cleruchs (introduction to 5,
above), a contribution to the annual tribute owed by Mytilene to
Athens, and others (see E 114-15).

78 Alveu: 5.20n. xwpophel “likes the country” (i.e. likes to live
there), a rare compound, also found in a letter attributed to the early
philosopher Thales (quoted by Diogenes Laertius 1.44); it is apparently
equivalent to the more common @iAoxwpel. TOUTO OUK: SC. TOlel
(actually inserted by some editors), or ¢oi (“in this he is not”); the four
participles (amooTepév, yeyevnuévos, pedywv, Wo@v) express cause or
motive. amooTEPGY . . . tauTdv oudevds “withdrawing himself
from none.” TV eis TV TéAw “his obligations to the city”; wéAw is
probably intended to suggest both Athens and Mytilene. ™Y
fielpovs 5.52n. <tous 86>: almost all editors recognize two problems
in this passage: (a) ToUs uév has no answering 8¢, and (b) we know of
treaties (oupPola) providing for litigation with Athenians for several
allied cities, including Mytilene, but not for any enemy states. E defends
the MS reading, arguing (a) there are examples of pév without 8¢ in A.
(true, but none of 6 uév, 1 uév, etc.), and (4) Eu. may be referring to
Athenian allies who still bore hostility toward Athens (but these would
probably not be designated moAéuior). Reiske’s emendation solves both
problems; Eu. is referring to two groups, those who left Mytilene and
settled among Athens’ enemies in Asia Minor, and those who remained
but pestered the Athenian cleruchs with litigation. Sikas amd
EuuBdAwv: a technical expression for “treaty cases,” or cases brought
according to the provisions of a treaty between Athens and another
city; the standard work on these is Gauthier (1972). wAiifos: 5.8n.
ofous UpETs: sc. pioodot. oukogdvTas: see introduction to 5, above.
The word itself occurs only here and in 5.80, where it refers to the
prosecution. It matters little whether or not Eu.’s father had in fact been
subject to malicious prosecutions; any rich man could plausibly be said
to hate sycophants.

79 &medov “they watched”; the present forms of the verb are pro-
vided by épopéco. avéorarov “laid waste”; an exaggeration, since
only the walls of the city were taken down (Thuc. 3.50.1), but even this
must have been a bitter sight. XpnudTwv yap éveka: Eu. now turns
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his defense of his father into an attack on the prosecution.
mapaokeu: lit. “preparation”; used by the orators of a “carefully con-
trived case” (e.g. Andoc. 1.1, with MacDowell’s note). T&
oupBaAAdueva “things that contribute to.” One expects Eu. to speak of
general conditions favoring sycophants in Mytilene; instead he speaks
only of himself and his father. TéV &AhoTplev éplecbar “to lay their
hands on the possessions of others.” Yépwv. . . &ot’ “tooold to.”
VEDTEPOS . . . TOAAGI: as often, Eu. uses an imprecise expression; we
can only guess at his exact age.

80 uh Biddoxkete: the idea that the jurors’ verdict teaches a lesson for
the future (sometimes called a prospective precedent) is common in the
orators (e.g. Acs. 1.192) and is found as early as Aesch. Fu. 490 515.
melBew: i.e. on’ should avoid (pedyev) coming to court, where the jurors
will award the verdict to the sycophant, and should instead “persuade”
him to accept an out-of-court settlement (cf. 2.3.6n.). In such contexts
meiBew often implies the payment of money (Lys. 7.21); in some contexts
(even here) one may wish to translate it as “bribe.” mAfifos: 5.8n.
movnpof “scoundrels,” probably with class associations; presumably
most sycophants, real or alleged, were from the lower class. omep
xal T& Sikaiov &xet “in accordance with justice too™; éxer virtually = “is.”

81 ¢ Signs from heaven

Eu. adds an argument based on signs from the gods  actually the absence of signs:
in all his recent activities, religious and secular, no one has suffered from association
with him. Therefore, he is not polluted and must be innocent. It is futile to seek in this
argument the religious views of A. or the averagejuror; although Eu. urges the impor-
tance of these signs, the brevity and generality of his argument belies this claim. The
argument might appeal to some jurors, and those who felt it silly would probably not
let 1t affect their estimate of Fu.’s other arguments. Arguments based on pollution
play a considerably larger role in the Tetralogies; see Introd. 7.

81 Texunpiwv . . . onuefois: itis not clear that there is any significant

differcnce here; cf. 1.10n. on Texpripiov. eis T& TolaUTa “concerning
such matters.” Tekunpauévous “drawing inferences from,” with
dative. T& . . . kowd “public affairs,” as opposed to Ta . .. Bia

(5.82). Scholars have argued that A. would not have made such a
comment on Athenian public affairs in a speech written after the
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Sicilian disaster; this would provide a terminus ante quem of 113. eig
T& é€>: most editors since Bekker delete «is, producing a nice balance:
Taeis . . . Ta é€w; but B argues for keeping it; the balance is less elegant
— T& eis ToUs kIvBUvous fikovTa . . . eis T& 6o TGOV KIvdUvev = “those per-
taining to dangers . . . those pertaining to things notin danger” — but
perhaps more characteristic of A.

82 tmiotacbar &Tt ... ouvamdAecav . .. ATOAOHEVOUS . . .
tyévovro: three different constructions all technically dependent on
émioracBar anacoluthon, 5.12n. , but the sense is clear throughout. The
descriptions are filled out with generalities e.g. 6oicos Siakeévous Ta
TpoOs Tous Beovs . uf: with kaapoi = “impure” ‘cf. S 2735.
xabapol xeipas: since all five other occurrences of this expression in the
orators -including 5.11 above include the article with xeipas, most
editors add the article here; but Herodotus has ot kaBapos xeipas 1.33,
describing Adrastus , and A. should not be held to consistency in such
matters cf. 1.2gn. on ogeTépous . iepois: 1.16n. ol éotot SvTes,
kai SiakwAvovTes ** itbecame apparent that they were unholy and were
preventing”; many editors delete the xai and understand “were unholy
because they were preventing.”

83 Toltois: with evavria. txpficavro “experienced” 1.8n..
oUk EoTv 8Trou oUxi: both negatives have full force: “nowhere wasitnot.”
ToUtwv paprupes “Witnesses please.” Almost all editors assume a
lacuna and many supply a few words to make a complete sentence, such
as usually introduces witnesses ‘but cf. 5.61 ; but these words are com-
prehensible by themselves and A. may have intended them as an infor-
mal variant on the usual practice.

84 tmiotauar ktA.: another hypothetical role-reversal r.1in.; cf.
5-38, 5.74. 6.27-8. The wording in 6.28 is especially close to that here;
the differences are attributable to differences in context or involve
minor variations e.g. yweudf vs. oux aAndi . Taonueia . . . Bedv: in
apposition to taytnv; this phrase can easily be replaced in a different
context cf. 6.28 . kaloi uév &Aot k.2 the exact same words witha
minor change in word order in 6.47. In both speeches the sentence fits
the context foreshadowing the transition to the epilogue ; here it
echoes a charge made in the prologue 3.3 that the prosecution are
relying on Aéyor, notépya cf. 3.3.1n. .
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8596 Epilogue

The epilogue 1s devoted largely to two poinis: criticism of the prosecution’s use of
amaycwyn instead of a Sikn pdvov (already argued in 5.8 19), and an appeal to
take more time in deciding by acquitting Eu. in this trial, thereby allowing the case
to be tried later in a proper Sikn @dvou (already suggested in 5.16). This strategy
offers the jurors an easy way out if they feel the least bit uncomfortable convicting
him. Eu. does not remind the jurors, of course, though the prosecution probably
emphasized the point, that if heis acquitted and charged in a Sixn @dvou, he will be
Jfree to leave Athens before the trial (or before his second speech in the trial); so an
acquittal here would not, in fact, necessarily result in a second trial.

85 Béopai: most editors who keep ofuai assume a lacuna, except G,
who understanc's an eivai with Guév and translates “I think it is your
duty”; but the ellipsis is very harsh. dudoate: 5.8n. on émel . . .
Siaynepicachai. ols: the antecedent (tois véuors) is postponed (cf.
Introd. 8 iv 3). amfixBnv “I was arrested” (by amaywyn).
gvoxos: I.11n. aycow pot véupos: i.e. a dikn @dvou. Svo: sc.
aydves. ol 8fjrou “it is surely not the case that”; the force of the
negative carries through to mpokatayvcoeote.

86 uh Uuels ye: omission of the verb in negative commands is
common in drama (LSJ s.v. uj A.8); cf. Dem. 19.242 uf 0¥ ye, &AAd.
T Xpbvwri: cf. 5.71 olitws ayabdv éoTi ueTd Tol xpdvou Bacavifew Ta
TpdyuaTa. akpiBeiav: 3.2.1n. nEiowv “I should think”; cf. 5.1n.
on ¢Bouldunv (cf. Lys. 12.37 f€iouv ikava eivar T& katnyopnuéva); both
eivar and éAéyxeoBar depend on it tyryvaoketo “would be
decided”; some translate “would be understood,” but this has less point
in this context (and cf. 5.87 yvwobeioa). olupaxol: 5.37n.

87-9 are repeated with some changes in 6.3-6 and are therefore
deleted by some editors; but there is no reason why A. could not adapt
generalized sentiments such as these for use in two different speeches,
especially for different courts.

87 @évou. . . Bikn: as commentators note, this is not strictly a 8ikn
pévou. But Eu. may here be referring to homicide cases in general, not
a specific procedure, and in this sense both trials he has been discussing
are homicide cases. dvra: sc. pe. xpfiofat (bis) “submit to” (cf.
1.8n.). oUBels av ToAufioeiev kTA.: the falseness of this assertion is
obvious. The one example we have of someone who was confident of
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his own innocence submitting to the guilty verdict — that of Socrates —
is clearly presented (in the Crito, atleast) as wholly atypical. Itis not clear
whether A. expects the jurors to believe the claims, to be skeptical of but
nonetheless impressed by them, or perhaps to be amused by Eu.’s naive
piety. In Plato’s Gorgias 480ob—e Socrates proposes a similar view,
arguing that as commonly employed forensic rhetoric is unnecessary
because people who commit crimes should denounce themselves and
accept their punishment voluntarily; but Polus’ response that this is
absurd (&toma) may suggest that even Plato does not seriously propose
this (though in the Laws he comes close to such a position).
vik&oBau: lit. “be conquered by”; with a genitive of comparison = “yield

5

to. avtol Te: for single Tesee 1.9n. Tol &AnbBois kTA.: in 6.4 the
speaker cites the specific example of a man who kills his own slave who
has no “avenger” (i.e. no one to prosecute the killer), but here Eu. speaks
more generally of the murder of anyone without relatives to prosecute
the killer (one such case is discussed in Dem. 47.68—73). In such cases the
killer would probably not face legal punishment but would normally
undergo religious purification.

88 ai diwpoaiai: this oath (5.11n.), the sacrifices and the proclama-
tion are specific to a 8ikn pdvou. Téma “cut pieces,” i.e. the pieces of
an animal that has been sacrificed (cf. 5.12 T®v opayicwv). ai
mwpopptioeis: the preliminary proclamation made by the victim’s rela-
tives (Introd. 4). YryveookeoBai . . . yvwoBévra: 5.86n.

89 aitiaois: 5.25n. Tis aveveykev Thv auaptiav amolvocaito
“someone could have your mistake undone by referring” (the verdict
elsewhere); Tis designates any litigant who is the victim of the jurors’
mistake; amoloaito is a “causative” middle (S 1725). A litigant could
not “refer” or “appeal” an Athenian verdict to any higher authority.
Some critics (G, M, E) take Tis as a juror, who could not escape from his
mistake by referring it elsewhere, but Eu. is emphasizing the effect a
mistake would have on the litigant, not the jurors (or else he would say
something specific about the harm a wrong verdict would cause them).

90 Bouocauévous: 5.11n. Tepl auTol ToU MpdypaTos: in a dikn
@évou the litigants were required to stick to the point; cf. 5.11 f uiv pun
&Aa kaTtnyoproewv éuol fi eis auTdv TOV Pdvov. kakei: i.e. at the
Areopagus, where the dikn pévou would be tried. Eu. uses uneis loosely in
the sense of “you Athenians,” glossing over the fact that the jurors
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would in fact be different (Introd. 4); he does not want to suggest that he
might have a more favorable hearing in that court (5.8-19n.).
XxpfioBais sc. pot.

91 adikws amoAioai . . . Bikalws amohéoar: this kind of word-play is
generally avoided in the main body of the speech. aoéPnua: the
idea that a mistaken prosecution is a sin occurs several times in the
Tetralogies (e.g. 4.1.4), where it is associated with spirits of vengeance,
and more generally with the notion of pollution (Introd. 7). That pollu-
tion is not mentioned here is another indication that it is of relatively
little interest in real cases at this time (cf. 5.81-4n.). v o=ty
ToUTOL. aviikeotov “irremediable”; by A.’s time the word may have
lost its metaphorical sense of “incurable” (Garvie on Aesch. Ch. 516).
For the idea, cf. 2.4.12 aviaTos yap 1 petavora Tédv ToloUTwv éoTiv, and
Gorgias, Pal. 34, which echoes some of the wording here: (one should
exercise caution) t& 3¢ aviikeota TGOV AkeoTAV ETt pdAAov: TalTa yap

Tpovonoaot uév duvaTtd, petavonoaoct 8t aviata. akeotédn: almost all
editors accept Stephanus’ correction; the MS reading makes no sense
in the context. Xpnoapévous: 1.8n. HETAYVOUS . . .

Boulevoaito: the subject is essentially the same as that of the plural par-
ticiples that precede and follow (i.e. a juror). Mdny editors add Tis
before 6p8éss to help clarify the sense, but the awkwardness of switching
from plural to singular and back remains. wAéov BA&Bos kTA.: Eu.
does not explain this assertion, hoping it will pass without question.
tEamartnBeior: i.e. deceived by the prosecution (as in this case). xen:
all editors since B change this to the imperfect xpfiv, but the present
makes good sense (deceivers ought to be punished), and makes clearer
an allusion to the prosecution in the present case.

92 T& piv akovoia . . . Cuyyvunv: 4.1.6n. o 8t ékovoiov Tiis
yvouns: the notion of an “intentional error” seems to mean an error
committed after deliberation (cf. &v BouAnv Toioito). For the opposition
between tuxn and yvdun, cf. Isoc. 3.47 ol uév yap tixnt kai pf yvdount
OWPPOVOTVTES. Tt yfipwr: Eu. links the prosecution’s deliberately
false case closely with the jurors’ vote; otherwise the verdict might be
thought to be an unintentional error.

93 €l T EuvAidn tpautén: cf. 5.52. The argurnent that voluntarily
facing trial is a sign of innocence is a topos; it is rejected by e.g. Lycurgus
(1.90) on the ground that every thief and temple-robber makes this
claim. moTelwv T Sikafear: sc. HA8ov. Eu. gives a different (not
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inconsistent) reason for coming to Athens in 5.13. ol TAéovos oUBév
totwv &€ov “than which [genitive of comparison] nothing is worth
more.” ouvaywvifeoba “for assisting (someone) in a trial”; the lan-
guage is becoming more metaphorical. undtv . . . uAT’: because
single urjte is rare in prose (cf. 1.9n. on single te), most modern editors
emend it to und’, (not E), but this is unnecessary; see GP 509-10.
ameipnkéds “when it has given up,” perfect participle (&meimov).
ouveEéowoev: gnomic aorist. The verb is a very rare double compound,
found also in Sophocles (OC 566) and Menander (Dys. 753). i 1o
) Euverdévai éautiit “because it has nothing on its conscience” (i.e. has a
clean conscience). ouvoida épautér (“I know in my conscience”) is fre-
quently followed by expressions of wrongdoing (e.g. that I have done
something wrong); it thus comes to mean “I have a guilty conscience”
even without further supplement. TolTo auté: the yuxd. Tpo-
amolefmer “leaves him earlier,” another rare double compound. The
word order is such that To¥ odpatos ioxvovtos would be felt as a geni-
tive absolute rather than a genitive of comparison with nwpo- (as LSJ
have it). oi: 1.16n. Tavtny: i.e. the guilty conscience, which the
spirit takes to be punishment for the man’s crime. The pronoun suggests
A. feels a need for a noun to express the idea of a conscience, but as G
notes, the first occurrence of oUveois in this sense is Euripides’ Or. 396,
produced in 408 (perhaps a decade after this speech). That the yux? is
said to “regard” this conscience as something external to it is further
evidence that yuxd is closer to “life force” or “spirit,” than to “soul”
(2.4.5n.).

94 meifecBai T uf Sikaia “be persuaded of what is unjust,” an inter-
nal accusative (S 1574), more often found with a neuter pronoun (6.47
&mep auTol opds aUTous oUk Emeioav, Taud’ Uuds &Elovol Teloan). TOU
8t. . . &EepydoacBai: with {aois. 6 Biapépwv “separating” (this trial
from my second one). Tév Emeryouévev “for those in a hurry”; the
genitive denotes loosely the person whose concern something is (cf. S
1304-5). yvwpiotal. . . Tiis Sikns . . . dikaocTtal TGV paptipwv. . .
BofaoTal. . . kpital Tév &Andé&v “fact finders in this case . . . judges of
the testimony of witnesses . . . holders of opinions . . . judges of the
truth.” The complex nexus of parallels and antitheses reinforces the
seriousness and importance of the second trial in comparison with this
one. Now the jurors can only learn facts and form opinions; then they
will assess the testimony of witnesses and judge the ultimate truth of the
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case. yvewpiotai and 8ofactai are both rare, especially the former,
which occurs only here in classical Greek. Some editors delete Tév
uaptipwv, but the words have a point (which is picked up by katauap-
Tupficat in the next sentence) and it is difficult to see how they could
have come into the text at a later time. For 8ofaotai and kpitai, see
Antisthenes, Ajax 8 ou kpiTail TGV Aeyouévewv aAla Sofaotai kabrioBe
(spoken to the jurors with scorn).

95 pdioTov 8¢ Toi: Dobree’s emendation of the meaningless reading
of A is accepted by all modern editors. T6 mapaxpfiua uévov “only
for a moment,” with meiccwow. Others take 6 mapaxpfjua as “on the
spot” with amokteivay, but there is no possibility of summary execution
in homicide cases. Tl ... mAéov “what ... benefit?” Forensic
orators (and others) gencrally emphasize that a dead man needs
revenge and benefits from it, but when it suits their need, orators are
quite capable of arguing that revenge does not help the dead (cf. Andoc.
1.7, Lys. 12.88, 19.4).

96 Uuels . . . BiayvdoeoBe: 5.90n. on kacei. ouBels Adyos: cf.
3.2.4. mapels: some change this to the present wapieis because of
amooTepcdv, but such consistency cannot be forced on A. ToUTWV:
i.e. TO Unétepov euoePés, TO Sikatov and T UpeTépwt Spkeot.

6. On the chorus boy

Background. The speech was delivered by an unknown Athenian (cf.
6.12n. on ®avéorpatov), who in 419 (see 6.45n. for the date) was
assigned an important (and expensive) public duty or liturgy (2.2.12n.
on &k TGV poepyaopévev) the training of a boys’ chorus to compete
at the Thargelia, a festival held in the late Spring. The date can be
established from our knowledge of the Athenian calendar (see 6.45n.)
and is accepted by most scholars, though Vollgraff (1948: 258-63)
argues that the MS numbers are unreliable and Ba leaves the question
undecided.

The xopnyds or chorus producer (henceforth Ch.) recruited the
number of boys needed for the chorus (probably fifty) from various
families and set aside room in his house for them to train. This xopnyds
was busy with his other affairs, and so he assigned his son-in-law and
three other men to supervise the training and attend to whatever needs
might arise. One day when Ch. was not at home, one of the chorus-
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boys named Diodotus was given a drug to drink, perhaps to remedy
a sore throat; instead it caused his death. Two days after Diodotus’
death his brother Philocrates formally accused Ch. of “planning” an
unintentional homicide, but the basileus, the official who supervised
homicide cases, refused to accept the suit. Almost two months later a
new basileus took office, and Philocrates submitted his case to this
official about six weeks after that. This time it was accepted, leading to
a trial at the Palladion, the court that heard cases of unintentional
homicide. The penalty for unintentional homicide was exile, perhaps
for a limited period (MacDowell 1963: 120-3). We do not know
whether anyone who was more directly involved in the death was pro-
secuted.

Clearly Ch. is a wealthy citizen who is active in public life. He speaks
of suits he has brought against other prominent Athenians and alleges
that Philocrates is bringing this case because he has been bribed by
Ch.’s political enemies, who wish to thwart Ch.’s own suits against
them. Thus this homicide case appears to be just one in a series of suits
and counter-suits that have occupied Ch. for several years, illustrating
Todd’s observation (1993: 153) that “a lot of what occurs in the orators
is not so much dispute settlement as dispute perpetuation.” In such cir-
cumstances, it would have mattered little to the prosecution if their
chances of securing a conviction were quite small; anyone accused of
homicide was barred from public places, including the law courts,
during the trial, and Ch. thus had to withdraw from the case he was
about to bring against his opponents.

The case. Ch. advances three main lines of argument. First he argues
that he did everything required of him and more in overseeing the
chorus’s training, and he provides details to show that all matters were
handled properly. Second, he maintains that he had nothing to do with
Diodotus’ death and was not even present when he died. Third, he
claims that the prosecution only brought this case against him because
they were bribed by his political enemies, whose motive was to force
him to abandon his own legal attacks on them. In support of this claim
he argues that the victim’s brother was on friendly terms with him until
Ch. began exposing the wrongdoing of his opponents. The details and
supporting arguments Ch. provides for these points suggest that they all
contain a considerable degree of truth. Nonetheless, there are a
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number of ways the prosecution could attack these claims, and their
main arguments probably focused on some different issues.

The prosecution’s case. The prosecution probably did not challenge Ch.’s
claim that he was not present at Diodotus’ death, since this fact could
easily have been tested and Ch. claims he had many witnesses to it.
They rejected Ch.’s challenge to interrogate his slaves on this point, and
although he makes much of this rejection, they may have ignored it in
their speech. They may have attacked Ch., however, on his overall
supervision of the training. Although he mentions many things he did
correctly, they may have produced evidence of improper actions or
neglect; for example, they may have alleged mistreatment of one of the
other boys an- presented testimony from his family, or they may have
attacked the qualifications of Ch.’s son-in-law or his other assistants.
The prosecution could also have responded in advance to Ch.’s argu-
ment, which they could anticipate, that they were motivated only by
political or financial considerations. They may perhaps have alleged
political or financial wrongdoing on the part of Ch. or argued that he
had ulterior motives for his suits against his enemies. They may also
have claimed that he colluded with the first basiletis to prevent the case
being tried right away, and that the settlement he then arranged with
them was only a cover giving him time to prepare a new prosecution of
his enemies. They could explain the long delay in bringing the case the
second time by saying that, although upset over Diodotus’ death, they
were trying to be conciliatory and so they allowed Ch. to go unpun-
ished; but when he then violated the spirit of the reconciliation by
launching a new attack on them, they could no longer refrain from
prosecution.

In addition to these preemptive responses, the main burden of the
prosecution’s case probably rested on the general issue of overall
responsibility for the death. Ch. (they could say) had assumed an impor-
tant public duty and had thus accepted responsibility for the chorus’
welfare. Whatever measures he may have taken, Diodotus’ death shows
that he did not exercise proper supervision. Had he not been so busy
pursuing private grudges and minding other people’s business, he could
have prevented the carelessness and mismanagement that led to
Diodotus’ death. He is thus guilty as the “planner” (much like the step-
mother in Ant. 1), even though the death was not intentional and he did
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not actually administer the drug himself. In addition the prosecution
probably made a highly emotional plea. One can imagine them relating
in grim detail the awful circumstances of the death how the poor
family of upright citizens was deprived of this outstanding young boy,
stricken dead while he was fulfilling an important civic duty, etc. They
could also have urged the jurors to consider the threat this lamentable
event posed to everyone’s (i.e., every juror’s) child, and indeed to all
civic institutions, for who would now allow his child or relative to vol-
unteer if they were going to be supervised by irresponsible men like
Ch.? Arguments along these lines could have a powerful impact.

The charge: “planning” an unintentional homicide. In 6.16 Ch. cites what
appear to be the actual words of the oath the prosecution swore at the
beginning of this case: amokteivai pe Aiddotov Poulevoavta TOV
8&varov, and he later tells us that “the prosecution agree that Diodotus’
death did not occur intentionally or with premeditation” (6.19 uf &
mpovoias und’ ik mapaokeufis); the charge in this case, therefore, was
“planning an unintentional homicide,” an expression that on the
surface seems self-contradictory (on “planning” in Athenian law see
Gagarin 1ggob: esp. 95-6 on Ant. 6). As early as Draco (/G 1% 104, 12-13;
cf. Andoc. 1.94), the planner (tév Bouleloavta) was considered just as
responsible legally for a homicide as the actual killer; but this provision
was probably intended and used primarily for the planner of an inten-
tional homicide. Like the killer the planner was normally tried for
homicide by a regular 3ikn gévou, as for example in Ant. 1 (e.g. 1.26
ékoucicws kal Bouleloaoa Tov BavaTov).

Ant. 6 is the only case we know where the charge is planning an unin-
tentional homicide; if there were any other such cases, they were prob-
ably very rare. Any attempt to determine the precise meaning of this
charge or to set clear guidelines for its use is futile. We do not know, and
the Athenians themselves probably could not say, whether someone was
considered legally liable for the actions of his subordinates. Rules for
such cases could only be inferred from regular practice, not from the
outcome (if we knew it) of one or two cases. Athenian law allowed
considerable leeway in adapting existing procedures to different cir-
cumstances, as, for example, in Ant. 5, where the prosecution used a
different procedure for homicide, apparently for the first time. The offi-
cials overseeing a procedure apparently did not hold would-be plain-
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tiffs to strict interpretation of the law, which would have been difficult
in any case given the generality of the language of many statutes. In this
case the charge of planning an unintentional homicide was plausible
enough for a basileus to allow the case to proceed; Ch. takes the accusa-
tion seriously and implies that such a charge would be legitimate if he
had been more involved in the boy’s supervision. All we can say about
this case is that the jurors probably based their decision on the entire set
of arguments presented by each side, not just on this one issue.

The role of the basileus. The official in charge of homicide cases was the
basileus (*king”), one of the nine Athenian archons, whose one-year
terms were non-renewable. His duties were administrative and proba-
bly included 1naking the initial proclamation, arranging the trial,
holding preliminary hearings (prodikasiai), running the trial itself, and
perhaps declaring the verdict (4P 57; MacDowell 1963: 34-8). These
duties carry little power in themselves, but a basileus might still exercise
significant influence on a case (though scholars disagree on how much;
see further Gagarin forthcoming).

When Philocrates’ accusation was first presented, the basileus
rejected it on the ground that it was necessary to hold three prodikasiaiin
three different months (6.42) and his term of office would end in less
than two months. Philocrates protested (6.41 2), but did not accuse the
basileus of misconduct at the formal assessment hearing which every
official underwent at the end of his term. Six weeks into the next year
Philocrates presented the case again and the new basileus accepted it.
The first basileus probably had the legal right to reject the case (he
apparently pointed to the wording of the law), but it is not clear that he
was required to reject it; the law may have said only that three prodikasiai
were required, not that they needed to be held by the same basileus. If so,
he may have rejected the charge out of political friendship with Ch., as
the prosecution probably argued. He may also have questioned the
unusual, perhaps unprecedented, charge of unintentional homicide by
planning, but if he had openly expressed doubts about the charge, one
might expect Ch. to cite such doubts in his defense.

Assessment. Each side probably presented a strong case. The prosecution
could cite the letter of the law, arguing that as xopny6s Ch. was respon-
sible for the actions of his subordinates and that the general instruc-
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tions he gave them led to Diodotus’ death; but they probably had few
witnesses on their side, and unless they could introduce evidence of sig-
nificant mismanagement besides this accidental death, the strength of
their case would rest primarily on its emotional appeal, which could
have been powerful, and their criticism of Ch. for minding other
people’s affairs while neglecting his duties. To imagine a modern
analogy, if a child in a day-care center dies from being given the wrong
drug for a fever, the owner of the center might be held responsible even
if she were out of town that day and the drug was given by an employee
without her knowledge.

In his defense Ch. presents strong arguments on all three of his main
points, and the jurors might well wonder whether someone who had
taken such thorough precautions to ensure that the boys would be well
cared for and who was not even in the house at the time could be held
liable for an accidental death. The picture he paints of his opponents’
political opportunism and Philocrates’ vacillation, moreover, would
raise strong doubts about whether this case should have been brought in
the first place. All in all the speech is a very effective response to the
challenge of a novel and complex situation.

One factor that is difficult to assess is the liability of Ch.’s assistants.
In arguing that he was not involved in Diodotus’ death, Ch. does not
seek to blame his subordinates, some of whom must have been directly
involved; rather he blames tixn. The prosecution may have brought a
‘separate case against the subordinates, but this would not prevent their
also charging Ch. Conviction of a subordinate, however, might weaken
the emotional argument that Diodotus’ death must be avenged, and if
their real motive in prosecuting was to bar Ch. from the law courts, they
may well have ignored his subordinates.

Outline. The prologue (1-6) is followed by a preliminary attack on the
prosecution’s case (7-10). The narration of events leading up to the
death (11-14) leads to arguments that Ch. is not responsible for it
(15-19), which is followed by a further narrative (20—2) and by Ch.’s
challenge that the prosecution interrogate his slaves (23-32). Narrative
and argument are then mixed together in the discussion of the first
basileus’ rejection of the case and Philocrates’ second, successful
attempt to prosecute (33-50). A very brief epilogue (51) concludes the
speech.



226 COMMENTARY: 6.1 4

1-6 Prologue

1 “HBioTov: sc. éoTiv. uév: 1.1n. kivBuvov: often used of the
“risk” of being convicted in court. For the fgpos that avoiding litigation
is a virtue, cf. 3.2.1 2, where the defendant also laments the oupugop&
and tUxn that have forced him (jvaykdo8nv) into court. Tepl TOU
oduatos probably = “life-threatening”; so in 5.95 &ua T oduaT,
though yuxn can also be used (e.g. 2.1.4). Umépxew: 5.4n. The
infinitive depends on e€aito: if one cannot have the best situation
(fi8ioTov), then one can wish at least (yodv) for a clear conscience even if
some misfortune strikes (e Tis kail ouugopa yfyvoiro). tautédn
ouveildévai: see 5.93n. on 8ia T pf Euveldévai tauTii.

2 is nearly identical to 5.14, with only minor changes in wording.
TolTeov: i.e. the plaintiffs (1.4n. on oUon).

3 [aUtou]: alone among modern editors Ba defends the MS
reading, citing Wilamowitz (1900) 413 (whose views on the text of A.
often fall short of the high standard he displays on other authors), but
there is no other example of 6 Toiottos attés in Greek, and itis not easy
to see what sense it might have. uia 8fkn “one verdict.” Since there
was no process of appeal in Athenian law, all cases hdd only one verdict,
but in other matters a litigant could often bring a new suit on a related
matter, effectively reopening the case. Homicide cases left no such
opportunity. un 6pBids katayvwobeioa kTA.: much of the text from
here to the end of 6.6 also occurs in 5.87—-9; there are significant differ-
ences, however, indicating that the thought has been specifically
adapted to the context of 6.3-6.

4 elpyeoBai méAews iep&dv dydvwy Buoidv: in a long series of nouns
asyndeton (as here) is more common than not (GP xliv). Banishment
from public places (see 3.1.2n. on v é vépos eipyel) is not mentioned in
5.87, but its relevance to this case is clear if we understand aydvewv as
“trials” rather than “games.” It is true that a provision in Draco’s law
specifically protects a killer as long as he stays away from athletic con-
tests (&8Acov), among other things (Dem. 23.37; cf. 23.40). But in A.
aycv always means “trial” (1.2n. on aydva), and there would be no rel-
evance in the mention of athletic contests here. TooQUTNY . . .
mpa&gew: in 5.87 A. speaks more generally of killing someone who has no
relatives to prosecute the killer; killing one’s own slave (for which see
5.47n.) would be one example of this. kal &v Tis kTefvn Tva: A. uses
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the more archaic kteives instead of the normal Attic amokteivw three
times: here the language clearly echoes that of Draco’s law (/G 13 104, 11
kai éav Ui éx Tpovoias kTeivm Tis Tva); in 5.11 and 5.57 it may echo the
words of an oath. T6 voiGéuevov kTA.: these steps satisfy moral and
religious feelings; the law, evidently, is not involved as long as no one
prosecutes. &piota mp&Eew “he will fare best”; his concern is with
his future standing in the eyes of the gods and the community.

5-6 xal oUBels . . . aitlav &ToAloaito: repeated nearly verbatim in
5.87-9; the most notable change is aitiav here instead of auapriav.

6 avTtdv Bt TolTwv: 1.2n. aiTidoaoBai . . . 6pBcsd: the supple-
ment (from 5.88) is necessary for the sense and is accepted by all editors;
its omission was clearly caused by the repeated un dp8és. aitlaois:
5.250. viv: deleted by most editors on the ground it is not in 5.89.

7-10 Preliminary attack

Ch. now turns to his specific case. These preliminary remarks, unlike those in
1.5-13 and 5.8-19, contain no argument, only an attack on the prosecution’s
methods and motives. Ch.’s main objection is that they are attacking him for reasons
other than the boy’s death. He makes much of their disregard for the rule that in a
homicide case one was supposed to stick to the point, arguing that they have devoted
much of their case to his public activities rather than to the specific charge of homi-
cide.

7 8lwEwv designates the entire prosecution, as opposed to katnyopia,
which may refer only to the accusation or the accuser’s speech (though
it may also designate the prosecution’s entire case). eUoeBelas . . .
Sikafou: for the pair cf. 6.51, where Ch. praises the jurors as evoeBeota-
Tous . . . kai Bikatotarous (cf. 3.2.12). SiaB&AhovTes: many editors
change this to the aorist SiaBaAévres to produce a parallel construction,
but this is not a good reason for emendation in A. (cf. 2.4.7n. on
akwdUvews Te oUTSS Ye).

8 mpdTov . . . Emara: the speech does not divide neatly into two
parts, but some of 6.20-32 and all of 6.33-50 concern events after
Diodotus’ death that are not strictly relevant. Tepl avTol ToU MPdy-
uavos: on sticking to the point in a homicide case, see Introd. 4, 6.9,
5.1IN. on f unv. kpiveaBai: many editors (not Th or Ba) accept
Reiske’s amokpiveabat, which produces a smoother train of thought, but
kpiveaBai yields an acceptable sense: “I think I should first be judged on
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the issue and should relate what happened.” £&v Uyiv 8opévors “if
it please you”; sc. i (which Ba adds in his text). auté: ie. the
further accusations. Tois ¢émnpe&louov “those who insult me.”

9 ¢tmel: 5.50n. ‘va “when,” though a local sense is also possible.
tEfjv avtois: Ch. is probably referring to the dokipacia (“evaluation”) he
and the other members of the Council (and other magistrates) had
recently faced before assuming office. Any citizen could challenge an
elected official on various grounds, and four speeches from such chal-
lenges survive (Lys. 16, 25, 26, 31); see Hansen (1991) 218 20. It was
understood that citizens might challenge their political enemies at such
times, thereby achieving private satisfaction as well as doing public
good. autédv: sc. “my accusers”; a mild Ayperbaton. T6VSe TOV
&vdpa: i.e. the speaker himself. 6 WAfiBos T Upétepov has political
overtones (5.8n.); as a rich man, Ch. could easily be suspected of anti-
democratic activities. ouvTiBévTes: 5.25n. on ouvéBecav TaiTa kai
tunxavioavTo. T& eis TAV WOAw “my public activities.” Tij piv
WOAet . . . aUtol 8é: neither the syntax nor the thought is quite parallel,
but the essential point (repeated several times in 6.9-10) is that public
wrongs should not be prosecuted as a private crime, which homicide
was considered to be. Plaintiffs sometimes argue that certain wrongs are
both private and public (e.g. Lys. 12.2), but they would have difficulty
doing so in this case. More likely they added accusations of Ch.’s
alleged public crimes to their account of the homicide. elmep: this
readingis accepted by all modern editors except Ba (following Vollgraff
1948), who retains the MS reading, but none of the examples of
repeated pév in GP 384 6 is at all similar. dixnv Aappévew: cf. 1.23
Biknv un S,

10 ol “where.” &v mpdypaTi ToloUTtwi: i.e. in a homicide case.
oxedév adds a touch of modesty (“I dare say,” LS s.v. IV.2). Soia kal
Slkaiaz: 2.2.12n. on @IAoBUTNY.

11-14 The narrative

As usual in a defense speech, the narrative is brief and selective. Ch. focuses only on
his preparations for and overall supervision of the boys’ training; we learn nothing
of how Diodotus came to drink the drug, who prepared or administered it, or just how
he died, and speculation on these points is futile. The prosecution presumably gave a
more extensive (though perhaps equally selective) account.
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In Ch.’s remarks we get a glimpse of the political background of the speech (see
Heitsch 1980: 24 30 for a detailed examination of the evidence); Ch.’s opponents
were evidently prominent public figures, and this and the other legal contests men-
tioned probably formed part of a continuing political struggle.

11 kateoTdbnv eis “was appointed”; cf. 1.1n. on xaraotivai. The
rules and procedures regarding the appointment of a xopnyés, the
recruitment of chorus members and related matters are discussed by
MacDowell (1989). Appointment as a xopnyds required considerable
expense; one speaker (Lys. 21.4) says he spent more than 15 minas
(¢. $75,000) on a boys’ chorus in 404 (and 20 minas on amen’s chorus for
the Thargelia). ©apyhia: a festival honoring Apollo on days 6
and 7 of the month Thargelion, the next to last month in the Attic year
(roughly equivalent to May). Five choruses of boys and five of men
competed at the Thargelia. &haxov TavrakAéa Si8&okalov “I was
allotted Pantacles as my poet” (8i5aokalos is the regular term for a
choral or dramatic poet). Each chorus was given a poet to compose the
hymn it would sing at the festival. The dithyrambic poet Pantacles is
known from several contemporary inscriptions commemorating victo-
ries (Heitsch 1980: 49-50, n.14). KekpoTiSa puAfiv: for this competi-
tion the ten Athenian tribes were divided into five pairs; Ch. could
recruit boys from either his own (the Erechtheid) or the Cecropid tribe.
[routéori ti 'EpexBnidi]: an obvious intrusive gloss (1.17n. on Tfs
ToUtou untpds) based on information in 6.13. Sidaokaleiov
“instruction room.” s Bekker’s supplement is necessary for the
sense. Arovuaiois: Ch. reminds the jurors that he has been xopnyés
for the Dionysia (which would have been a significant honor), the
annual festival held in March where the most important, and most
expensive, dramatic and choral productions were presented, including
most tragedies. Since these duties were normally rotated, Ch. probably
undertook this service at the Dionysia several years earlier.
Cnuidoas . . . évéxupa Blai eépev: the xopnyds had the power to fine
someone who would not allow his son to be enlisted in the chorus. A
parent with a valid excuse was required to post surety, which would be
forfeited if the excuse proved invalid. The recruitment of chorus
members is thoroughly discussed by MacDowell (1989) 69—72.
exdvres kal Bouhbuevor: pleonasm (1.20n.) for emphasis; both words mean
“willingly.”

12 étdyxave: Ch. hints at the role of tixn (6.15; cf. 5.20-1).
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3

mpaypata “law suits,” not more generally (as sometimes) “business.”
'Apoticva: probably the Aristion who was archon in 421/0.
O\ivov: a fairly important political figure at the time (Raubitschek
1954); we have four very small fragments of a speech A. wrote against
Philinus (61 4 Th; 48 51 Mor), perhaps for this case. ciofyyela:
the procedure of eisangelia was used for crimes against the state, such as
treason (MacDowell 1978: 183 6, Hansen 1975); cases of eisangelia were
brought to the Council (as here; cf. 6.35) or the Assembly. We are later

told (6.35 8) that Ch. secured a conviction. amodeifai: continues
the sense of & ¢y mepi ToANol émoroUunv: “(a suit) that I considered very
important ... namely, that I demonstrate.” ®avdoTtpaTtov: the

identification of this Phanostratus and his father-in-law (the speaker)
proposed by Rzubitschek (1954: 69 70, n.10) is rejected by Davies (1971:
530 1). 8nuétnv: the implication is that members of the same deme
would #pso facto have greater respect for one another, though certainly
this was not always the case. &prota: most editors (not Ba, tB) add
ws before &piota, but this is unnecessary. Elsewhere A. always uses
&pota without s (four times) except in the expression s &piota
eSuvaunv (twice in 6.11); and loss of cs here would be hard to explain
paleographically. :

13 800 &vdpas . . . &1 8t TérapTov: sc. katéotnoa. We know nothing
further about Ameinias or Philippus. The third man (counting
Phanostratus as the first) is not named; most editors (not tB) postulate a
lacuna, on the assumption that his name was originally given, but A.
may have felt his name was not important, or he may have had other
reasons for not naming him. txbotote: choruses were normally
composed of members of specific tribes; apparently the recruitment
and management of choruses (cuAAéyew kai émpeAeioBar) was commonly
handled by certain men in each tribe. veioBat kal avahiokew “buy
and spend money,” pleonasm. &pwora: all editors except tB add s
before &piota, but see 6.12n. on &piota; here the loss would be easier to
explain after &meos.

14 kabeiotfike: pluperfect (1.1n. on kataotival). Tpophoews
#veka “In justification” (5.21n. on mpdpaocis). eimeiv: the syntax
seems impossible (pace tB) unless some change is made, and the deletion
of eimeiv (perhags influenced by éme) may be easier paleographically
than the addition of «xai before & i (Th). émei: 5.50n. TV
mepieoTcdTwv “the bystanders,” a rare meaning of this verb. Ch. was a
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well known public figure, whose trial would presumably attract a large
crowd, including many relatives of other boys in the chorus. It is also
possible that some jurors, like some in the audience, had direct or
second-hand knowledge of the events; this would not prevent them
from serving. ToU 6pkwTouU: the official who administers the oath.
akovouor: Ch. speaks as if the bystanders can still hear his words.
elvar. . . weioau: both infinitives depend on Sokeiv.

15-19 The proofs

The transition to the proofs is rather abrupt, as we have been told nothing about the
more immediate events concerning Diodotus’ death; nor have we had any confirma-
tion from witnesses concerning the general arrangements for the chorus. These
arrangements were probably not in dispute, so that A. may have seen no need to add
support to his account; A. may be trying to convey the impression, moreover, that since
Ch. was not present, he cannot say anything about what happened but can only
reiterate that he was in no way involved. Finally, Ch.’s denials of specific actions (“I
did not order,” etc.) were presumably supported by many witnesses, and the prosecu-
tion may have largely avoided giving a specific account, concentrating instead on
other issues (see introduction to 6, above).

15 #tepov: although blaming someone else (such as the person who
gave the drink to Diodotus) might help acquit Ch., it would surely hurt
his standing in the community if he helped convict one of his associates
of homicide. Tiis TUXNns: contrast the attitude toward TUxn in the
Second Tetralogy, where the defendant avoids blaming tiuxn while the
plaintiff argues (3.3.8) that if the death was caused by tUxn, the blame
still falls to the accused. The crucial difference may be that the defen-
dant in that case was directly involved in the boy’s death and so could be
held responsible for an accident; Ch. may have been less inclined to
blame t0xn if he had given Diodotus the drink himself. It is also possi-
ble that attitudes toward toxn had changed if a decade or two separates
this case from the Tetralogies. amootpéyar: all modern editors
except tB change this to amotpéyai, but see 2.3.7n. ui) oU yevéoBan
fvTwa B¢l ékdotea: lit. “(prevent) from happening whatever (fortune)
must happen for each person.” txdotan: all modern editors postu-
late a lacuna here to accommodate a clause summoning the witnesses,
but cf. 5.61.

16 £€ aUTéV Bt ToUTwv: i.e. from the testimony of the witnesses; the
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same expression in 6.17 refers to the prosecution’s arguments (¢€ attév
ToUTwv &v aitivrtat). For the idea that logoi should be tested against the

facts, cf. 3.4.3 (& ToOV mpaxBévrwv), 5.84. aAnBéoTtepa  kal
ebopkdtepa “more truthful and more correct in their oath”; pleonasm,
since eYopkos means “swearing a true oath.” SicoudoavTo: since

each litigant in a 8ikn @évou swore an oath (Siwnooia; cf. 1.8n. on
avtopwyokdds éotat) before the trial stating the essence of his case, a lit-
igant (and the logographer) would know his opponent’s exact words
beforehand and could thus refer specifically to this oath, rather than
vaguely to “what they say.” The speaker in Ant. 1 frequently quotes the
words e oida from the defendant’s oath (1.6n.), though he rarely men-
tions the oath specifically (1.8, 1.28). Here Ch. explicitly opposes his
oath to the plaintiff’s oath as a concise demonstration of their differ-
ences. Some have seen in this an echo of an archaic procedure where
disputes were formally decided by oaths alone, but there is very little
evidence that such procedures were ever important in Greek law.
Boulevoavra: on the “planner” vs. the actual killer, see introduction to
6, above. The syntax makes clear the priorities: the main point of
dispute is stated in the infinitives (&mokTeivai vs. ufy amokteivau); the cir-
cumstantial participles limit this action, the firsi specifying that the
killing was done by “planning” (not by Ch.’s own hand), the next two
(ufTe xeipl &pduevos pfite Boulevoas) forming an exhaustive pair for
emphasis, even though only the latter is relevant to the charge (similarly
ufTe adikews ufTe dikaiws amokTeivew in 3.2.9, etc.). Tév B&vaTov:
Heitsch (1980: 23) argues that these words were not in the plaintiff’s
oath but were cleverly added by A. to suggest a contradiction in the
prosecution’s case (that the death was both accidental and planned); but
BouAevoavta Tov Bavatov does not necessarily indicate an intentional
plan to kill; cf. 4.3.4 Bouheutiiv Toi BavdaTou. ap&uevos: many
editors emend to épyacduevos (comparing Andoc. 1.94), but xeipi apa-
uevos (defended by Wilamowitz 19oo: 401 n.1, and more recently tB and
Ba) lit. “with one’s own hand,” “having raised it up” - may reflect
archaic language. The sentence in Draco’s law that almost certainly
contained a pair of expressions for actual killing and planning (/G 13
104, 11-13) has a lacuna at the crucial spot.

17 Ch. here r=turns to the same points of denial he made in 6.15.
aitiédvraiz Ch. now turns to the prosecution’s arguments, which were
notincluded in their oath. ¢tk ToUTwv “on these grounds” (specified



COMMENTARY: 6.17 18 233

in what follows). altios &t Wilamowitz (190o) 401 n.2 (followed by
tB and Heitsch) argues for retaining the MS oUtos, understanding it as
a direct quotation: the prosecution make the accusation that “this man
either (Wil. adds i) ordered or forced or gave”; i.e. they are not sure just
what Ch. did, but they claimed that he must have done one of these. But
the prosecution would hardly claim he had done something that many
witnesses would deny (see next note). On this reading, moreover, oUtos
is very difficult to understand as a reference to the speaker (especially
after the immediately preceding oUror) and would seem unnecessarily
confusing; if this were the sense he wished to convey, the normal éyc
would make his meaning clear. oUTe y&p ikéhevoa kTA.: in view of
Ch.’s emphasis on the strength of his witnesses’ testimony, it seems
unlikely that the plaintiff asserted that he committed one or more of
these specific acts; on the other hand, he probably did not explicitly
concede that Ch. did not commit any of them. Mostlikely he said some-
thing like, “whatever he did, whether he ordered or forced or gave or
had any other involvement, he was nonetheless in charge and thus is
responsible for the death.” Ch. could then take these words and make
them appear to allege that he had committed one of these acts.
Ewka . . . Hvdykaoa: all modern editors reverse these two to create the
same order as in the preceding sentence (and elsewhere). Reversing the
order of words is a common scribal error, but it is also common for A. to
break a pattern at times. tmmpooTiBnuiz every editor since Aldus
changes this to &t1 mpooTibnui, but the double compound verb occurs in
the (possibly contemporaneous) Hippocratic On nutriment, and
tmmpootinu would suit A.’s fondness for compound verbs (Introd. 8 ii
4). avTois “to these statements” (vel sim.). kal ef paow ktA.: Ch.
reiterates his denials in three nearly identical sentences with slight vari-
ation (Introd. 8 v 3) in the third (kai i Tov 8évTa kTA.).

18 The argument should be compared particularly with g.4.1-2 —
that truth is to be determined from the Aéyor of both sides and 2.1.1 3
—that when crimes are planned and carried out in secret, hard evidence
isnormally lacking and judgment must be rendered on the basis of like-
lihood (gikés). The basic idea is the same in all cases: Aéyor are necessary
when the facts are not known or their interpretation is not clear, but
there are limits on the power of Aéyou: they cannot produce a logical
contradiction of reality, just as they cannot produce an argument that
violates the facts (3.2.4n. on oUBeis ... Adyos). £EeoTt T
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Bouhopévear: this may be an allusion to the language of many public
procedures (such as the graphé), where “anyone who wished” was
allowed to prosecute. ¢v tois “dependent on,” “in the power of”
(LSJ s.v. AL6). oméoa pév: the contrast is with 8mwou 8¢ (6.19).
Onpevew . . . Umovoelv T& Aeydueva: the same words in Andoc. 1.9 urfiTe
UTTOVOETV T& AeySpeva, UATE PAUaTa Bnpevew. ¢m opkpév “in detail.”
Elsewhere (Soph. El. 414, Herod. 4.129) the phrase means “to a small
extent,” and Dover (1988) suggests emending to émi oukpéov, but this
expression is unparalleled (for Soph. jax 1268 see Lloyd-Jones and
Wilson 1990: 37 8). eikaGovtas . . . o4pa eidétas: cf. 1.6n. on
capds eidéval.

19 dmou 8¢ kTA.: the sentence ends (at é€eAéyxoito) without a main
verb, probabl+ an intentional aposiopesis (“breaking off in silence”), sug-
gesting that the conclusion is so obvious that the speaker does not need
to put it in words, and leaving in the jurors’ minds the final considera-
tion, that an unjust accusation is completely rejected. éx povolas:
1.50. tx Tapaokeviis: virtually equivalent to ¢ émBouAiis (1.3, 2.1.5,
5.25), but Ch. could not use the latter term since the charge included the
word BouAevoas. The prosecution probably did not elaborate on the
charge of unintentional homicide, but Ch. is dratving out the implica-
tions of this charge, as he sees them. mpaxbijvai is not really paral-
lel with yevéoBai, but there is no other construction for the infinitive
than with dpoAloyotor. Perhaps this is part of the syntactic breakdown of
the sentence, or perhaps something has dropped out. ToAAGV:
more than fifty, so we are told (6.22). SoUAwv: we hear more of
these below (6.23-32). tEeléyxorro: for the omission of &v, which
all modern editors add, see 1.25n. on yiyvoiro.

20-2 Further narrative

Ch. now relates the actions of Diodotus’ brother, Philocrates, after his death. The
account prepares for the full-scale attack on Philocrates’ motives in 6.33 -50.

20 aupdrepa: either adverbial or the object of évBuun8fvar (which
can take either an accusative or a genitive).

21 ovtooi: Philocrates is present as plaintiff. avaBas: avaBaive
is commonly used of “mounting” the speaker’s platform (Bfjua) to
address a court or an Assembly (LS]J s.v. I1.6); here (twice) with eig it
means “come before,” i.e. to address. Philocrates and Ch. apparently
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had a special hearing before the court, which was going to hear Ch.’s
eisangelia the next day. Thv HAialav THv TéY Beopobetédv “the court of
the thesmothetae”; this is the official name, found in inscriptions as early
as 446/5, for the court in the sense of both building and institution
(there is a full discussion in Hansen 1981-2). The thesmothetae were the six
other archons (after the eponymous archon, the basileus, and the pole-
march); they presided over a variety of cases (AP 59). Ch.’s eisangelia
(6.12n.) against Aristion et al. was presented to the Council (6.35), but
important cases were often referred to the courts, since the maximum
penalty the Council could levy was a fine of 500 drachmas.
tEeqépeTo: lit. “was being carried out,” the standard term for conveying
the corpse from the home where it had been “laid out” (6.34) to the
grave. Here and 6.37 Ch. implies criticism of Philocrates for going to
court before his brother’s funeral is complete. 811 aBeAdv kTA.:
Philocrates was unofficially notifying the court that a homicide case
would be brought; his formal proclamation was not made until the fol-
lowing day (6.34). tv T Xopdt: i.e. “as a member of the chorus”;
the accusation probably accused Ch. of the homicide specifically in his
role as xopnyds. avaykdoas: Philocrates may have used this term
in reporting to the court, since he was not making a formal, sworn
accusation; or Ch. may be distorting his words. ou Bikaiov Tpo-
kaBiotain: the verb occurs only twice elsewhere in classical Greek, both
times of posting a guard as a precaution (Thuc. 2.2, Xen. Hiero 6.9);
here the metaphorical use is striking. Ch. accuses Philocrates of
unjustly using the law to protect his friends against the threatened
prosecution (Ch. would be banned from court after being proclaimed a
killer; 6.34n. on eipyecBai Tév vouinwv). Some editors read Sikaicws, but
the predicative adjective gives the same sense. avpiov <kal> Tijt
gvm “tomorrow and the day after”; the case involved several defendants,
and according to Athenian law each had to be tried separately (the trial
of the generals after the battle of Arginusae in 406 was a notorious
violation of this rule).

22 aimiéito: this and the following optatives indicate that Ch. con-
tinues to report his statements to the court. Some editors change
fmioravTo at the end of 6.22 to an optative also (¢mioTawTo), but after
such a long interval it is not unusual to revert to the indicative. kal
T& Aeydpeva: logically superfluous after Tous Te Adyous Tous AexBévrtas
and most editors (not tB) delete them, or change the participle to
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yevépeva, or otherwise alter the text; nonetheless, the words should
remain as part of a general summary expression (“everything said and
done”).

23 32 The witnesses and the challenge to basanos

Ch. elaborates the challenge he issued that slaves in the house be interrogated about
the events surrounding Diodotus’ death (on the challenge to basanos see Introd. 7).
As usual much is made of the opponents’ rejection of the challenge (¢f- 1.6 13) and
their alleged refusal to credit the testimony of his witnesses. The prosecution proba-
bly tried to ignore the challenge to basanos (and the free witnesses) and directed their
arguments to other issues.

23 This and the next two sections each consist of one long sentence,
but the sense and syntax are clear throughout; see Introd. 8 vii.
mpoUkaAouunv: the technical term for issuing a challenge (wpékAnois);
several other terms (ékéAevov, Etowpos einv, kehevol, Tapadcdoew) also
recur regularly in connection with a challenge to basanos (see Thiir 1977:
59-68). tv Tois auTois SikaoTais: after ¢. 380 jurors were selected by
lot every day, so that the same jurors would not be in court the next day;
but in the fifth century jurors may have been as‘signed to a court for

more than one day. TOUs Tapayevopévous: sc. at the time of
Diodotus’ death. tpwTav kal EAéyxew: pleonasm (1.20n.), though the
second verb suggests a more intensive interrogation. op&dv #veka

“for their own sake.” Almost all modern editors add T’ a¥rév after
opcv, but tB cites inscriptions and Thucydides in defense of the MS
reading; cf. 1.13n. on oikeiov ogiot. €. . . T&AN6H Sokoiev Aéyew: sc.
tpwTav kal EAéyxew; i.e. he should question them like free men, if he
thought they were telling the truth; if not, he should use torture.
Twas TéV dAAotplwv: these might have belonged to Ch.’s assistants or
to the families of some of the boys, or Ch. may just be expanding his
offer for rhetorical effect. It is rare for slaves not belonging to one of the
two parties to be offered or requested for basanos.

24 U eidSTes: cf. 1.8 €U Aider. ToUTols . . . &pof “in their favor. . .
in my favor.” &1 “because,” with the indicative.

25 avédykai: English does not normally use the plural, but it is
needed here to suggest that the “compulsions” for free men and slaves
are different. EAeyxol . . . moTéTaTo: sc. eioi, “proofs . .. (are)
confirmations”; appar-

» o«

most convincing.” wioteow “pledges,
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ently these are verbal confirmations other than oaths, but it is not clear
what (if anything) Ch. has in mind; contrast 6.23, where free men tell
the truth opdv éveka kai ToU Sikaiou. fjv: the only instance in A. of
this Ionic and older Attic form of édv. Tfis ueAAovons éoecBai: the
future compulsion is the slave’s death, presumably as a self-confessed
criminal; cf. the discussion of the relative power of present and future
pleasures and pains in Plato, Prot. 356a—c, which suggests that this issue
was discussed by Protagoras or other sophists.

26 € dv: ix TouTwv must be understood with the main clause (¢§fiv
KTA.). &vBpwmov &Svra: i.e. not having divine understanding.
mpdpaois: 5.21n. EAéyxew el T1 fidikodvTo “confirm any wrong they
suffered”; not “confirm whether they suffered any wrong,” an indirect
question that would require the optative.

27 € uév ¢y ktA.: a hypothetical role-reversal; cf. 1.11n., 5.38n.,

574, 5.-84. amogiivar “reveal,” sc. the names of. tEauTovon:
Toutors must be supplied from the preceding Tovtcov. autd &v
tatta péyiota Texufipia: the same conclusion in 1.11. ¢moloivTo
“consider” (LSJ A.V). Bikatov: sc. éoTi. ouk aAnBhs fiv: some

editors delete fiv as inconsistent with the present tense that follows; but
the expression matches aAn8fs fv in the preceding clause, and the
inconsistency is minimal (Introd. 8 vi 3).

28 Much of the wording in this section is similar or identical to 5.84.
Tous udpTupas: 5.84n. on T& onueia. Tois uév updptuot ToOIS
uaprupovow: almost all editors emend to Tois <éuoi> paptupoiow to
provide some justification for the participle (which is absent in 5.84); but
Maetzner (followed by tB) defends the MS reading, citing such parallels
as Lys. 30.22 1§ BouAf 1§ BouAevouoa (emended to 1y <aei> Boulevouoa by
most editors). tyd ei EAeyov: ¢y is necessary to show that éAeyov is
first-person singular, not third-person plural like katnyépouv; its posi-
tion outside the conditional clause elevates the style slightly.

29 Bewdv: sc. éoti; used in a similar context in 1.12. For the construc-
tion after ei see S 2247; the first possibility is unreal, hence &v . . . foav.
kal ei pév kTA.: it is of course nonsense to talk of presenting witnesses
when none were present, but the clause provides a logical and rhetori-
cal balance to the rest of the sentence. mapéxouai: for the present
tense see §.27n. {kab: almost all editors accept Reiske’s supple-
ment; the MS text is syntactically possible, but requires that euUs amod
Tfis TpTNs Nuépas go with wapéxouar, where it has little point, and in
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that case it is nearly impossible (pace Maetzner to understand the
phrase also with Aéyovtes, where it is needed for the sense. mé0ev

“by what means™; lit. “from where™ = “drawing on what resources.”

TaAndf moTd kTA.: cf. 5.3 TOAAoi . . . GMioTOI YEVOpEVOL TOTS GAnBéciv

TOAAOL . . . MOTOl yevdpevol T yeudeobal, £k TGV ToloUTwv: i.c. by
means of witnesses.

30 Tekufpra: here = “arguments,” as in 442 3 (cf rion.).
amogafvorro, Tautd: the only instance in . of a@mogpaivew in the middle,
but the middle, though rare, is sometimes used in this sense Herod. 5.45
uaptUpla amogaivovtaty. Most editors emend to the active.

31--2 Before recounting events leading up to the prosecution and
examining the prosecution’s motives, Ch. summarizes his argument in
a mini-epihgue with considerable rhetorical emphasis  balanced
clauses, repetition, ete. .

31 Abyous . . . eikéTas a “plausible account”™ i.e. the narrative , not
“arguments.” which are here designated texunpia.

32 &mou here = “when™ LSJ sv 1L off 1.7n. . n8ikouv, kal:
almost all later editors excepttB accept B's emendation of these words
to <ei 71> RdikodvTo as in 6.26 . but once again change for the sake of
consistency is misconceived in .\, when the MS reading gives good
sense: L.e. (when they refused the test Toffered “they were committing a
crime (not I and surely . . .” mol. . . f méBev: the summation ends
with two rhetorical questions: “where else can I turn. what arguments

can [use™

33 50 The attack on the prosccutwn’s motice

Ch. nowe turns to the events after Diodotus” death to shoz that the boy s relatives only
brought these charges against him because they were bribed by Ch. s political enemies
who wished to stop him from prosecuting them an other matters. Thetr first attempt
to register a charge of homicide was motivated by Ch.'s prosecution of Philinus et
al. and icas thecarted by a procedural ruling. They made ne further attempt until Ch.
began a second prosccution scveral months later, at which time they  allegedly) took
@ bribe of 30 minas to charge Ch. :cith homicide so that he would haze to drop this

case.

I hese politi.al considerations fall outside the specific tssue of the homicide. and
although the prosccution apparently aileged some public wrongdoing by Ch. (¢f
6.9n. o1 T pEv TOXel . . . auTol Be.. they might be expected in their rebuttal not
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only to deny the charge of bribery but to argue that Ch. has violated the rule that in
homicide cases one must stick to the point (5.11n. on f urv).

33 eipnuéveov kal amodederyuéveov: probably pleonasm, though Ba sug-
gests that the words refer to the narrative and proof sections respec-
tively. oUdév pot mpootiker “nothing (in the charge) is relevant to me.”
Ch. continues the highly rhetorical tone of 6.31-2, giving the impres-
sion that this is his conclusion. Only in 6.34 does he introduce his new
argument (foreshadowed in 6.20-1), which will occupy the rest of the
speech. tmopkotdTous “most perjured”; émiopkos is more often
used of an oath that is false than of a person who swears falsely. Because
of the specially solemn oaths sworn in homicide cases (5.11), Ch.
stresses the prosecution’s false oaths rather than simply their false-

hoods. ol uévov Un’ éuod ktA.: on the linking of the public and
private dimensions of alitigant’s case see 6.9n. on tiji utv méAet . . . avTol
8¢. 3ikns . . . Tautnof “this case” (not just the trial).

34 Tpoékeito: the technical word for a corpse being “laid out” for
burial (cf. 6.21n. on ée@épeTo), a process that may have resembled a
modern wake. o8’ &dikeiv: the repetition of oUdé¢, presumably for
emphasis, is unparalleled and is deleted by many editors; but Ch. is
trying to be emphatic, and A. is not averse to unnecessary repetition
(Introd. 8 vi ). ouvijoav épol kal Biehéyovrto: M (ad loc.) sees an allu-
sion to the idea of pollution (Introd. 7); but the argument certainly does
not require such an allusion (even today a person would not normally
associate with someone he was about to accuse of homicide). If A. had
meant to refer to pollution, he could easily have made this point

explicit. it 8¢ Tpitm: as this passage shows, the Greeks counted
inclusively; thus the “third” day would for us be the second day after the
boy’s death. memeiopévor: i.e. “bribed” (5.80n.). elpyeoBai TV

vouiuewv: 3.1.2n. on ov 6 véuos eipyer: the point here, of course, is that
Ch. would be banned from the courts (cf. 6.21).

35 katnyopfioew: cf. 6.12, with notes on 'ApioTicova, ®iAivov and
eiofyyelda, and 6.21. For the asyndeton see GP «xliii xliv.
'Aumelivou: nothing is known of this man, who is not mentioned when
Ch. earlier refers to this prosecution (6.12, 6.21). Jernstedt suggests he
may be the scribe of the thesmothetae and that kai was later inserted in the
text before tod, thus creating a fourth defendant. mepl v “for
which (crime).” amoypéaeeodai: a technical term for registering a
legal prosecution; its direct object may be, as here, the person accused,
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or the crime of which he is accused. The verb occurs seventeen times in
6.35 46 and nowhere else in A., the reason being that only in this
passage is the action of registering a prosecution significant, for it
marks the moment that the accused is barred from other legal actions
(6.36). mpoayopedew . .. voulpwv: 6.34n. oplow: for
opdv/opior without autdv/auTois see 1.13n. on oikeiov ogiot.

36 paidiws EueAdov amogeifeoBan: since an eisangelia was a public
procedure by which any citizen who wished could prosecute, someone
else could have taken over the case; Ch. may have known most about the
case, as he says, but he is also probably exaggerating the ease with which
Philinus e al. would have gotten off. Avolotpdrten: for possible
references to this Lysistratus elsewhere, see Mor (ad loc.); Raubitschek
(1954) 70 1 n.15. s . . . fikovoate: when did the jurors hear of
Lysistratus’ case? G’s suggestion that he had been tried before the
Palladion because of circumstances similar to the present case is mere
speculation. More likely, either the witnesses in 6.15 (or elsewhere if a
reference to them has dropped out) mentioned this case in their testi-
mony, or Ch. simply means “as you all know.”

37 oUroi: the plaintiffs (1.4n.). TéTe uév: answered by émeidn 8é
(5-38), but the contrast is not expressed until Tét¢ 81 (5.38), when the
plaintiffs’ eagerness suddenly vanishes. Tt Yorepalal fi must mean
“the day after” the burial, though this sense usually requires an # (which
some editors suggest adding; so LS s.v. I). The funeral and the informal
notice of intent to prosecute occurred on the third day (counting
Diodotus’ death as the first day, 6.21); the formal proclamation and the
first of the eisangelia trials on the fourth day. kal T& vougdueva
moifioai: probably pleonasm: purifying the house was the primary “cus-
tomary rite” the day after the funeral. puh&EavTes: not “waiting
for,” as it is often translated (which would imply that they could have
acted sooner), but “mindful of.” The plaintiffs issued the proclamation
for homicide at the first possible moment, the day after the funeral,
mindful that the eisangelia trials would begin that very day. The partici-
ple then also governs 8mws undé, with the sense of “intending to
prevent” (me from proceeding). 6 mpéTos: cf. 6.21n. on alpiov
<kai> T évnt.

38 xpdvous ““imes,” “dates” for the three preliminary hearings, etc.;
some editors have altered this to a singular, but the plural is used in e.g.
Dem. 21.112. Tas kAfoeis: a “summons” (the technical term is

..
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mpdokinais) had to be issued to the accused at least four days before a
hearing; see Harrison (1971) 85-7. 8oas &e1: see 6.42n. Ch. gives a
fuller account of the basileus’ actions in 6.42. elov: 2.1.5n.
tTiuhBn “the penalty was assessed,” i.e. by the jurors after conviction
(5.10n. on TiUNOW). kal oUtot kTA.: the plaintiffs in this case (oUto1)
could no longer give Philinus et al. (aUrois) the help for which (&v éveka)
they originally accepted the bribe. The dative (aUtois) with coperée is
poetic (LSJ s.v. L.g), the accusative being normal in prose.
SiaMAayfivai: aorist passive; this is the standard verb for a formal re-
conciliation.

39 TeioBels Ud TéV plAcov: friends often help persuade (or try to per-
suade) two parties to be reconciled (cf. Lys. 32.2 with Carey’s note).
¢v AumoAelois: editors are divided on this emendation. If év Tiji wéAer of
the MSS means “in the city,” it would be pointless; thus it is usually
taken to mean “on the Acropolis,” a possible meaning but (a) “the
temple of Athena” (i.e. the Parthenon) needs no further identification
and it would be odd to have two different indications of place in separ-
ate clauses, and () although Thucydides tells us (2.15.3) that the
axkpdémoAis and the area around it had once been a méAis, we have no
example where méAis designates the Acropolis. In favor of év Aumo)eios,
it would add credibility to Ch.’s account to specify the date of the rec-
onciliation in addition to the place; the Dipoleia was an easy occasion
to remember (2.4.8n.); and since it was held on the 14th day of
Skirophorion (6.42n.), slightly more than a month after the Thargelia
(6.11n.), the time would be right for a reconciliation, which, although
Ch. suggests it happened quickly and easily, probably took some time to
arrange. The emendation was suggested by an entry in Harpocration:
Auméhera . . . "AvTipév év Téd epl Tou xopevutol. Harpocration may, of
course, be mistaken, or reference to this festival may have occurred in
some other passage that is now missing, but all in all, the emendation
seems likely. uaptUpwv: where are these witnesses? Either a refer-
ence to their testimony has dropped out (6.41n.), or A. does not think
their testimony is needed and does not wish to break the narrative at this
point, or perhaps he is distorting the episode to such an extent that wit-
nesses would not be able to give strong support to his account.
ofmep SiiAAarrov: the redundancy helps emphasize the fact of recon-
ciliation. ¢v Tois iepois kTA.: the list of places in which a man would
most assiduously avoid contact with someone who had killed his relative
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included public places (where contact was prohibited by law) and one’s
own home. As in 6.34 (cf. n. on ouvijcav ¢uoi kai SieAéyovTo) a reference
to pollution is often seen here (e.g. MacDowell on Dem. 21.117), but this
is unnecessary. For the asyndeton see 6.4n.

40 & Zet kTA.: the only direct appeal to the gods in A.; the tactic is
more common in Demosthenes (e.g. 19.16 & Ze¥ kai wavTes Beoi), but
quite rare in the other orators. amréuevos éuoi: it is not clear pre-
cisely what physical gesture (if any) is indicated. There is no evidence
that Greeks shook hands or clasped forearms, and although &nrecfa
must here indicate a friendly gesture, it is more often used of hostile
seizure. elpyeocBat TV voulfuwv: 3.1.2n. on v 6 véuos eipyet.

41 pvhobnte: Ch. is probably asking them to recall the prosecution’s
speech, which probably included this accusation that Ch. and the basil-
eus conspired together to thwart the initial homicide prosecution.
u&pruow: one can make a strong case that witnesses must have testified
at some point during this account of events after the boy’s death
(6.33 50). Even if the contrast between witnesses and deeds is primar-
ily rhetorical (see next note), it implies that some witnesses have
recently testified or will soon testify. These events, moreover, were wit-
nessed by many people (cf. 6.39), whose testimony could not but
strengthen the case. If witnesses testified only once in this part of the
speech, a reference to them may have dropped out of the text; but if, as
the argument of 6.48 implies, witnesses testified at several points, it is
unlikely that all references to them were accidentally omitted. Perhaps
A. did not write specific language introducing witnesses but left the
phrasing of such introductions to Ch. Unlike the speakersin Ant. 1 and
5, Ch. is an experienced litigant, so that A. could write words intro-
ducing the first witnesses in 6.15 and rely on Ch. to introduce the other
witnesses himself, where appropriate. Epywv: deeds are normally
confirmed by witnesses, not contrasted with them. But these épya were
apparently related by the prosecution and thus do not need to be con-
firmed by Ch.’s witnesses. ol paoctv é8éAew: ob negates the infini-
tive, as usual. amoypaeeoBar: 6.35n. ToUto 8é: “apodotic” &,
though rare in prose, sometimes occurs after a relative protasis when
the apodosis opens with a demonstrative pronoun (examples in GP178);
most modern editors (not G) unnecessarily change to B3n.
TeKHRpIoV: 1.10N.

42 &e uiv kTA.: the rules governing a homicide case (for which this
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speech is our primary evidence) apparently constrained the basileus in
certain ways but probably also left him some discretion. The most
certain legal requirement was that three preliminary hearings needed
to be held in three successive months. This requirement was probably
stated in the law the basileus cited in defending his action (6.38). But the
law almost certainly did not state explicitly that a homicide case could
not be passed on to a successor; otherwise Ch. (and the basileus) would
surely have cited this law directly rather than arguing from historical
precedent. Probably the law spoke of 6 Baoikeis without explicitly
stating that this must be the same basileus during all three hearings. It
might be reasonable to prefer that the same official hold all three hear-
ings and conduct the trial, but this would have the undesirable conse-
quence that in some cases a murderer would be free to participate in
public life for several months. Thus the law probably did not prohibit
the bastleus from registering the case, and Ch.’s explanation that “he did
not think it right” to register the case suggests that he could, in fact, have
done soif he wished. In refusing, the basileus was exercising his own dis-
cretion, and his decision may have been based on several factors: the
unorthodox nature of the charge of “planning” an unintentional homi-
cide (see introduction to 6, above), Ch.’s high standing in the commu-
nity, and perhaps his own friendship with Ch. The prosecution could
protest this decision, but there was no legal means of appealing it (cf.
6.43). Tpeis Mpodikaoias: the purpose of these hearings may have
been to allow a cooling off period as well as to prepare for trial.
Athenian law included many inducements to settle disputes without a
trial and often required arbitration before or instead of a trial. In this
case a settlement was apparently reached during the delay, though it
soon collapsed. Tiis 8 &pxfis “his (term of) office.” BapynAicov
kal Zkipo@opicov: the last two months in the Athenian year; the term of
all annual offices ended at the end of the year. &v T yfii tavTmi: the
same phrasein 5.9 and 5.14 = 6.2, in all cases emphasizing the universal-
ity of tradition. Tap& ToUs UueTépous véuous: this vague expression
does not necessarily mean there was a specific law preventing the basil-
eus from registering the case.

43 onueiov . . . Tekufpiov: here the terms are interchangeable
(1.10n. ON TEKUAPIOV). TGV UmeuBiveov: lit. “those accountable.” At
the end of their term in office all Athenian magistrates had to undergo
an “examination of accounts” (e8uvai, usually in the plural) at which
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anyone could challenge their financial conduct in office or accuse them
of other violations. These hearings presented many opportunities for
aggressive prosecution of one’s political enemies, or for malicious
threats of prosecution in the hope of financial gain. At first glance, it
may seem odd that Philocrates did not lodge a protest at the basileus’
hearing, but at this point he and Ch. had apparently been reconciled.
goete “shook.” In colloquial usage the verb has the same sense as English
“shake down”; in Aristophanes (Knights 840, Peace 639, cf. fr. 219 éceiov,
fiitouv xpfiuaT’, eilouv, éoukopdvTow) it suggests the work of a syco-
phant (Introd. 7); this is its only use in the orators. Philocrates’ activity
in challenging other magistrates belies the picture of him as only a
pawn in the hands of Philinus et al.; he has his own political interests and
is presumably serving them as well as Philinus’. Bewd kal oxéthiaz
pleonasm. kafrou: also used in a rhetorical question summarizing an
argument in 5.16, 6.47.

44 émeadh yap: most editors change yé&p to 8¢ on the view that a new
argument begins here; but, as Ba argues, Ch. here supports his conclu-
sion in 6.43 that the prosecution themselves think he (as well as the basi/-
eus) committed no crime. ovtool 6 Baoikeus: the basileus presiding at
this trial (not the old basileus, as Mor takes it); as presiding magistrate, he
would be present at the trial. apEauévors ktA.: a new basileus took
office at the beginning of Hekatombaion, the first month of the new
year, which was followed by Metageitnion; each month had twenty-
nine or thirty days (there is a good summary of the complexities of the
Athenian calendar(s) in Woodhead 1981: 117 22). TOoUTWY: SC.
Nuépawv. Tapeicav “they passed over” (from mapinu). TAéov
mevrfikovta: since thirty and twenty add up to exactly fifty, this calls for
explanation. “More than fifty” is probably a simple exaggeration; the
simplicity of the sum would seem to make mathematical error or
textual corruption less likely.

45 tyxwpei: about a line of text seems to have dropped out here (cf.
2.1.4) to the effect that others register the case as soon as the new basil-
eus takes office. Tous véuous &mavras: 4.4.3n. on TAOV &AAwv
ATMAVTWY KATNYOPOUHEVV. BouAevovra “serving as a Councilor.”
Ch. had been selected (by lot from those nominated) to serve on the
Council in the present year. Until ¢. 407 the Council followed its own
calendar so that the new Council did not usually begin serving on the
first day of the new year (for further information on the Council, see
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Rhodes 1972). kal év auTédi kTA.2 as the list of Ch.’s public and reli-
gious activities gets longer, the original construction will be forgotten
(anacolouthon). The point of the list is that the prosecution must have had
full knowledge of these activities (6povTes ené, pavepds 7j); Ch. does not
seem concerned with pollution, though he could easily have added an
argument that his presence did not pollute shrines or sacrifices.
Awds Bouhalou: Pausanias (1.3.5) mentions a statue in the Council
chamber to Zeus of the Council, butsays nothing of Athena. kal ig
T&AAa: the string of participles that follow seem at first to be in apposi-
tion to 6 taita mpdTTwvy, but they can also be taken with the final
pavepds #; the jurors would have no trouble following the sense.
mputavevoas: The Council comprised fifty men from each of the ten
tribes; its year was divided into ten prytanies of thirty-six or thirty-
seven days each, and each tribe held the prytany once each year. The
tribe holding the prytany carried out all the administrative duties of the
Council, and this year Ch.’s tribe was selected (by lot) for the first
prytany, which at this time was always thirty-seven days long. Ch. tells
us that he served thirty-five of these days (“all but two”) and earlier
(6.44) that he served for twenty days of Metageitnion. We can calculate,
therefore, the new Council began its service this year on the 16th day of
Hekatombaion, and the evidence of inscriptions informs us that this
happened in 419/8 and in no other year near this. iepotroiov:
several Councilors were appointed iepomotofi to perform religious cere-
monies, such as sacrifices; cf. Dem. 21.114- 15, where a similar point is
made (“Meidias did not object to my serving; therefore he considered
me innocent”). tmyneilev “putting matters to a vote.” The
prytany had a different chairman (¢motdTns) each day, selected by lot;
in this capacity Ch. chaired a session of the Council at which he put
matters to a vote and issued opinions.

46 mapévres kal Emdnuodvres: pleonasm. ikavd y’ fjv umouvijoat
kal evBuunBijvar, eimep HBikoGvTo, augdtepa “there were sufficient
reasons (for them) to remember and be concerned about it, if they were
wronged, (reasons) of both kinds . ..” B ti ouvijoav: almost all
editors accept Dobree’s change to 8’ & T1 = “for the reason that” to
provide an answer to the preceding question. But the repeated question
is effective (cf. 5.36) and the following sentence clearly answers both
questions. tB cites Lysias 13.64 (toutous . . ."Aydpatos. . . amékTeve. . .
Tis & auTés; Bel yap Unds eidévai 8ti8ohos . . . toTiv) in support of the
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explanatory yap that follows it (this use does not appear to fit any of
Denniston’s categories for yap in answers, GP 73 -81). Evoxov . . .
ToU gévou: normally with dative (1.11n.). oudt mpoatikew: the three
infinitives build to a climax: I was not the killer; I am not liable; I have
no connection whatsoever with the affair.

47 &mep ... Emewcav: cf. 5.94n. on Tmeifeobar T& pf Sikaia.
amedikacav . . . kaTadikdoal “acquit . . . convict.” kal oi utv &AAot
kTA.: 5.84n.

48 elmov . . . amépnva . . . napTupas mapeaxéunv: probably refer-
ring to narrative, proof and witnesses, respectively; for witnesses cf.
6.41n. &mou (bis): here “when”; cf. 1.7n. xphuara: the bribery
is presented as fact, though Ch. has presented no evidence for itbeyond
his own asserions; but his account of the prosecution’s actions is so
structured as to make bribery appear the only plausible explanation.
ikava fiv “would be sufficient”; a contrary-to-fact apodosis without &v
(Introd. 8 iii 2), which is sometimes supplied by editors.
akovoavTas: SC. UMAES. tmopkoTaTous kal avooiwTaTous: cf. 6.33,
where Ch. says he will demonstrate the plaintiffs are émopkotaTous kat
doePBeoTdTous.

49 Biknv ou Sik&oawT’: Siknv SikaleoBar means “plead a case” or
(here) “bring a suit.” Tpiakovta uvés: perhaps equivalent to
$150,000 - a very substantial bribe (Introd. 7). Ch. does not indicate his
source (if any) for this figure. MOPIOTAY . . . WWANTV . . .
mpaktépwv: Revenue Managers (cf. Ar. Frogs 1505), Supervisors of
Public Resources (Arist. AP 47.2 3), and Debt Collectors (cf. Andoc.
1.77, 1.79). All these officials managed public funds, and all served in
groups (there were ten mwAntai); Ch. implies (perhaps exaggerating)
that each group as a whole (with their secretaries) was guilty. 8pkous
TolouTous: for the severity of oaths sworn in homicide trials see 5.11n.
on 8éov oe Siopdoachanl. &t “because.” muBbpevos: in view of
Ch.’s other political involvement, it seems likely that he was using the
powers of his position in the prytany to investigate his enemies, though
he makes it sound as if the information simply came to his attention.
eiofiyov: eicdyw = “bring a case to court” (6.42), or in this case to the
Council; it may be used of an eisangelia (as in 6.38) but is not limited to
this procedure. It is not clear what procedure Ch. uses in this case,
though the details he gives are consistent with an eisangelia (see Hansen
1975: 112-13). Cnroilvras émeeABeiv “investigate and prosecute.”
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Ch. lays information before the Council, which can then take action
without him, as it does (6.50); he may have anticipated that his enemies
would resurrect the homicide charge to remove him from the case.

50 avrol Te kal oi peceyyunoduevoi: in addition to the officials them-
selves, charges were brought against (according to the MSS) “those with
whom money was deposited for them” (ueceyyunoéuevor, for the middle
cf. Dem. 39.3) and “those with whom the money was deposited” (wap’
ol ¢Té0n T& xpruata). Since these appear to be the same people, it is
probably best to delete kai before map’ ofs. If we retain kai, the first
deposits might be for the officials’ public financial crimes, while the
second deposit would be the 30 minas (so Ba); but we must then ask why
Philocrates is allowed to continue the prosecution, for if other officials
have already been convicted of bribing him to prosecute, he would
probably be convicted along with them, or at the very least would find
himself at a great disadvantage in the prosecution. Moreover, if the
present bribery had already been proven in court, Ch. would make this
more explicit. &v = ¢dv.

51 The epilogue

Theepilogue is so brief and lacking in emotional or personal appeal to the jurors that
many have assumed that some text is missing at the end. (If these six speeches formed
one volume, these last pages would be more prone to damage.) But Ch. does turn to
the jurors here, and he may wish to be rather abrupt here and leave his emotional
appeal for the epilogue of his second speech.

51 woiov . . . mapaBaivew: repeated with slight changes from 6.49,
but there the rhetorical questions introduced a specific accusation,
whereas here they lead into more general conclusions. evoeBeota-
Tous . . . BikaloTdTous: cf. the prosecution’s claim to be acting evoeBeias
Eveka . . . kal ToU ikaiou (6.7; cf. 3.2.12). tEamaTrioovres: future par-
ticiple of purpose.

Fr. 1. On the revolution

Background. After the oligarchic government of the Four Hundred was
overthrown in 411, its chief proponent, Phrynichus, was assassinated
and almost all the other leading oligarchs went into exile. A. remained
in Athens, however, where he and one other (Archeptolemus) were tried
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and convicted of treason. The prosecution was an eisangelia (6. 12n.)
before the Council and the specific charge concerned their participa-
tion in an embassy to Sparta near the end of the Four Hundred’s brief
reign. Specifically they were charged with “serving on an embassy to
Sparta for the purpose of harming the city and army of the Athenians,
sailing on an enemy ship, and returning on foot through Decelea”
(mpeoPevouévous eis Aakedaipova el kakdd! Tiis TdAews Tijs "ABnvaicwv kai
ToU oTpaTomESou TAEIV £l ToAepias vecos kai TeCedoal Si&x Aexeleias). The
charge and the sentence (death, confiscation of property, refusal of
burial, and loss of citizen rights for their descendants) are preserved in
the Vitae decem oratorum (= [Plut.] Moralia 833e 4b); sec further Ferguson
(1932), Hansen (1975) 113 15, Gomme et al. (1981) 197 200.

Although .\. delivered the speech orally, he also committed it to
writing, making this, to our knowledge, the first written text of a speech
composed by the speaker himself. The speech was apparently an apolo-
gia pro vita sua, and A. probably wanted it preserved for posterity. It was
widely admired at the time: onc of his readers, Thucydides, called it
“the best defense in a capital case” (Introd. 2), and Aristotle reports
(Eud. Ethics 3.5) that the tragedian Agathon praised it, earning A.’s
response that the praise of one expert is worth ndore than that of many
ordinary men. Despite this reception the speech did not survive anti-
quity and until the twentieth century it was only known from a few lines
(fr. tb—c) and isolated words cited in Harpocration and the Suda.

We might wonder if this speech, like the “Apology” of Socrates,
might notbe a recreation of A.’s speech by a later author (Roussel 1925;
cf. Gomme et al. 1981: 198—200). But unlike Socrates, A. made a practice
of writing speeches, and the judgment of Thucydides implies that he
read the speech (being in exile he could not have heard it). Some of the
language seems quite characteristic of A. (¢mppémouoav, 6 kpaTév eip).
Given how little survives, it is not surprising if, as some feel, these frag-
ments do not seem to justify Thucydides’ high opinion of the speech.

The papyrus. In 1907 several pages of a badly mutilated papyrus text (2-3
c. ap) were published by Nicole (Nicole 1907). They were immediately
identified as from this speech, and almost all scholars have accepted this
attribution (cf. Roussel 1925). The excerpt printed here is from the best
preserved part of the papyrus; the restoration of other parts is mere
guesswork.
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The text of fr. 1a is based on Decleva Caizzi (1989) 226-8, but omits
most of the specialized notation of a scholarly papyrological text. Gaps
in the original and problematic restorations are indicated by half-
brackets (1 ).

The argument. Although we are still in the dark about A.’s overall defense
strategy, these texts are of great interest and convey something of his
approach to the situation and the tone of his argument. Fr. 1a begins in
the middle of a common argument (cf. 5.57-63, 2.1.5-8) rejecting pos-
sible motives for the alleged crime of participation in an oligarchic
coup; even though the specific charge concerned an embassy to Sparta,
A. seems to have recognized and addressed specifically the broader
accusation of participation in the Four Hundred that underlay the
charge. A. then develops a positive eikés-argument, that his special pro-
fession of logographer would be curtailed under an oligarchy but would
thrive under a democracy. Since he could scarcely deny his evident role
in the coup, he may have gone on to argue that his goal was not oli-
garchy but an improved democracy.

Fr. ib responds to the charge that A.’s grandfather was a supporter of
the tyrants (cf. fr. 1a.5), and fr. 1c seems to prepare for a refutation of the
prosecution’s expectation that A. will use tears and supplication in his
defense.

Parallels with Socrates. Brief as they are, these arguments suggest that, like
Socrates, A. did not hesitate to use the sort of clever arguments that
incurred popular distrust. As Socrates argues that he would not have
intentionally corrupted the young, since they would then have a harmful
effect on him (cf. Plato, Ap. 25d-¢), A. argues that it would not have been
in his own interest to desire oligarchy, since his ability with words would
have no value in an oligarchy. And like Socrates (4p. 34¢c) A. refuses to
appeal to the jurors’ emotions with tears and supplication. It is tempting
to infer that A., who (like Socrates) was about seventy at the time of his
trial, decided not to choose exile, as almost all the rest of the oligarchs
did (and as many expected Socrates to do), and did not compromise his
principles in presenting his case to a popular jury. In writing the speech
down he, like Plato in writing Socrates’ Apology, hoped to leave a
justification of his life for posterity. He succeeded for a time, but in the
long run fate did not grant his speech the success of Plato’s.
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a. 1-9 The denial of motive. apximv &pEar “to hold office,” a
common expression. Other supplements are possible (especially for
aipeBeis), but A. must be rejecting as a possible motive the fear of an
audit for financial mismanagement. The sentence presumably began
with an interrogative, such as “Do you think my motive was . . .” We
know of no public office A. held before 411. eUBuvau: 6.43n. on TV
UTreuBiveov. &Tipos: someone who had been disenfranchised might
hope for a new government that would restore his rights; the “Old
Oligarch” argues that the disenfranchisement of a few citizens is not a
threat to the democracy ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.12 13). fv: the papyrus
gives this form of the first person imperfect of eipi, as do the MSS for the
nine other occurrences (5.23, 24, 29, 63; 6.26, 36, 45 bis; fr. 1b; also 6.15
mapiiv). But sir ce medieval MSS normally change the older Attic form
7 to fiv, modern editors have generally restored A in Aeschylus and
Sophocles and, where possible, in Euripides (see Barrett on Hipp. 700)
and Aristophanes. B “restored” # (or mapfi) everywhere in the text of A.,
even going so far as to add a kai in fr. 1b to remove the hiatus produced
by this emendation. B has been followed by all later editors. But perhaps
from carelessness (and without B’s guidance), Th, G and M all print fv
here, following the papyrus, even while printing / in fr. 1b. The usage of
Euripides and Aristophanes, even if it were certain, would not neces-
sarily be a guide to A.’s usage, but a fourth- or fifth-century Ap papyrus
fragment preserves f at Eur. Rhesus 63 where the MSS read v, suggest-
ing that the slightly earlier papyrus of A. may reflect his original text. If
this is correct, it is reasonable to suppose that A. wrote v (mapfjv) every-
where else. tmppémovoav: a rare verb occurring only in poetry
before A. (cf. Introd. 8 ii 5); in the Oresteia Aeschylus plays on the
connection between impending events and the inclining of the scales of

3ikn (e.g. Ag. 707). &N’ sz i.e. “or (do you think my motive was)
that .. .” A. addresses the Council as representative of the previous
democratic regime. T&V Tpoydvewv: cf. fr. 1b. eipyaiopéveov

. .t the total gap appears to be four lines, perhaps forty letters in all, of
which the supplements printed here occupy about two-thirds. The rest
of the gap probably expressed the idea, “did you punish me [for crimes
of my ancestors]?” oi ptv &AAou: for the contrast cf. 5.38, 5.84, etc.
moMiTelas: 3.1.1m. i (tfis) “rather than,” a common use after the
implicit comparison in émBupotow (cf. Xen. Cyr. 1.4.3 ad fin.).

10-17 &AA& piv 81 introduces a new argument; in the orators it is
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only in Lysias (13.27, 14.44, 26.22) and here. txépdawov: Al’s
pihapyupia was apparently satirized by Plato Comicus ([Plut.] Moralia
833c); cf. Philostratus’ report (VS 499) that “comedy attacks A. for being
clever (8ewds) in forensic matters and for selling for a high price
speeches that run counter to justice, especially to those in great danger
[of conviction].” S kpratév; el “I am the one with power”; for the
construction cf. .11 ¢y yép el . . . 6 B8éAcwv, Introd. 8 iii 5. eidois)
Tol Aéyew “being skilled in speaking”; the genitive may be supported by
constructions like Xen. Hell. 2.1.5 ToU yeyevnuévou oudtv eidcds.
eikds: 1.2n., Introd. 5. Y1YVGOKeIV: SC. 0165 T’ eipi.

b. The fragment is cited by Harpocration (s.v. oTacictns) as coming
from this speech. He claims (wrongly, it appears) that A. uses oracidns
here to mean “bodyguard” instead of its usual sense, “political parti-
san.” A.’s argument apparently is that although he, like his grandfather,
may have been a partisan on the side of those no longer in power, his
grandfather was not punished for this nor, therefore, should he himself
be punished. *ATéAnEis: otherwise unknown. oUk &v kTA.:
“they would not have been able to punish tyrants but unable to punish
bodyguards.” A.’s point is apparently that if his grandfather’s alle-
giance to the tyrants was a crime, he would have been punished when
the tyranny was overthrown; since he was not, there was no crime for
which A. should be punished in his place. hduviibnoav: for the
“double augment” of 8uvauai, which may be Ionic, see LS] s.v. ad init.;
cf. Ant. fr. 58.8 DK. A. may intentionally be playing on the close similar-
ity to ASuvaTnoav (&BuvaTéw) that follows. Sopupdpous: often used
of the private guard of a tyrant, such as Peisistratus (e.g. Herod. 1.59).

c. This fragment is assigned to this speech by most editors (B, Th, G,
Mor), though the Suda (s.v. 'Iketeia) attributes it to A. without naming a
specific work. A. probably continued by scornfully dismissing the use of
tears and lamentations, since there would seem to be no reason to cite
the prosecution’s expectation except to reject it. avameifew some-
times implies a misleading persuasion; it may have been used by the
prosecution for that reason.
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aknibeia 16, 154, 158; see also precision

Alcidamas 345

alibi 1423, 188, 1923

anacolouthon 32, 157, 183, 188, 194, 215,
245

anaphora 30, 134

Andocides 107
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Antiphon, Art of Rhetoric 7; On Concord
5, 7, 210; On Truth 5, 7, 140; Politicus
7; Prologues 7; Tetralogies 20- 1, 23, 24,
32-5, 121 2; authenticity of
Tetralogies 8-9

antithesis 30, 149, 151

apagoge 11, 179-8o, 181, 183, 216

apagogic method 126

aphrodisiac 104, 111, 112

aposiopests 234

appear/disappear, apparent/non-
apparent (phaneros/ aphanes) 111, 138,
141, 153 4, 175, 188, 195 6, 201 2,
205, 208

Areopagus 12, 15, 20, 104, 107, 119,
135, 160, 161, 18), 181, 182, 209,
217

argument, argumentation 16-21, 122,
167, 177

Aristion 230

Aristophanes, Clouds 15

Aristotle 2

asyndeton 226, 239

banishment from public places 12, 147,
156, 181 2, 226, 235, 239

basanos 18, 21 2, 110, 112 13, 137, 142,
191-7, 236

basileus 12, 136, 224, 242—4

bema 234

boats 188-9, 191, 197

bouleusts, see planner

Caecilius of Cale Acte 7

calendar, Athenian 143, 229, 241, 244,
245

canon of orators 1

captatio benevolentiae 17, 106, 130, 147

cause and effect 146, 156, 171

challenge (proklesis) 21-2, 105, 193, 195,
196, 236

character, see ethos

choregus 134, 220—47 passim

Cicero 2

cleruchs 174

compound words 27

Corax g, 14, 168

Council 2445

court, popular 107, 181, 182; of the
thesmothetae 235; see also homicide
courts

creation of humans 163

currency 13

Delian league 209

Delphinion 12, 160

Democritus 163

Demosthenes 2, 142

dialect, see onic dialect

Didymus 5

dike 11

diké phonou 12, 108, 179 80, 181, 183,
184, 216, 217, 223

Dionysia 229

Dionysius of Halicarnassus 2, 25

Dipoleia 143, 241

doctor’s responsibility for homicide
160, 166, 169, 171, 172

dokimasia 228

double jeopardy 184

doublets 32

Draco 11-12, 13, 184, 226

drama 3, 25

etkos-argument 14, 16, 1234, 133,
138, 141, 142, 143, 157, 163, 168,
170 -1, 174 5,177, 189, 195, 198, 202,
203, 208, 233, 249; see also reverse
etkos

eisangelia 11, 230, 235, 240, 246, 248

eisphora 134

Eleven 180, 185

endeixis 11, 181

ephetae 12

Ephialtes 12, 15, 208—9

epilogue 18, 121, 122

ergon, see logos

error 150, 151, 171; see also hamartia

ethos 16, 105-6

Euripides 117

euthynai 2434

evident, see apparent

false witness 142
fortune, see tyche
funeral 235, 239, 240
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genitive absolute 28, 127, 149, 155

Gorgias 9, 14, 25, 30, 122, 123, 126,
151

graphé 11, 108, 128

hamartia 156

Harpocration 8, 132, 139, 241, 251

hearsay evidence 129, 211

Hecataeus 25

Hellenotamiae 209-10

Hermogenes 2, 5, 25

Herodotus 25, 28, 107, 121, 128, 129,
131, 132, 136

hiatus 32, 179, 187, 250

Hippocratic Corpus 128, 198

Homer 23

homicide, intentional/unintentional
12, 147, 149, 151-2, 154, 155, 160, 164,
165, 169, 2234

homicide courts 182

homicide law 12-13, 151, 179-80

homototeleuton 30, 115, 125, 178

honor 128—9, 206

hyperbaton 29, 108, 111, 120, 129, 133,
134, 140, 148, 152, 156, 158, 167, 182,
183, 191, 200, 201, 228

hypothetical role-reversal 113, 196, 215,
237

mconsistency 32, 121, 147, 190

informer 194

intent, intentional 104, 109, 120, 1456,
150; see also homicide,
intentional/unintentional

intrusive gloss 116, 229

Ionic dialect g, 25, 26, 126, 132, 210

Isaeus 25, 132

jurors 10-11, 15, 20, 106, 181, 217-18,
21920, 236

law, Athenian 1-2, g—13, 21-4, 169;
written/unwritten 172; see also
homicide law

lexis eiromene 147

liturgies 134

logographer 1, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 16, 18,
114, 185, 187, 232, 249

logos (and logos/ ergon) 15, 31, 141, 149,
153, 154, 157, 158, 168, 177, 178, 189,
232,233

Lysias 25, 107, 129

Lysistratus 240

manuscripts of Antiphon 35

metaphor 25, 114, 156, 167, 170, 195,
212, 235

Methymna 186

motives 127-8, 138, 2037

Mpytilene 186; relations with Athens
1734, 176, 199-200, 210, 213

Mytilenean revolt 174, 211, 212

narrative 18, 105, 114, 115, 121, 122,
185-6, 228

negligence 146, 156

neologisms 26

nomos 5, 162-3, 171

oaths 18, 111, 181, 182, 183, 184, 217,
232, 239, 246

“Old Oligarch” g, 250

oral/written 4-5, 9, 10, 31-2, 335, 201,
205, 248; see also law,
written/unwritten

oratory 1-3, 4-5, 13-16

orthos 15, 158

Palladion 12, 20, 107, 144, 147, 160

pallake 114, 117, 194

Pantacles 229

paraleipsis 116, 135

parallelism (and false parallelism) 30,
31, 168

parisosis 30, 109, 115, 139, 151, 178

paromotosts 30, 118, 120, 140, 151

participles, use of 28, 127, 130, 136,
164, 210; see also genitive absolute

pathos 154, 223

Pericles 4, 15, 25, 144, 148, 155, 158, 208

periphrasis 289, 108, 109, 110, 116,
125, 130, 138, 179

Phanostratus 230

Philinus 230, 240, 241, 244

physis 5,163, 171

planner/planning (bouleusts) 13, 104,
108, 116, 133, 166--7, 206, 223—4, 232
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Plato 14, 16, 137, 217; Apology 249; Laws
23; Protagoras 15

pleonasm 31 2, 117, 118, 178, 229, 232,
236, 239, 240, 244, 245

poetic style 25, 27, 28

poison, poisoning 104, 120

pollution 22 3, 121, 123 4, 130, 161,
164, 214, 218, 239, 245

polysyndeton 118

precedent 139, 214

precision 162; see also akribeia

preliminary hearings, see prodikasiai

probability, see etkos-argument

proclamation 12, 136, 217, 235, 240

prodikasiai 12, 224, 240, 243

prologue 18, 122, :25

proof (division of a speech) 18, 186;
artistic/non-artistic 18 19, 123

proof, standards of 10, 172

Protagoras 15, 25, 141, 144, 155, 158,
163, 237

Prytaneion 169

prytany 245

public service, see liturgies

publication of speeches 7

Quintilian 2

reconciliation 241

relative clauses 29-30
repetition 31-2, 201, 204, 239
responsibility 144-6

revenge, see vengeance
reverse etkos 14, 131, 132, 138
rhetoric 13-17, 214, 157

sailing 186

Scamandrios, decree of 197

Skala Sikaminias 186, 187, 188

slaves 22, 110, 117, 137, 142, 187, 189,
191, 192, 193, 194, 199—200, 209, 226

Socrates 217, 249

Solon 11, 135

Sopater 173

sophists 5--6, 15 16, 146, 158, 163, 237

stasis theory 8, 122

style 24 35

summons 240 1

sureties 184

sycophant, sycophancy 11, 24, 135,
175 6,213 14

symmetry 30

Tetralogies, see Antiphon, Tetralogies

Thales 213

Thargelia 229

Themistocles 4

thesmothetae 235, see also court

Thrace, Thracians 186, 187, 189

Thrasymachus 25

Thucydides o, 16, 25, 26, 30, 33, 129,
136, 153, 155, 206, 210; praise of
Antiphon 3 4, 6, 15, 248

Tisias 9, 14, 18, 168

torture 193, 196, 197; see also basanos

truth 140, 141, 148, 149, 157, 158, 178,
189-90, 233

tyché 130, 155 -6, 179, 218, 225, 229, 231

variation 30 -1, 136, 201

vengeance 108, 139, 159 60, 163, 164,
220

vote of Athena 201

witnesses 129, 163-4, 165, 183, 187, 189,
190, 192, 194, 201, 206, 215, 241, 242,
246; see also false witness

word order 29-30, 34, 167, 168

writing, written speeches see law,
written/unwritten; oral/written

Zeus of the Council 245; Ctesius 115;
Polieus 143



