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Abstract
Agon and Ethics: Competitive Discourse in Fifth and Fourth Century Greece
by
Elias Avinger
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Berkeley

Professor G. R. F. Ferrari, Chair

How do we model our public sphere and the discourse that takes place within it —as a
space of gradually emerging consensus or of endless competition? And how can we
determine what constitutes appropriate, or even beneficial, competition and what
constitutes inappropriate or harmful competition? In my dissertation, I utilize both literary
and philosophical sources to examine classical Greek thoughts about the ethical problems
of competition in public discourse. I argue, first, that public speech was virtually always
conceived of as a fundamentally competitive enterprise; and secondly, that such
competitiveness was viewed as particularly problematic in the 5th and 4th centuries BCE.
Authors in various genres explored the utility and abuses of competitive discourse through
the vehicle of debate pieces that were intended to both entertain and illuminate. The
agones that I examine are thus quasi-theoretical in that each contestant seeks to define the
nature and limits of productive, fair competition and to distinguish it from harmful
competition; but as one might expect, the agonistic format of the debate often colors the
values expressed in the arguments.

I organize my dissertation according to Aristotle’s three divisions of rhetoric—epideictic,
forensic, and deliberative—in order to show how each genre attempts to define its own
version of 'good eris'largely through differentiating itself from the other genres. I use
Euripides as an example of explicitly epideictic debate. In the agons from Suppliants (399-
580), Phoenician Women (446-635), Iphigenia in Aulis (317-414), and Andromache (147-
273), the playwright presents competitive discourse as an ultimately irresolvable problem.
At the same time, his ability to rise above the fray and offer a balanced presentation of the
issue sets him apart from practitioners in the other genres (and ideally helps him to defeat
his opponents in the dramatic contest). I then turn to Demosthenes and Aeschines for my
example of forensic debate. In these legal agons, we see each contestant attempting to
present himself as a superior competitive speaker, while each opponent is accused of a
different kind of unfair epideixis. Finally, I examine three debate scenes from Thucydides’
History (Cleon vs. Diodotus, Nicias vs. Alcibiades, and Hermocrates vs. Athenagoras),
where we see the contestants walking a fine line between public and private interests and
trying to outdo their opponents by more persuasively defining the type of competition
proper to deliberative debate.



Chapter 1: Introduction

I. Rhetoric as a competitive art

In the first book of Plato's Republic, Socrates and Thrasymachus enter into a
debate to determine whether the life of the just man or the life of the unjust man is more
profitable. The debate is given a certain formality by Socrates' proclamation that the
disputants will serve as both speakers and judges (Gua auTtoi Te SikaoTai kai PryTOPES
€odueda, 348b). Thrasymachus makes it clear that his primary criterion for deeming a man
intelligent and good is his ability to successfully put other men 'under' himself. Only the
perfectly unjust man will be able to do so with impunity, he claims. Socrates responds by
asking Thrasymachus if he seriously believes that injustice, rather than justice, should be
grouped together with wisdom and virtue (&peTr}).! Suspecting an attempt on Socrates'
part to shame him into a contradiction, Thrasymachus declines to answer the question:
"What concern is it to you whether I believe it or not? Just refute the argument." Socrates
agrees and begins his refutation by asking Thrasymachus a series of questions that
essentially refer to the difference in attitude between the just and the unjust man in regard
to competition. Thrasymachus agrees that the just man does not want to be superior to
(TrAéov Exewv) another just man or a just action, but he does consider it good (and just) to
be superior to the unjust man. The unjust man, on the other hand, 'will compete in order
that he himself may get the better of everyone' (kai duAAfjoeTal cos dmdvTeov TAeloTOY
auTds AGPBn; 349¢).> Thus the just man only tries to outdo those unlike himself, while the
unjust man competes with like and unlike alike.

Socrates' next move is, in trademark fashion, to introduce the practitioners of
various crafts (Téxvai) in order to illustrate his ethical claims. If the unjust man is ppdvipos
(intelligent, skilled), then he is 'like" other ppdvipol, such as the musician and the doctor.
The expert musician certainly does not try to outdo other expert musicians when he tunes
his lyre, nor does the wise doctor compete with another doctor when he prescribes food
and drink. In order finally to draw his conclusion that it is the just man, not the unjust man,
who is wise and good, Socrates sums up his argument about skilled practitioners in the
following way:

TTepl Taons d1) Spa EMOTHUNS TE KAl AVETTIOTNUOOUVNS €l Tis ool Sokel
EMOTHHWY S0TIooUV TAeico Gv e0éAev aipeiobal fi Soa &AAos
EMOTHUCOV 1) TPATTEW 1} Aéyew, kai oU TaUTa TS Opoiw EaUTE Eis T
auTnV TPagIv.

In regard, then, to all knowledge and ignorance, see if you think that anyone
at all who is knowledgeable would want to get more for himself than another
knowledgeable man, either in acting or speaking, and would not rather try to

" Socrates' strategy here depends in part on the ambiguity of the term &peTr]. Adkins 1960 made a great deal
of the fact that, in Homer, &peTr refers to a man's ability to defeat his opponents (the 'competitive virtues' of
courage, etc.), and only later does it come to include the more cooperative virtues.

2 Literally, 'that he himself may take the most out of everyone': the most profit? the most honor? On the
analogy of TAéov E€xelw, the idea is probably just that he will try to outdo or excel everyone. Aristotle
associates TAeovefia (and 'particular’ injustice) especially with honor, money, and safety (EN 1130b3). See
Williams 1980: 199, who suggests that Aristotle's description of TAgsové€ia is only really accurate with respect
to honor.



get the same amount as the man similar to himself in respect to the same
action.? (350a)

Barely below the surface of this argument lurks the question of how debate, i.e. verbal
competition, ought to be conducted. Although the emphasis is on the justice of men and of
actions generally, Socrates points to the issue of just and unjust speech when he adds i
Aéyew to the areas in which the knowledgeable man will refrain from competing with his
equals. Further, he draws attention to the importance of rhetoric to the subject matter
under discussion by framing the debate as a contest between two rhetors, public speakers,
who, in this case, are also judges. Further, although Thrasymachus argues here for all
manner of injustice and subjugation, nonetheless, as a renowned sophist, the means that he
actually employs, and imparts to his students, for placing men under him (to the extent that
we imagine him actually behaving in accordance with his professed ethical principles) must
be the art of rhetoric. But rhetoric, which was considered, at least by Plato's
contemporaries, to be a Téxvn, is rather out of tune with the conclusions that Socrates
draws from the examples of the lyrist and the doctor.4

We can see that Socrates has made a number of questionable moves in this brief
passage — sleights of hand that one could even take as an indication of the great freedom
granted by Plato to the just man in his competition with the unjust man. At any rate, it is
certainly suspicious that, to show that expert lyrists do not compete with other expert
lyrists, Socrates limits his discussion of their art to the tuning of the strings. Of course a
good deal of the lyre playing that took place in 4th century Greece was in fact either
explicitly or implicitly competitive, expert against expert.5 Similarly, as we see from Greek
medical writing, doctors were quite keen to develop innovations that set them apart from

3 All translations are mine.

4 Several scholars (especially Ford 2001, Cole 1991, and Schiappa 1990) have argued that there was no
conception of rhetoric as a Téxvn before the 4th century. The first appearance of the word pnTopikr is in
Gorg. 448d9, where Socrates refers to Tfiv Aeyouévnv pntopikiiv. The qualifier Aeyouévnv ('so-called’)
seems to suggest that rhetoric was already being spoken of as an art, but Ford (p. 89 n. 11), e.g., argues that
Socrates only uses the word here to infer from what Polus has said (by which, I suppose he means that we
might translate it 'what you call rhetoric' rather than 'what people call rhetoric'). At any rate, Ford is surely
correct that the sophists must have advertised themselves as more general liberal educators rather than mere
teachers of rhetoric, and Schiappa may be right that 5th century Téxvan were not theoretical treatises, but
only collections of model speeches, like the Dissor Logoi or Antiphon's Tetralogies. But even if there was no
explicit theorizing, that does not mean that public speaking was not considered an art (and Aristophanes'
Clouds certainly makes it appear to have been considered an art that could be taught). I remain convinced
that rhetoric, or eV Aéyew, was understood to be, not the only skill, but perhaps the most important skill that
the sophists had to offer. In respect to the passage under discussion from Rep. I, we may note that Kennedy
1994: 25, though sceptical about many of the Téxvau attributed to sophists, maintains that the one alleged to
have been written by Thrasymachus did exist.

Wardy 2009 insists on the importance of some amount of explicit theorizing and codification to any
proper conception of an art of rhetoric; and he sees Gorgias as the seminal figure, who, by reacting to
philosophical modes of thinking, gave Plato an opportunity to put a name to this anti-philosophy and thereby
'invent' rhetoric. In his succint view of the origin of this Téxvn, "first comes eloquence; then the magisterial
philosohpers of logos arrive, only to be ruffled by the maddeningly tangential, sort of humorous harassment of
Gorgias; and then Plato puts Gorgias down in his very own, but restricted and inferior place; Plato does so by
putting a name to what the Gorgias has Gorgias say he does: 'thetoric"' (p. 51). While any kind of persuasive
speech counts as 'eloquence’, Wardy argues that 'rhetoric' should be categorized with those arts that require a
"productive awareness of what, by cultured convention, is to count as participation in those activities" and an
"expert understanding” that "stipulates what can be done and regulates what is done well or badly." He also
notes, however, that such an awareness and understanding continued to evolve in ancient Greece along with
"the praxis of competitive public speaking"; and he includes both "theoretically aimed" and "practically
aimed" materials in this kind of self-conscious thinking that transformed eloquence into rhetoric (p. 50).

5 For lyre playing, see Power 2010; and for mousikoi agones, see Rotstein 2012 and Kotsidu 1991.



their rivals.® Still, we can grant to Socrates that there is nothing inherently competitive
about these arts, and that there is a basic set of skills involved in these fields, according to
their present stage of development, that their practitioners will only want to master as well
as, and not better than, their fellow practitioners. It is nonetheless a great leap to claim that
this is true of all fields of expertise. To master the art of wrestling, for example, one will
necessarily need to show some degree of superiority over an opponent (unless we limit our
discussion of the art to stretching, oiling up the body, etc.). Knowing how to wrestle only as
well as everyone else who knows how to wrestle will not get you very far: to be an expert,
you must try to outdo the other experts. Rhetoric, or public speaking generally, I would
suggest, was viewed by most people in classical Greece as much more analogous to
wrestling than to medicine.”

Some of Plato's opponents, in fact, view rhetoric very much along the lines of
wrestling. Indeed, when Gorgias is trying to explain to Socrates what rhetoric is good for,
he emphasizes its agonistic nature. Socrates has offered up the doctor, the trainer, and the
businessman as other practitioners who have some claim to producing the greatest good for
mankind and has asked what exactly the good is that the art of rhetoric produces. Gorgias'
answer is "the ability to persuade with speeches in the courtroom, council, assembly, or any
other political gathering." But he goes on to say that the rhetorician will make the doctor,
trainer, and businessman his slaves (452¢). Socrates had only asked him to explain why
rhetoric should be considered better, or more beneficial, than medicine, training, and
money-making - that is, how rhetoric can 'beat’ these other arts in the more metaphorical
sense of 'being more advantageous'. But Gorgias instead explains how the rhetorician
'beats' the other practitioners in a very real, material way: how he places them under
himself.

When Socrates presses Gorgias by pointing out that other practitioners are able to
produce knowledge, while the rhetorician is only able to produce belief, Gorgias boxes
himself into a bit of a corner by first extolling the agonistic virtues of rhetoric and then
insisting that the teacher should not be blamed if it is used unfairly. He begins by offering
an anecdote that really does suggest a kind of beneficial employment of rhetoric, namely its
utilization in cooperation with other arts. Gorgias explains that he has often gone with his
brother or other doctors to see patients, and when the doctor could not persuade them to
take their medicine or submit to being cut or burned, Gorgias himself had more success
(456b). But note that, in this scenario, the rhetorician is actually a kind of subordinate
helper of the doctor, not at all his enslaver. Thus, if Gorgias were to stop here, although he
would have successfully demonstrated a real utility for rhetoric, he also would have
conceded that it ultimately 'loses' to other arts such as medicine when it comes to evaluating
it in a practical context. So he returns to the competition between the arts:

nui 8¢ kai eis TOAw 81y BouAel EABSVTA prTopiKdY EuSpa kai iaTpdy,
el 3¢ol Aoy @ BiaycoviCeoba év ekkAnoia 1) év &AAw Tvi cUAASY
oméTEPOV Bel aipedijval iatpdv, oudapol &v pavijval Tov iatpdv, AAN’
aipebiival &v Tov eitelv SuvaTodv, el PovAorto. kai el Tpos &AAov ye
Snuioupyov dvTivaouv aywvilorto, meioeiey &v autov EAécbat &
pNTopikds paAAov fi &GAAos boTIoOUV...

¢ See Lloyd 1987.

7 Although, in accordance with the ambiguity of Adyos, which could either refer to the words actually spoken
or to the ideas behind them, the art of speaking could simultaneously be understood as a competitive skill and
as a window into a man's character (which may be quite moderate and cooperative). This ambiguity is
especially apparent in Isocrates, for which see Too 1995.



And I say also that, between a rhetorical man and a doctor who have arrived
at any city you like, if a verbal competition should be required in the
assembly or in some other gathering as to which one should be chosen as
doctor, the doctor would appear nowhere, but the one able to speak would
be chosen, if he should like to be. And if there should be a competition for
any other practitioner, the rhetorician would persuade better than anyone
else to have himself chosen... (456b-c)

Of course, the question of how the rhetorician is planning to fake his medical expertise once
he gets the job is not addressed. But it is clear that what makes rhetoric so great and
miraculous has everything to do with its power to defeat all other areas of expertise - and
yet, Gorgias argues that, just like other competitive arts, it must be used justly. It must be
used only against enemies and never against friends. And presumably it must not be used to
put practitioners of other arts, who have much greater expertise than the rhetorician in
their own fields, out of work. But that only brings us back to the question of how the
rhetorician is any better than the doctor, the trainer, and the businessman, if in fact he will
not be allowed to 'beat’ or enslave them.?

These passages from the Republic and the Gorgias are contributions to a strand of
Greek ethical thought that was inaugurated, or at least first illuminated through conscious,
analytical scrutiny, by Hesiod, when he split Eris in two and suggested that there was a
good version and a bad version of competition. Considering the enormous importance of
competition to virtually every field of thought and practice in Greek society,? it is perhaps
surprising that this kind of explicit comparison between good competition and bad
competition does not appear more often in the literature that has survived. The chorus of
Sophocles' OT offers a similar contrast,’ but it is not nearly so sustained a treatment as
Hesiod's. Instead, as we will see in subsequent chapters, attempts in the 5th and 4th
centuries to define good competition, and to differentiate it from bad competition, are
usually more implicit, and they quite often take place within the context of one variety or
another of formal agon. Indeed, I suggest that many of the speakers in these 5th and 4th
century agons, in addition to whatever disputes they are trying to resolve, or policies they
are trying to propose, or skills they are trying to demonstrate, are also trying to offer their
judges a more satisfying resolution to the very same problems that Hesiod was trying to
resolve: what is the nature of beneficial competition? what is the nature of harmful
competition? and how can we differentiate the two?

In the ensuing chapters, I will be examining other attempts from the 5th and 4th
centuries to distinguish between good and bad verbal competition. Like Hesiod, and unlike
Plato, all of these authors, and the characters that they present, assume that there is always
a competitive element to public discourse. I have selected in particular for my analysis
passages all of which take place within the context of a formal rhetorical agon, since the
theme of the ethics of verbal competition is particularly relevant to many of these debate
scenes; and indeed, the format of the discussion cannot help but inform and/or reflect the

8 Part of what Plato's dramatization represents, of course, is a picture of the rhetorician's inability to make
good on his claims about rhetoric's agonistic virtues. The reader observes, across several dialogues, that the
rhetorician is completely unable to beat or enslave the philosopher - though he may go so far as to put him to
death.

9 For competition in ancient Greece, see Burkhardt 1998, Gouldner 1965, Griffith 1990, Fisher and van Wees
2011, and Barker 2009, who provides more references on p. 3, nn. 7-9. Ulf 2011 argues that the modern
image of ancient Greece as an agonistic society is a construct.

10 0T 879-881. The chorus has just been singing about how horrible UBpis is, and they then offer these lines
by way of contrast: T6 kaAdds 8'¢xov/ mOAel maAaiopa prjmoTe AU-/ -oat 6edv aitotuat (‘but I ask the
god never to destroy the 'wrestling' that is good for the city').



arguments that are being made. Moreover, in contrast to the time when Hesiod was writing
(probably the end of the 8th century), the 5th and 4th centuries saw a great number of
developments in the rhetorical arts, and the opportunities for differentiating between good
and bad verbal competition on the basis of generic distinctions became more varied.
Further, vigorous questioning of the importance of equality, the nature of honor, the
relative value of different kinds of skills, and the rationale for awarding prizes for superiority
in those various skills all contributed to the complexity of the issue; while its urgency was
ensured by the increasing importance of rhetoric in the assembly, the courtrooms, and the
theater.

After a brief introduction, in which I explore the different ways that the ethics of
competition in general, and of verbal competition in particular, are thematized in our
earliest Greek authors, Hesiod and Homer, I examine three different groups of agons, in all
of which the nature and value of verbal competition is explored and contested. These
chapters are organized according to Aristotle's threefold division of rhetoric into 'display'
(epideiktikon), 'forensic' (dikastikon), and 'deliberative' (symbouleutikon). First, the chapter
on the agon in Euripides reveals some of the possibilities for carrying on Hesiod's project
within a more or less epideictic genre. Euripides' well-known interest in the rhetorical arts
and their uses, not only on the stage, but also in the assembly and the courtroom, as well as
his interest in competition, both verbal and otherwise, make his plays ideally suited to an
inquiry about the ethical questions surrounding competition in public speech. For the
forensic agon, I turn in Chapter 3 to the legal feud between Demosthenes and Aeschines,
where we see the difficult distinction between good and bad verbal eris largely contested in
respect to arguments about generic expectations. Finally, the debate scenes in Thucydides'
History offer us a glimpse into the way ethical questions about verbal competitiveness might
be addressed in the context of deliberative rhetoric; and they suggest that the
competitiveness of the speakers (and their attempts either to contrast or conflate private
and public interests) increases the difficulty of determining the proper role for justice in
such debates.

There are two reasons that I have chosen to order the chapters in this way, one
historical and one logical. On the one hand, there is a sense in which this sequence might
reflect the historical development of rhetoric, as long as we consider rhetoric in a very
general, unformalized sense. Poetry certainly preceded prose in the history of artful, literary
composition, and Jefferey Walker (2000) makes a compelling argument that this early
poetry should be thought of as fundamentally a kind of epideictic rhetoric, which would
then be the original form of rhetoric, from which the other genres developed. And we
might next imagine that disputes between individuals, methods of redressing wrongs,
strategies for arguing one's way out of punishments, etc. would precede formalized group
discussions about how best to further the collective interest.

But even if this sequence does not exactly reflect a historical development,' it does
reflect a kind of logical development, which brings me to my second reason: namely, that I
have placed the rhetorical genres in an ascending order of ethical complexity, both in terms
of the consideration of interests and in terms of the stakes of the outcomes. Of course any
author writing in any genre is free to express extremely complex ideas, but the assumed
tasks of the rhetorician in each genre, and the different criteria that each kind of speaker

"' Kennedy 1992, e.g., views rhetoric as a "form of energy" that is prior to speech, and he describes examples
of all three genres — deliberative, forensic, and epideictic — in the animal kingdom. His example of
deliberative, however, is limited to the exchanging of growls and roars (as performed by red deer stags) in the
interest of displaying power, which he suggests is "comparable to the rhetorical ultimata exchanged between
hostile states and to constitute a kind of deliberation in which evidence of the power of each side is used

to convince the other to give way (p. 5)."



will need to consider if he is to appear morally upright, do vary in complexity; and there is a
sense in which each subsequent genre must incorporate the tasks of the previous genre. The
epideictic rhetorician, for example, is fundamentally concerned with pleasing the audience
and making a demonstration of his skills. Insofar as he is a competitor, he will be competing
with other skilled speakers, and he will not necessarily be required to appeal to the interests
either of himself or of his auditors.? The forensic rhetorician, on the other hand, will
likewise need to display his skill at speaking (as we will see), but he will also have to appeal
to the interests of his judges in order to show that they are more aligned to his own interests
than they are to those of his opponent. Finally, the deliberative rhetorician will need to
accomplish not only the tasks of the other two, but furthermore, assuming that the debate is
taking place between fellow citizens, he will need to appeal even to the interests of his
opponents, for he must argue that he knows what will benefit them (along with everybody
else) much better than they themselves do. Thus, if at least one aspect of ethics involves the
weighing of one's own interests against the interests of others, then this sequence of
rhetorical genres may reveal an increasing ethical complexity.

Further, the stakes of an epideictic contest have mainly to do with honor and
prestige. The stakes of a forensic contest certainly include honor and prestige, but they also
often involve more serious consequences for the individual competitors, such as death or
exile. And the stakes of a deliberative contest additionally involve the fates of not just
individuals but of entire nations.

But if my project is to examine the ways that Greek authors discussed the ethical
difficulties surrounding public debate, it remains for me to explain why I have largely
limited my focus to an analysis of formal agons. After all, every text from 5th and 4th
century Greece that we have could be described as 'competitive' in some fairly essential
ways, whether or not it was actually performed before judges. And given the enormous
importance of all manner of contests in Greek societies, we would surely find throughout
the entire corpus some good clues about Greek attitudes toward the benefits and harms of
verbal competition. This is certainly true, and I will indeed be bringing in evidence from
sources outside of the agons that are my immediate concern. But my reasons for focussing
primarily on agons are twofold. First, the emerging importance of the &ycov Adycov as an
institutional and literary form, I suggest, itself marks an increasing interest in the ethics of
verbal competition: even the agons that do not directly address these issues nonetheless
represent and thematize them through their very form. Thus, although these agons are not
the only site, they are a kind of privileged site for Greek authors to examine the nature and
the effects of verbal competition. Secondly, I am interested not only in ethical theorizing
(though Aristotle will inform several of my analyses), but in the intersection of ethics and
rhetoric; and it seems to me that the &ycov Adycov is likewise a privileged site for different
rhetorical genres to confront, and be weighed against, one another. We can see this
especially clearly in Euripides, whose agons, though fundamentally epideictic are the most
likely parts of his plays to show the characters virtually transforming themselves into
litigators or assemblymen.

So far I have been taking for granted the meaning of the terms that I have been
discussing and which appear in the title of this work — 'agon' and 'ethics' — but they do
require some explanation. Both terms can be used either in a more technical or a more
general sense. An 'agon' might specifically refer to an athletic contest, a legal trial, or a set
debate piece in tragedy or comedy, or it might refer much more broadly to any sort of
contest or struggle, with or without explicit rules. Likewise, 'ethics' might suggest either a
theoretical examination of right and wrong, virtue and vice, or a much less systematic, more

© In fact, he will sometimes want to argue for a completely counterintuitive position, as we see in Gorgias'
Defense of Helen and the speech that Plato attributes to Lysias in the Phaedrus.



broadly conceived consideration of behavioral norms. For this study, I will use 'ethics' in the
more general sense, for which 'morality’ is a synonym. And while I will be examining
particular agons — in the sense of a contest with rules and judges, and especially a set of
paired speeches before an audience who is expected to decide, or at least to consider, which
speaker should be viewed as the winner and which the loser — I will be particularly
concerned with the theme of competition, more generally, within those agons. The
adjective 'agonistic' I use more or less as a synonym for 'competitive', though it suggests
specifically the kind of competitiveness that is associated with contests, or with a culture that
places great value on contests.

Ever since J. Burckhardt, 'agonal' and 'agonistic' have sometimes been used as a
kind of short-hand to bring to mind an interpretation of ancient Greek society which holds
that 'the contest' was one of the primary defining features.’3 Burkhardt himself believed that
the agonal spirit eventually declined in the fifth century "until it came to consist in men
staking everything to win the favor of the crowd."* Others have located the transition away
from the agonal spirit at different times. For Gouldner (1965), Plato was the first to offer a
serious challenge to what Gouldner called 'the contest system.' And Adkins (1960) argues
that Homer's epics reflect a society in which 'competitive values' always trump 'cooperative
values', but that, after Homer, the latter gradually increased in importance — and thus the
most powerful words of commendation and censure begin to change their meanings. But
these authors have also seen the nature of this agonistic society in different ways.
Burckhardt viewed it as an expression of elite status. The contests had no practical purpose,
and that was the point: the elites had the time and resources to apply their energies to the
aesthetics of such an agonal lifestyle, and others did not.’s Gouldner, a sociologist, argued
that there was a practical social function to such a system: namely, to weed out the citizens
who were becoming too powerful. But he thought that the system went too far and was
ultimately untenable. Adkins was interested in ethics, and for him, the agonistic ideals of the
Homeric heroes seemed to be based on a kind of consequentialism: 'good' and 'bad' were
entirely determined by the community's need for strong, brave warriors. He called such a
society 'results-oriented' and claimed that good intentions, trying one's best, had virtually no
mitigating influence on the shame that inevitably accompanied defeat of any kind.™

It is already clear that questions about 'ethics', broadly conceived, have often been
bound up with questions about the agonistic spirit of the Greeks. Winning was certainly
valued a great deal, in Homer and beyond, but, as Long demonstrated in response to
Adkins, not even in Homer was it always the supreme value. In addition to the fact that the
terms 'competitive' and 'cooperative’ when applied to values are not always clear or distinct,
it is also apparent that what Adkins took to be 'competitive' values did not always trump
what he took to be 'cooperative' values in Homer.'?

3 Burckhardt 1998: 162: "While on the one hand the polis was the driving force in the rise and development
of the individual, the agon was a motive power known to no other people — the general leavening element
that, given the essential condition of freedom, proved capable of working upon the will and the potentialities
of every individual. In this respect the Greeks stood alone." Burckhardt was certainly not alone in idealizing
the Greeks in this way.

4 Jdem 184.

5 On competition as an end itself, see e.g. p. 163: "In the heroic world the agon was not fully developed, if we
think of it as excluding practical usefulness."

16 See Long 1970: 124 for a critique and refinement of that particular claim.

7 Long 1970. In addition to arguing that Adkins too readily takes Homer's poems as evidence about the way
archaic Greek society actually functioned (and that he fails to account for the internal logic and the formal
requirements of the poetry), Long cites such passages as II. 17.142 {f. and 1. 13.459 fI., where both
competitive and cooperative excellences are invoked simultaneously. He concludes (p. 135) that the concept
of "appropriateness,’ which is "closely, if not logically, related to social status and the behavior this demands in



In a study like this, we cannot avoid being influenced by our own biases, but of
course we should do our best to avoid hastily condemning or idealizing the cultural
differences that we encounter. Hegel, for example, and philosophers like MacIntyre (1981)
who argue for some form of 'virtue ethics' (and often imply that such an ethical outlook is
applicable not only to Aristotle's theories, but to ancient Greek culture more broadly) can
sometimes present an idealized, historically inaccurate picture of ancient Greek society.™
There was certainly no homogeneous conception of human behavior in ancient Greece that
involved no conflict between one's own good and the good of others. Opinions were varied
and often contradictory.’ But if there was one thing that most Athenians at least, if not most
Greeks, seemed to agree on regarding behavioral norms, it was that they should be debated
and demonstrated in a public forum, with an audience present to determine the relative
merits of the speakers.

One assumption that I make in this study is that ethical principles and behavioral
norms are to a very large extent determined, reinforced, and transformed through public
discourse. Both competition and cooperation certainly have some basis in evolutionary
biology,?® but we are creatures of language, and we will always try to understand both our
actual behavior and our behavioral ideals through language. And because there are always
more possibilities for how members of a community might choose to interact, it seems to me
that the stories we tell ourselves and the rules we imagine about how we ought to treat one
another are just as important in the long run as how we actually behave. Further, morality
cannot be reduced to the interests of rational actors. In the very beginning of his book on
Greek popular morality, Dover defines his topic: "It often happens that if I try to do as I
wish I necessarily frustrate what someone else wishes. By the 'morality' of a culture I mean
the principles, criteria and values which underlie its responses to this familiar experience."*!
While there is no doubt that negotiating between one's own desires and interests and the
desires and interests of others is a very important part of morality, one cannot ignore the
complex, emotional interactions among members of a community in their endless attempts
to reformulate and refine ethical norms. As Habermas writes in regard to Strawson's essay,
'Freedom and Resentment'":

Strawson's phenomenology of the moral is relevant because it shows that the
world of moral phenomena can be grasped only in the performative attitude
of participants in interaction, that resentment and personal emotional
responses in general point to suprapersonal standards for judging norms and
commands, and that the moral-practical justification of a mode of action
aims at an aspect different from the feeling-neutral assessment of means-
ends relations, even when such assessment is made from the point of view of
the general welfare.?

a wide range of circumstances" is a more fundamental (though often difficult to define) concept in Homeric
cthics. Adkins 1971 tried to defend his position.

8 See White 2002: 94-5, who includes Sidgwick and suggests that his account "fits with a picture of 'the
Greeks' as purveyors of a homogenous intellectual culture that can be easily idealized and set off against the
ills of modernity." He also notes that the emphasis on virtue over duty may involve the idea that "the notion of
virtue is somehow always less closely associated with deliberative conflict in general than the notion of duty is."
As we will see, the Greeks were anything but free from deliberative conflict.

9 Dover 1974: 3 notes: "It must not be imagined that we shall discover the Athenians to have lived, any more
than we do, by an internally consistent set of moral principles."

20 See Ong 1981.

21 Dover 1974: 1.

2 Habermas 1990: 50.



Accordingly, the agons that we will examine offer an inside perspective on moral
argumentation and performance, with all of the attendant emotion and messiness.

2. Hesiod and the two "Ep18es

In order to gain a greater appreciation of the shared cultural assumptions that the
5th and 4th century writers whom we will be examining took for granted (or exploited or
revised) we need to look in some detail at the earliest literary examinations of the ethics of
competition and rhetoric. The poems of both Hesiod and Homer show a great deal of
concern with these issues; and their treatments reveal both continuities and discontinuities
with later writers. From these early poems, we can see that speech had always been a
particular locus for concerns about appropriate uses of competition and appropriate
expressions of competitiveness; but without a more developed conception of rhetoric as an
art, persuasive speech was less often explicitly singled out as distinct from other kinds of
speech, and, in fact, speech was often hardly distinguished from action.

As noted above, Hesiod offers us not only the earliest, but also the most explicit
account of the distinction between good competition and bad competition.?® Words, as
opposed to actions, do have a kind of privileged place in his accounts of both kinds of
competition. And differentiation between different kinds (or genres) of speech seems to be
one of the means that he uses to distinguish the two kinds of Eris. Still, as many have noted,
the possibility of making a sharp distinction is put into question by the language that Hesiod
uses.

I begin by quoting the key passage from Hesiod here in full:

Ouk &pa potvov Env Epideov yévos, &AN’ éml yaiav

glol BV TNy pév Kev ETTaivrioele voioas,

N & émucounTr) dia &’ &Gvdixa Bupodv Exouotv.

1) uEv Yap TOAeUOV Te Kakdv Kai Sijpv OEAAeL,
oxeTAIN" oU Tis Ty Ye prAel PpoTds, AAN Ut dvdykns
abavétwv BouAijov "Eptv Tiuéool Papeiav.

T & €Tépnv poTépnv pév eyeivato NUE épeevvri,
Brike 8¢ Liv Kpovidns uyiluyos, aibépt vaicov,

yains T év piCnot kai avdpdot ToAAOV dpeived:

1] Te kai GMaAapdy Tep SUdS el Epyov Eyelpev.

els ETeEpoV Yap Tis Te idcov Epyoto xaTiCwv
TAovoiov, &s omeUdel pev dpdueval 118¢ PuUTEVEY
oikév T’ e¥ BécBat, CnAoi 8¢ Te yeiTova yeiTwov

els &pevos omeudov T ayabn & "Epis 118e BpoToiow.
KOl KEPAUEUS KEPAUET KOTEEL KAl TEKTOVI TEKTWV,

Kal TTTeXOs TTWXE PpBovéel kKal &o1dods aoidd.

"W TTépon, ov 8¢ Talta TeQ EVik&TOeO BUN,
undé o’ "Epis kakdxapTos &1’ épyou Bupdv épukol
VElKe” OMITEVOVT’ &y opfis ETTAKOUOV EdVTa.
copn Yép T’ OAiyn méAeTan velkéwv T” &yopéwv Te

23 For an interesting analysis of this passage, cf. Ferrari 1988: 48-9, who connects it with Th. 27-8, where the
Muses claim to know how to say the truth as well as lies that resemble the truth. He argues (against Derridean
readings) that both passages are making a distinction between 'good exchange' and 'bad exchange,' a
distinction that is also common in Theognis.



QT n) Bios Evdov EMNeTavOs KATAKEITAL

cpaios, TOvV yaia gépel, AnurTepos akTiv.

ToU Ke KOPEOOGUEVOS veikea kai Sfjpv 0péAAols
KTHnao™ e’ dAAoTpiols. ool &' oukéTl devTepov EoTal
¥’ Epdetv: AAN’ aubi Siakpivcopeba velkos

iBeinot ikns, ai T° ¢k Aids eiow &plotat.

18N pev yap kAfjpov é8acodued’, &AAa Te ToAA&
aptéaleov Epopels péya kudaiveov PaactAijas
Swpopdyous, ol Trjvde Siknv éB8éAovot ikdooai.
vijTriol, oUdt foaov dow TAéov fjuiou Tavtods

oud’ o0V £v HaAdxn Te Kai aopodéAc Hey’ Svelap.

No unity, you see, was the family of Strifes, but on earth
there are two; one of them a man would praise if he saw her,
the other is blameworthy; their hearts are far apart.
For the one advances war and evil and fighting,
the wicked one; no mortal loves her, but by necessity
from the will of the immortals they honor the heavy Strife.
The other was born first from dusky night,
and high-throned Cronos' son who dwells in the ether placed her
in the roots of the earth and in men, a much better thing;
even a man without resources she stirs to work.
For a man lacking in work looks toward another
wealthier man, who hastens to sow and plant
and get his house in order; neighbor vies with the neighbor
who has zeal for wealth; this is the good Strife for mortals.
And potter is angry with potter and builder with builder,
and beggar envies beggar and singer envies singer.
Perses, you lay these things up in your heart,
and don't let evil-loving Strife draw your heart from work
to be a spectator and listener of market-place quarrels.
For little concern are quarrels and market-places
for the man who does not have at home a year's store of
ripe sustenance, which the earth brings, Demeter's grain.
If you're sated with that, then you might add to quarrels and fighting
over the property of others. But you will not get a second chance
to act this way; but let's settle our quarrel right now
with straight judgments, which, coming from Zeus, are the best.
For we already divided up our inheritance, and much extra
you kept snatching and carrying off by paying tribute to bribe-eating
kings, who are happy to judge this suit.
Fools, they don't even know how much better half'is than the whole,
nor what great boon there is in mallow and asphodel. (WD 11-41)

West's explanation of Hesiod's motivation in dividing Eris in two is simply that he wanted to
discuss the benefits of competition, but he had already offered a negative image of Erisin
the Theogony, where he had described her as hard-hearted and hateful, the mother of
battles, murders, and lying, among other things. Hesiod thus begins by talking about bad
competition so that he can finish with good competition, the primary object of his interest
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in this passage.®* Clay, on the other hand, sees a complementarity between the two poems
and considers Hesiod's point to be that good competition is only a factor among mortals
and has no place in the divine realm of the Theogony.? I think Clay is right that it would be
a mistake to place too much emphasis on only one kind of competition. After all, evil-loving
Erisis in one sense every bit as important a motivation for Hesiod's poem as good Eris,
since she is responsible for causing Perses to neglect his own property and pursue the
possessions of others, prompting Hesiod to compose this poem.

Thalmann has written an interesting article in which he argues that, while Hesiod's
suggestion of a divine genealogy for the positive Eris was probably an innovation, he was
only making explict "some fundamental characteristics of conflict and competition that were
already implicit in his cultural tradition as we find it reflected in Homeric and other
Hesiodic poetry."® Thus, as we see in Homer, eris can refer either to destructive quarrels
and wars or to friendly, healthy agonistic ritual, such as athletic games or, at the extreme
end of the spectrum, Nausikaa's laundry-washing competition. The primary benefit of
competitive endeavors, whether on the battle field, in athletic games, or in the assembly,
was to affirm or establish hierarchies, which in turn reinforced social cohesion. But such
competition always threatened to break out into violence, and thus one of Hesiod's
concerns (indeed, a concern that remained central to the polis as it continued to develop)
was to harness competitive, honor-driven energies and direct them toward positive forms of
competition.”” Hesiod may have tried to tease apart the dual nature of this conceptual unity,
but as other scholars have noted, his division is not an entirely clean one.?®

Instead of the polar opposition between competitive and cooperative values that
Adkins (1960) famously outlined, Thalmann suggests that the two kinds of values were often
"the same virtues seen from different perspectives."? Granted that Adkins' polarity is too
rigid, I am not sure that Thalmann's argument that competition could be socially
constructive (which Hesiod more or less tells us) undermines it exactly. After all, Adkins
argued that competitive values took precedence over cooperative values specifically because
they were, on the whole, found to be more useful to the kind of society reflected in Homer's
poems than cooperative values were. He fully acknowledged that the competitive values
were needed to protect the community and thus ultimately were supposed to serve in the
interest of social cohesion. Thalmann is surely right, however, that the opposition between
productive competition and destructive competition may be a more accurate lense through
which to view the ethical norms of Greek behavior, as they actually thought about and
discussed them, than the opposition between competitive and cooperative values.

Thalmann does not explicitly state his views on the relative date of composition
between Hesiod's and Homer's poems, but he does suggest a (rather late) 7th century date
for Hesiod; and he argues that Hesiod's innovations are a break from the traditional
conception, which he finds primarily in Homer. But of course, there is no way to decide for
certain on the relative dates of composition, and it very well may be that Hesiod came
before Homer.® So instead of worrying about the very difficult question of where Hesiod's
innovation lies, we might merely note how striking it is that, from (perhaps) the very earliest

24 West 1978 ad loc.

25 Clay 2003: 6-8.

26 Thalmann 2004: 365.

27 This analysis bears an affinity with Ober's 1989 analysis of the way that the later democratic institutions of
Athens functioned in such a way as to harness elite competitive energies and put them in the service of mass
interests.

28 Thalmann 2004: 378 endorses Pucci's 1977: 131-2 deconstructionist reading of the passage.

29 Thalmann 2004: 366.

30 West 1978: 31 places Hesiod's birth between 750 and 720.
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Greek literature that we have, there is already a kind of theorizing about competition, and
about the essential role that it plays in the establishment of ethical norms.

But what then is the nature of Hesiod's theory? What exactly are the differentia of
the two species of competition, and why do they still belong in the same genus? Bad
competition is the motivating force behind war (TTéAepos), evil (kakdv), and fighting
(37jp1s) - as well as the various nasty qualities that appear as its children in the Theogony,
including lying, verbal disputes, and simply 'words' (Yeu8ea, AupiAhoyias, Adyous, 229).
It should come as no surprise that bad competition would promote physical violence and
war, but it might not be entirely obvious that it would also be responsible for verbal
disputes, which might on the contrary seem to be a healthy alternative to violence.3" In fact,
the verbal arena for bad competition is precisely what Hesiod emphasizes in Works and
Days. Perses has been lured away from his work by this wicked Eris and has become a
spectator and listener of market-place quarrels - quarrels which I take to be primarily of a
more or less forensic nature. Hesiod tells him that only when he has plenty of grain stored
up in his house should he increase/ promote quarrels and fighting that concern other
people's property. At first, this still sounds like a reference to Perses' passion for listening to
other people's disputes (something akin to Philocleon in Aristophanes' Wasps with his
mania for serving on juries?). But we then see that it is not merely as a spectator of disputes
that he is promoting these kinds of quarrels about other people's property, but rather he
has begun to actively engage in these kinds of quarrels and to make his own claims on other
people's property. Thus, there may be here a subtle hint about the contagious nature of
bad competition, or perhaps even more specifically of hyper-litigiousness (or its 8th century
equivalent). Evil strife first insinuated itself into Perses' life by presenting itself as an
irresistible spectacle, but then there followed a natural and perhaps hardly noticeable
transition from listener and spectator to quarreler, from an interest in observing disputes
about other people's property to a desire to get his own hands on someone else's property.3

Like bad competition, good competition likewise has both a physical, material
aspect and an immaterial, verbal aspect. Materially, it involves a different kind of response
to the envy that comes from looking at another man's wealth. Instead of trying to obtain the
other man's wealth through war, fighting, or verbal dispute, one who is influenced by good
competition will be spurred to honest hard work in an attempt to outdo his neighbor by
relying solely on his own resources.?® But in addition to being a motivating force for the
increase of personal wealth, good competition also seems to be a more general, less strictly
material kind of impetus for excellence. The beggar who envies the beggar probably will
have food and shelter in the forefront of his mind,34 but the potter and the builder surely
have an additional stake in the honing of their skills and in the general development of their
crafts.3s And Hesiod cannot possibly mean to suggest that the singer is motivated primarily

3t Note, ¢.g., Athena's advice to Achilles at II. 1.210-11 to cease from strife but to keep taunting Agamemnon
with words (&AX* &ye Afjy” €pidos, undt Eipos EAkeo xeipi:/ &AN' 1) Tol Emeowv piv Sveidioov cos EoeTai
Tep).

32 As Nagler 1992: 91 notes, this "slippery dynamic" of eris may also be suggested in Hesiod's account of good
competition, where the verbs he uses become increasingly negative: omeUdet, {nAof, koTée, and finally
@Boveel. And, of course, the fact that this is the dynamic used to describe good competition puts into question
the feasibility of clearly distinguishing between the two kinds.

33 What about the man without resources who is spurred to hard work? In his case, the only resources he will
have are non-material - physical strength, intelligence, and perhaps some skills - and so he will make the most
of them. Clay 2003: 7 points out that good competition is occasioned by material lack and is thus applicable
only to the mortal sphere, since the gods lack nothing.

3¢ West 1978 ad loc. suggests Irus and Odysseus as an example of beggar competing with beggar, but it is hard
to see how that fight could be an example of good competition. Rather, this must refer back again to the man
without resources who is spurred to work.

35 Plato, of course, would distinguish the practice of their arts from the supervening art of acquiring wealth.
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by a desire to increase his material wealth. Rather, he would surely be motivated, at least in
part, by pride in his craft and a desire for prestige and honor; thus his appearance in this list
may suggest an acknowledgement of the crucial influence that the competitive ethos of
ancient Greek culture had on innovation and development in all of the various intellectual,
scientific, and artistic fields of practice.3

So why do both kinds of competition deserve to be referred to by the same word?
Clearly, both involve an attempt to improve one's position or oneself in some way. And both
involve a kind of gazing at the goods, or the good fortunes, of others (Perses is a spectator in
the market place; the properly competitive man without work looks toward his wealthier
neighbor). But as has been noted, it is the good competition that Hesiod describes as giving
rise to envy and anger, two emotions that would have been more intuitively associated with
bad competition.?” We might assume that it should be taken as a given that those emotions
are also involved in bad competition - surely they must play a part in wars and fighting. But
our only indication that emotion is involved in Perses' transition to being actively engaged in
bad competition is that his Bupds (soul, mind temper; in particular, the seat of anger) may
be drawn by evil-loving Eris from work to quarrels (Bupov épukot, 28). Indeed, the fact that
some kind of Bupnds is involved in both kinds of Erisis affirmed at right at the beginning of
our passage, when Hesiod says that the two Erides have a divided Bupds (81 8 &vdixa
Bunov éxouoty, 13). This could mean simply that they have very different minds, or hearts;
but the particular expression that Hesiod has chosen, with a plural subject and a singular
object, suggests that Bupds is something that they both share in a fundamental, though
divided, way. And this may encourage us to understand 6upds here more strongly, as the
seat of anger and passion (competitive feelings), which can be directed toward either good
or bad ends.3®

Although both the realm of words and the realm of actions appear side by side
without any explicit differentiation throughout this passage, the specifically verbal aspects
of both good and bad competition do receive some special emphasis. For the most part,
verbal disputation is associated with bad competition, both in Works and Days and in the
Theogony. The only hint that it can also be associated with good competition is in Hesiod's
seemingly innocuous &o1d0s &oded (singer [envies] singer), which he tacks onto the list of
other practitioners who are spurred to rivalry (by 86vos). But the importance of his
decision to include poetic rivalry in this list should not be underestimated. One effect that it
has, in fact, is to make this theoretical analysis self-referential, in the sense that it invites us
to take this singer, Hesiod, and the poem which he is in the midst of composing/
performing, as an example of what a positive, beneficial kind of verbal competition might
look like.

The traditional interpretation of the context (whether historical or fictional) of
Works and Days is that Hesiod and his brother Perses are involved in a legal dispute over
their inheritance, of which Perses, by means of bribing the kings, was taking (or was trying
to take) more than his share. Indeed some have argued that Hesiod's poem represents a

36 As examined by Lloyd 1987.

37 Thalmann 2004: 361 compares Isocrates Panathenaicus 81, where 8dvos appears along with piAoTipia in
a description of the qualities of the Greek heroes at Troy. He concludes: "In a culture so conditioned as Greek
culture was by honor as both a conceptual system and a code of conduct, envy might be relatively neutral
rather than discreditable at least some of the time, an accepted by-product of competition and in turn a goad
to further efforts to attain honor." For the Greek concept of envy cf. Walcot 1978.

38 Viano 2003: 94 points out that thumos is characterized by Aristotle as the source not only of the

competitive emotions, but also of affection (T6 @IANTIKOV, Pol. 1327b40). Aristotle's proof'is that Tpds yap
Tous ouvrjBets kai piAous 6 Bupds aipeTal p&AAov 1) TPOs Tous ayvadTas, dAlywpeicbal vopioas. This
would suggest a good kind of competitive emotion, fueled by a healthy thumos.
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kind of rehearsal of his legal case.® If this is true, then the distinction between poetic and
forensic discourse will be quite tenuous. Clay, on the other hand, has suggested (rather
boldly) that the 'much extra' that Perses took and the 'goods of others' that have so
attracted his attention may have nothing at all to do with Hesiod.*> Perhaps Hesiod has no
personal material stake at all in setting Perses on the right path, but, after seeing him behave
unjustly toward someone else and neglect his own property, he merely wants to help him. In
this way, his role as singer is very much akin to the role of the muse-inspired king, whose
eloquence is put in the service of settling disputes, not of furthering them. But increasing
one's material wealth by honest means, if not the sole motivation, was certainly found to be
one of the primary motivations of good competition; so I would be inclined to imagine that
the traditional interpretation is correct, but that Hesiod is collapsing the two roles of the
singer. Like the muse-inspired king, he is using his divine eloquence to settle a dispute, but
like the competitive, envious singer and the other practitioners who are inspired by good
Eris, he is settling this dispute specifically by trying to outdo his opponent. Indeed, there is
a sense in which his opponent is not only Perses, but also the market-place quarrelers, who,
as a manifestation of bad Eris, are competing with Hesiod for Perses' attention (or for his
Bundg) .41

At any rate, a couple of points emerge from the foregoing. First, it is extremely
difficult to distinguish clearly between good and bad competition. Whether we want to
imagine that Hesiod is intentionally using negative language to describe positive
competition in order to give his listeners hints about this difficulty, or we prefer, in
deconstructionist fashion, merely to view the text as undermining itself, the fact remains that
the line between the two is blurry. Second, it appears that one way to attempt to make the
distinction in regard to speech is by contrasting different modes, or genres, of speech. In
Hesiod's case, the contrast is between muse-inspired singing and 'market-place’ speech (or
perhaps simply between songs and logoi tout court, if we remember that logor are the
offspring of bad Eris in the Theogony). Likewise, Plato will later be at great pains to
distinguish his own mode of discourse, dialectic, from all others, which are dismissively
characterized as eristic in some fashion or other. Furthermore, Plato is quite singular
among other practitioners of verbal arts in 5th and 4th century Greece in his suggestion
that experts should not be competing with one another at all (but only with those below
them) and in his insistence that the proper goal of any debate is always and only to try to get
at the truth. The extent to which he, or his character Socrates, succeeds in rising above the
agonistic atmosphere of his time is a matter of some disagreement; but regardless, he
certainly presents a vision of verbal debate that is, at least in theory, at odds with the
prevailing vision, which assumes an agonistic element to public speech.

3. Speech contests in Homer

There is no doubt that competition for honor is an enormously important theme in
Homer's epics, and that the heroes are very much preoccupied with their ability to engage
in such competition with every means at their disposal, both physical and verbal. And there
is also, accordingly, a fair amount of attention paid to the quality of the speeches, especially
through phrases such as kata moiran, kata kosmon, etc. and their negatives. Nancy Worman
suggests that this kind of rhetorical assessment in archaic poetry is characterized by a

39 Kirchhoff 1889, cited by Clay 2003: 34, n. 10.
40 Clay 2003: 35.
41 Not to mention his rival poets, of course!
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"conflation of verbal style, visible performance, and moral content" and goes on to note that
this conflation helped to shape rhetorical theory in its later developments.# Though there is
of course no science of rhetoric in Homer, nor any explicit distinction between rhetorical
genres,® there is certainly a recognition of great variation in the level of speaking ability that
one may have, as well as of the possibility for different kinds of ability - along with an
acknowledgment of the fundamental importance of verbal skill generally. But when it comes
to assessing the proper limits of agonistic speech, or differentiating between good and bad,
helpful and harmful, verbal competition, Homeric heroes are inclined to lump speech
together with action and to take it for granted that everyone will use both, to the extent that
he is able, to prove his worth and increase his honor.#

The famous words of instruction that Peleus gave to Phoenix regarding Achilles'
education, that he should be taught to be 'a speaker of words and a doer of deeds' (uiBcov
Te PN THpP’ Eueval TPNKTIP& Te épywv, 9.443), is particularly striking in light of the
subsequent Greek obsession with making a distinction between Adyos and €pyov. And this
association, or conflation, of speech and action is reinforced by Phoenix's description of
Achilles at the time of his departure as 'knowing nothing of close-fought war, nor of
assemblies, where men become highly distinguished' (oU e €i868” dpotiou ToAépoto,/
oUd’ dyopéwv, (va T &vdpes apimrpemées TeAéBouot, 9.440-1), where the relative adverb
{va is surely meant to refer both to 'war' and "assemblies,’ as two complementary arenas for
winning distinction and honor. As Adam Parry puts it, "speech, counsel and monologue are
a form of action."® Indeed, the three Greek heroes whose speech is most marked in the
epics - Nestor, Achilles, and Odysseus - all have a different speaking style, which is itself a
reflection of their style or status as warriors. Nestor's fighting years are in the past, but he
has a great deal of experience and wisdom and uses his speech to further the cooperative
interests of the army by always giving the best advice. Achilles is the greatest warrior, and
he speaks fearlessly and straightforwardly, backing down from no one. Odysseus, as we will
see, has a more complex character (indeed, famously so), and his speech contains various
styles, some that are similar to both Achilles and Nestor.

The representation of verbal dueling as either a complement to or a substitute for
physical dueling pervades most of the battle scenes in Homer. Parks (1990) has examined
the rules, structures, and techniques of 'flyting' contests, not only in Homer, but also in
English and Sanskrit epic poetry.4 He identifies five 'speech functions' that typically occur
in a flyting speech: identitive, retrojective, projective, attributive-evaluative, and
comparative. "In other words, the flyter identifies himself or his adversary; retrojects or
refers back to some fact or event; projects some future chain of actions or state of affairs;
evaluates or attributes (implicitly evaluative) qualities to himself or his adversary; and
indulges in a heroic comparison, to his adversary's disadvantage."¥ As an example, he
analyzes the encounter between Achilles and Aeneas at 1. 20.158-352, but notes that there

4 Worman 2009: 28.

43 Martin 1989: 44 suggests that, in Homer, there is no distinction between speech-act and speech-genre, and
he thus lists the 'genres' as: "prayer, lament, supplication, commanding, insulting, and narrating from
memory." Cf. Karp 1977, Cole 1991: 40-44 for different ideas about the level of rhetorical awareness in
Homer.

44 Martin 1989: 94-5 argues that "all speech in Homer takes place in an agonistic context," which, I believe, is
accurate, though we must understand this 'context' as a very broad description of Greek society, which must
be fully capable of admitting cooperation as well. Still, the notion that public speech must always have some
clement of competitive display is as true of Homer as it is of 5th and 4th century Athens.

45 Parry 1956: 4.

46 Also Ready 2011 examines similes in Homer as a locus of competition, not only competition between
characters but also between the characters and the poet.

47 Parks 1990: 104.
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"the contest lacks 'correct' Resolution in that the Achaian does not cut down his enemy and
boast over the corpse."# His analysis makes it clear that, by means of such taunting and
vaunting, speech becomes a kind of weapon, and the physical battle is supplemented by a
verbal component.

At other times Homer presents abusive speech less as a support than as a kind of
substitute for physical violence. In the meeting between Diomedes and Glaucus in 11. 6.119-
236, what begins as the standard vaunting of a verbal duel that is to be a prelude for a
physical duel ends up revealing new information that prevents the violence from ever taking
place, and the competitive speech becomes cooperative (though not entirely cooperative:
there is certainly a winner). But there is a better example of competitive, vituperative
speech being used purely as a substitute for violence in book 1, when Athena appears
behind Achilles to prevent him from drawing his sword and killing Agamemnon. She tells
him to cease from the strife/quarrel/competition, Afjy” €pidos, but encourages him to
'reproach/revile him with words, as to what will be' (&AX’ 7} Tol Ereotv pév dveidioov o
¢oetali mep, 1.210-11). This quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon, with which the
1liad opens, is probably the closest thing we find in Homer to an explicit examination of the
distinction between good and bad competition, so it warrants further discussion.

After Agamemnon has announced his scheme to make up for the loss of his own
prize, Chryseis, by taking a prize from one of the other heroes, perhaps even Achilles' dear
Briseis, Achilles reviles him for his excessive love of material wealth, calling him
phokTeaveoTaTos (1.122). And after Agamemnon has responded, Achilles continues to
hurl insults in the same vein: Agamemnon is 'clothed in shamelessness' (Gvai8einv
¢mepéve) and 'greedy/profit-obsessed’ (kepSaledppov, 1.149). Agamemnon's defense is
to attack Achilles for a different character trait, namely for being overly fond of
competition. He has always hated Achilles, for 'strife and wars and battles are always dear to
him'": aiei y&p Tot €pis Te PiAn mMéAepoi Te pdxat te (1.177). Note that, in this line, &pts,
'strife, competition,' is particularly emphasized by its placement. Also note that giAn, 'dear,'
echoes the first element of the abusive term that Achilles used against Agamemnon,
phokTeavcdTaTe. Thus, it appears that Achilles is overly fond of competing (according to
his opponent), and Agamemnon is overly fond of the prizes resulting therefrom; and each
has been accused of a different kind of hypercompetitiveness. If a contest (of whatever
sort) is pictured as consisting of two parts, namely the toilsome display of superiority and
the resulting gains in wealth or status, then the criticisms leveled by these two warriors
complement each other, as each offers a picture of a different way that a hero might over-
value one aspect of the contest to the exclusion of the other. Agamemnon cares only for
prizes, for material reward, and he is not particularly concerned about the process by which
he might demonstrate that he deserves such prizes (and indeed by which he might
demonstrate his excellence generally). As Achilles goes on to say, Agamemnon is happy to
sit out of the battles and merely content himself with claiming the rewards (1.225 f1).
Likewise, implicit in Agamemnon's accusation that Achilles always loves quarrels and battles
is the suggestion that he is not really so concerned with his prize, Briseis, but that he merely
wants to pick a fight. Perhaps this kind of disingenuousness is what Agamemnon has in mind
at the beginning of the argument, when he tells Achilles not to try to deceive him
(u1)...kAémrTe VO, 1.131-2).

Agamemnon's criticism has some plausibility to it: for Achilles to be such a great
warrior, he must take some pleasure in the activity. And if he takes pleasure in physical

48 Jdem 117.
49 Words using some form of githo- are often used to signify an over-valuing of something, especially in regard
to competition (pthoTipia, prhovikia, prhoveiia). CL. Aristotle EN 1118b.22.
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fighting, he might reasonably be expected to take pleasure in verbal fighting as well.5° After
Patroclus' death, he even seems to acknowledge that there was some truth to Agamemnon's
criticism, when he says to his mother:

o5 €pis £k Te Beddv Ek T” avbpcd v dmdAoiTo,

Kai x6Aos, 8s T' epénke TOAUPPOVE Trep XaAeTrijval,
&g Te TOAU yAukicov péAitos kataAeiBouévolo
avdpdv €v oTrifecotv aéfeTal NUTE KATTVOS.

I wish strife would die away from gods and from humans,
and anger, which makes even a very thoughtful man enraged,
and which, much sweeter than flowing honey,

grows in the breasts of men like smoke.

(18.107-110)

Although the metaphors are applied to x6Aos, 'anger," the real theme of this sentiment,
which accordingly is mentioned first, is €pts, which gives rise to and sustains that anger.
Thus, by acknowledging the 'sweet' pleasure of anger, Achilles is also acknowledging the
sweetness of strife and competition and admitting that it has indeed been 'dear’ to him, even
if he now regrets it.

But even if Achilles does, by his own admission, derive some pleasure from angry
intercourse, both verbal and physical, still, whether or not that pleasure is really the
motivation for his actions, as Agamemnon claims, remains debatable. He certainly views his
own motivation during the quarrel rather as the heroic imperative to ensure, by whatever
means necessary, that one's worth is appropriately recognized by the group: i.e. the
increase and defense of one's honor, which is almost always made manifest through
material, as well as symbolic, awards.5" According to this view, Achilles recognizes the
pleasure of fighting, but he does not fight for pleasure. And this proper assessment of the
value of competing would then correspond to his proper assessment of the value of the
prize, which Claus puts very succinctly: "Simply put, he must be paid, but he cannot be
bought."s?

But regardless of the legitimacy of the criticisms made by either Achilles or
Agamemnon, the fact remains that, in so far as they are debating the proper bounds of
'good competition,' they are doing so in very broad terms that include both speech and
action, without distinguishing between the two. In broader, thematic terms, of course, their
quarrel can be seen as a conflict between the 'social' and the 'martial.'s3 From this
perspective, the question is not so much, 'how ought one to compete?' but, 'does social
status or martial excellence give one a greater claim to superiority, honors, etc.?' And the
criticisms that each makes will be understood to be the natural perspectives of the men who
specialize in each 'function': a proponent of the claims of social status will naturally view the
warrior as overly bellicose, and the proponent of the claims of martial ability will naturally

5 Though it is important to note that Ajax really does represent the purely physical warrior. In the embassy
scene, his speech (9.620-639) is only 19 lines (compared with 81 for Odysseus, 121 for Achilles, and 171 for
Phoenix) and is not terribly inspiring.

51 As Adkins 1960b: 30 puts it, Tiurj, 'honor,' "is not material possessions only, but it is rooted in the material
situation, not on intentions or attitudes."

52 Claus 1975: 24. He further argues (pp. 21-3) that this principle lies at the heart of the heroic 'code’ and is
discernible in Sarpedon's famous speech (II. 12.310 fI.).

53 Nagy 1979: 48. Davidson 1980 cites this quarrel as an example of the conflict between two of Dumézil's
three Indo-European functions. The motif of the superior warrior pitted against the inferior leader also
appears in the myths of Heracles, The Germanic Starkadr, and the Indic Sisupala.
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see the pure leader as a lazy profiteer. Thus, viewed in this way, they cannot really be
debating how one ought to compete, because they have no real choice in the matter. Their
manner of competing is simply built into who they are and the functions that they serve.

In the character of Achilles, however, scholars have seen some interesting
peculiarities in the striking style of his agonistic language. A discussion about the extent to
which he uses epic language in innovative ways in order to question the meaning of honor,
or the value of the 'heroic code,' took place in several articles with 'the Language of
Achilles' in their titles.5* We need not rehearse them here, as Martin provides an excellent
survey and analysis of the debate; but Martin's own conclusions are worth reviewing.
Focusing in particular on Achilles' great speech in response to Odysseus in the embassy
scene, Martin argues that Achilles shows himself to be the best competitive speaker in a
number of ways. Martin points out, for example, that a lower percentage of the phrases that
Achilles uses are formulaic.55 That is to say that he is a more innovative speaker, and indeed
Martin calls him a 'rhetorician'.

If Achilles is one character in whom we see the theme of verbal competition, then
Odysseus is certainly at least as much so. His pufjTis, or cunning intelligence,5 manifests
itself in many ways, but one area in which it clearly gives him an advantage is in the area of
verbal competition. His reputation as the speaker par excellence is emphasized in a
memorable anecdote during the teichoskopia in Book 3 of the Iliad. After a description of
the leader, Agamemnon, the very next person that Priam notices among the Greek army is
Odysseus, whom he asks Helen to describe. She refers to him as the man of many wiles
(TroAUunTIis), who knows all manner of tricks and clever strategems (gi8cos TTavtoious Te
86Aous kai prdea TUkvd, 200-2). Then Antenor interjects to confirm Helen's description
of Odysseus by telling them that he himself witnessed Odysseus giving a speech when he
and Menelaus had come to Troy on an embassy regarding Helen. At that time, Antenor was
able to learn of the physical stature (purjv) and the clever strategems (uédea TTUKV&) of
both men. Menelaos was taller (though Odysseus looked more noble while seated), and he
made a good showing with his speech, keeping it short but very 'clear-voiced' (Tratpa pév,
AAA& pdAa Aryéws, 3.214). Odysseus, on the other hand, kept his eyes fixed on the
ground and, instead of moving his staff back and forth, he kept it perfectly still like a man
without intelligence (&idpei peoTl €01keds, 219). One would have have thought him morose
and foolish. But when he projected his great voice and his words, which were like winter
snowflakes (e vip&deoov oikdTa xeipepinotv), then no mortal could compete with
Odysseus (ouk &v émert’ 'O8uorit Yy’ épiooeie BpoTds &AAos, 3.223).

The effect of this description of Odysseus is not only to give testimony to his
'cunning intelligence,' but also to create a disjunction between speech and physicality, word

5 Parry 1956, Claus 1975, Nimis 1986, Martin 1989.

55 Martin 1989: 164 ff. distinguishes between paradigmatic formulae, which are single words that appear more
than once in the same position of the hexameter line, and syntagmatic formulae, which are groups of words
that appear together more than once, not always in the same position and sometimes with intervening words.
Only the syntagmatic formulae are signifcant for his analysis, since "the mere repetition of a certain phrase
structure, without the repetition of exact words, could not carry intentional semantic meaning to an
audience." He argues that Achilles is shown to be an innovative speaker in part because he uses relatively few
of these syntagmatic formulae in his speech. Though Martin does not analyze any speech by another hero as a
comparandum, which would give the reader a sense of just how divergent Achilles' speech is, it may be safe to
trust that Achilles does indeed use less of these formulae. Even so, he uses quite a number of them — almost
every line contains at least one, and the largest gap in his speech between them is two lines — so we might have
some question about the extent to which this aspect of his innovative style would force itself upon the ancient
audience of the poem.

56 For ufTis, see Detienne and Vernant 1978.
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and deed.5” Detienne and Vernant emphasize only the duplicity of Odysseus' behavior here
as an illustration of the deceptive power of ufjTis. They compare this behavior to various
deceptive objects that Homer refers to as 86Aos (trick, trap, etc.): "the Trojan horse, the
bed of love with its magic bonds, the fishing bait are all traps which conceal their inner
deceit beneath a reassuring or seductive exterior."s® Thus the point in Odysseus' case would
be that he is 'reassuring' his audience that they have nothing to fear from this surly
ignoramus, who knows nothing about oratory; and then once they are lulled into
complacency, his powerful, dangerous words will be all the more effective. There may be
some truth to this description, but it does not quite mesh with Antenor's emphasis. By
comparing Odysseus' words to winter snowflakes, Antenor seems to be most impressed, not
with their power and danger, but with their beauty and intricacy. And while Odysseus'
behavior may be, in some sense, all an act, it is surely significant that it is no elaborate
performance, that no effort whatsoever is expended in trying to give the impression of being
someone other than he is: if his audience is given the wrong impression about his speaking
abilities, that is only because he does nothing. He insists rather on letting the words speak
for themselves, as it were. In the world of Homer, where appearance and physical behavior
are in a complementary relation with speech in the competition for honor; where Thersites'
ugly appearance implies his unmeasured speech, and vice versa; where Achilles must be the
greatest warrior in respect to the force of both his fighting and his speaking; in this world,
Odysseus alone is able to defeat all rivals in the arena of verbal competition without having
any recourse to, or paying any attention to, the physical dimensions of the contest. Thus
one characteristic of ufjTis is that it can exert its powers in the verbal realm, in opposition to
the physical realm.5

Another way of viewing Odysseus' uijTis, as it applies specifically to his manner of
engaging in competition, is through the idea of self-effacement or deferral of recognition.
Part of what makes Odysseus special is his ability to withhold his demands for honor and
defer the recognition that he deserves for his excellence - all for the sake of a greater payoff
in the end.®® We see this kind of restraint both in his speeches and in his actions. He
masterminds the final downfall of Troy through a military strategy whose genius is entirely
founded on concealment, disguise, and patient waiting. And his two most memorable
individual disguises are symbolic of the absolute extreme of self-effacement: on his return to
Ithaca, he suppresses every claim to superiority of status by appearing as a lowly beggar;
and in the cave of Polyphemus, he withholds his name and presents himself as a Nobody
(until, of course, he can no longer resist the temptation to assert himself).°!

His opponents would surely accuse Odysseus of overvaluing the prize and
undervaluing the contest, since he does not appear to play by the rules.® Like Agamemnon,

57 Parry 1981: 24 does not see any disjunction here. He notes, correctly, that Odysseus "is a great and
honorable warrior" and that his words "are a form of action," but he does not seem to notice that, in this
passage, his words are expressly contrasted with his physical action. Achilles' great speech in the embassy
scene is the only place in Homer that Parry sees a hint of the Adyos / €pyov distinction.

58 Detienne and Vernant 1978: 23.

59 This is a major aspect of the opposition between ufiTis and Bin, which I discuss below.

60 For this aspect of Odysseus, sce Murnaghan 1987.

61 Of course, metisis also a pun, and thus his particular brand of cleverness is closely associated with this kind
of self-effacement. A humorous contrast to this aspect of Odysseus' character can be found in Euripides'
portrayal of Achilles in IA., where he is obsessed with his 'name,’ and is in fact originally angry with
Agememnon, not for luring Iphigenia to her death under false pretenses, but for doing so without first asking
permission to use Achilles' name.

62 Parks 1990: 7 notes that the Odyssey has an "ambivalence toward verbal agonia," and he later (p. 20-1)
explains Odysseus' deceptive tactics in evolutionary terms. The main purpose of ceremonialized aggression is
to create the greatest benefit to the group by allowing for "escape or submission." There may be great
individual benefit, however, to deception and over-bluffing, but if taken too far, it will "confer the advantage
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one might charge, Odysseus is willing to do whatever it takes to win, to enjoy the rewards of
the contest, even if it means that he must forego the customary demonstration of superiority
that is expected to serve as the substance of the contest.® But, of course, at least as far his
portrayal in Homer goes, this charge would be false. If anybody values, not only the pay-
off, but the game as well, it is Odysseus. He makes an art of it. He does not excuse himself
out of laziness, as Achilles accuses Agamemnon of doing, nor does he get others to do the
dirty work for him. In fact, of all the Greek heroes, he is the most celebrated for the
suffering and toil that he willingly undergoes. But his talents are different from Achilles',
and he must be more creative.

One passage from the Odyssey that highlights both of these aspects of Odysseus'
competitive ufiTis — both its verbal, as opposed to physical, orientation and its deferral of
self-assertion — is the passage where the Phaeacians are trying to draw him into their
athletic contests. Here the context, of course, is explicitly competitive, and Odysseus quite
literally, at least at first, refuses to compete — a form of self-effacement that corresponds to
his stubborn refusal to reveal his identity to the Phaeacians, as he insists on remaining a
stranger far beyond the normal dictates of xenia. But Euryalus and Laodamas, deprived of
the opportunity to compete with Odysseus physically, then seek to draw him into a verbal
contest by taunting him. When Laodamas first offers the challenge, he says that the greatest
glory for men is to be found in physical accomplishment, which he clearly understands to
mean primarily athletic accomplishment:

goike 8¢ 0" {Buev &ébAous:
oV pev yap ueilov kAéos avépos dppa K’ Enot,
1} 6 TL Toooiv Te PEET Kal Xepolv Efotv.

but you likely have experience with contests;
for there is no greater glory for man, as long as he exists,
than that which he accomplishes with his own feet and hands.
(8.146-8)

Odysseus responds by diminishing the importance of athletic contests, saying that his mind
is much more occupied with 'cares', as he has suffered so much and now longs to return
home. This response provokes a taunt (veikeoe) from Euryalus, who now reverses his
brother's previous judgment that Odysseus appeared to be skilled in athletics: oU yap o
oUd¢, Eelve, Barjuovt paoTi Eiokw/ &BAwv ('no, stranger, for I would not judge you to be
like a man skilled in athletic contests,' 8.159-60). He continues by questioning Odysseus'
social status, suggesting that he looks more like the captain of a merchant ship, who is
concerned only with cargo and profits. Thus, not only is Odysseus unskilled in contests,
Euryalus suggests, but he is not even of an elite enough social class to engage in them at all.
Now Odysseus finally asserts himself, first verbally and then physically. He begins
his speech with a critique of Euryalus' speech: 'stranger, you have not spoken well' (EeTv’,
oV kaAov Eeitres, 8.166); and he goes on to explain his objection by noting that the gods do
not give the favors of physical form (punv), good sense (ppévas), or speaking ability
(&yopnTUv)® to all men alike. Given the nature of Euryalus' taunt, one here expects that
Odysseus is preparing to defend his refusal to participate in the athletic contests, and

to those who always challenge the bluff... Thus both rule observation and rule breaking contribute to the
gaming balance of evolution. Achilles and Odysseus both have their place."

63 This perspective is, in fact, what we find in both Sophocles and Euripides, where Odysseus is a convenient
stand-in for the ambitious, lying politician.

64 &yopnTUs, 'eloquence,’ is a hapax, but &yopnTrs is common, especially to describe Nestor.
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simultaneously salvage his honor, by arguing that his talents simply lie elsewhere: if he has
not been blessed with a particularly impressive gumn, which would enable him to excel in
athletics, then his intelligence and speaking ability should make up for it. And we recall that,
in the Iliad, when Antenor was praising Odysseus' superiority in eloquence, he had
contrasted it with his comparatively inferior pun. But Odysseus shows his ufTis and defies
expectations by revealing that his comment is not meant in the way of defense, but as an
attack. Euryalas, he argues, is all pun without any @péves or ayopnTUs (which are more or
less collapsed together); thus he is the reverse of Odysseus as Antenor described him.

So far we seem to have a contrast between verbal performance (along with the
intelligence that must attend it) and physical performance. But Odysseus proceeds to
considerably increase the severity of his insult by making it clear that, by un, "physical
nature,' he does not understand anything at all having to do with physical ability, but is
referring solely to physical appearance. One man might be inferior in appearance, 'but a
god crowns his physical form with words' (&GAA& Beds popenv émeot oTépet, 8.170).
Another man is like the immortals in looks, but 'he does not have the grace of words set
upon him as a crown' (&AN’ oV ol x&pis aueimeploTépeTal éméecotv, 8.175). Euryalus, of
course, falls into the latter category. And in case he continues to think that his superior gun
should have any bearing on his athletic abilities, Odysseus proceeds to disabuse him of that
notion by picking up an extra heavy discus and hurling it much farther than all the rest.%

This passage presents an interesting contrast with the later Greek opposition
between Adyos and €pyov. In some sense the distinction between word and action does
appear, at least in our mistaken expectation of how Odysseus' speech will proceed; though
even there, we expect Odysseus to attribute at least as much value to Adyos as to €pyov.
But it becomes clear that speech and action are not the real comparanda here, but rather
speech and action, on one side, are contrasted with mere physical appearance on the other.
Later, the argument that verbal and mental ability is far more valuable than athletic ability
would be made explicitly and forcefully, by Xenophanes and then by Socrates. But at this
stage of the game, Odysseus only goes so far as to cunningly hint that he will make such an
argument — an argument that surely would have sounded a bit too much like an admission
of defeat to an audience familiar with the demands made on all epic heroes of physical and
athletic excellence — before reverting to the more familiar Homeric conception of
competitive performance, whereby speech and action are complementary elements of the
contest, and 'appearance' is just appearance.

I have focused on the central heroes of the Homeric epics and their different styles
of engaging in, and commenting on, verbal competition partly because it is clear that these
two characters were conceived as a kind of 'binary opposition' in the field of competition.
More specifically, the opposition between Odysseus and Achilles represents an opposition
between pfiTis and Bin, 'cleverness' and 'force’, two poles whose relative ethical merits, and
relative effectiveness for achieving victory, could be endlessly weighed. Nagy famously
argued that, alongside the Iliadic poem that has come down to us, there was another oral
tradition, another Iliad, in which the events that we are familiar with were instigated by a
quarrel, not between Achilles and Agamemnon, but between Achilles and Odysseus. There
are two passages that offer particularly strong evidence for this alternative tradition: in the
embassy scene of the Iliad (9.182-3), there is a seemingly ungrammatical use of the dual
form, which, Nagy argues, must be a kind of wink toward the other version, in which the
embassy was made up only of Phoenix and Ajax, since Odysseus would not have been on

65 Considering the number of myths that involve death by discus (Apollo and Hyacinthus, Peleus and Phocus,
Perseus and Acrisius), Odysseus’ action here amounts to a boast that he could kill these rivals (just as he will
later kill the suitors) if he were so inclined.
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speaking terms with Achilles;® and in the Odyssey (8.72-82), Demodocus actually sings
about a 'quarrel between Achilles and Odysseus' as taking place in a context that sounds
very much like our Iljad.

Nagy finds further confirmation of this traditional rivalry in the recurrence of the
thematic opposition between ufTis and Bin. In reference to the song of Demodocus, the
scholia explain that the quarrel between Achilles and Odysseus specifically concerned the
question of whether Troy should be taken with force or with guile.®” And Nagy sees Achilles
reprising the debate during the embassy scene when he tauntingly challenges Odysseus,
Agamemnon, and the other kings, to 'devise' (ppalécBed) a way to keep the fire from the
ships. Further, at the end of the speech, he repeats that they should 'devise another ufTis'.
Here pfiTis, Achilles would suggest, represents their only means of competing, since they
are to remain deprived of his own Bin. Generally, the word Bin is often associated with
Achilles,® and of course uijTis and TOAUUNTIS are almost synonymous with Odysseus. The
final passage discussed by Nagy in which we see this opposition very clearly is the scene
where Nestor advises his son before he competes in the chariot race at Patroclus' funeral
games. It is with pfiTis, Nestor tells him, rather than with Bin that a woodcutter is better
(&peivaov), that a helmsman keeps his ship on course (i8Uvel), and that a charioteer defeats
(repryiyvetar) his opponent.®® Nagy concludes: "In such a traditional celebration of metis
‘artifice’ at the expense of bi¢ 'might', we see that superiority is actually being determined in
terms of an opposition between these qualities."?°

It seems, then, that, next to the argument between Achilles and Agamemnon, the
closest thing that we will find in the Homeric epics to Hesiod's opposition between 'good
g€pis' and 'bad €pis' is precisely this opposition between pfTis and Bin. In Nestor's advice, in
fact, we see a strong parallel to Hesiod. The impending race and Nestor's concluding with
the importance of ufjTis in the victory of charioteer over charioteer make the context of his
advice explicitly agonistic. His inclusion of the example of the helmsman, on the other
hand, need not imply any sort of competition but would still be relevant, in so much as the
skill of the helmsman serves as an obvious analogue to that of the charioteer, who must
likewise steer his vehicle through dangerous obstacles. But the woodcutter seems a rather
odd example. Perhaps his skill is one that might properly be mistaken for relying primarily
on Bin, and Nestor wants to point out that it actually relies more on intelligence, proper
aim, the ability to swing the axe with a straight motion (just as a ship must be guided
straight), or something of that sort. But one might also be reminded here of some of
Hesiod's exemplary 'good' competitors, namely the potter and the builder. Though pfiTis
certainly has a great deal to recommend it in military contexts, as the Trojan horse most
famously attests, Nestor's praise of it here includes, in addition to the athletic and nautical
examples, what looks like a rather domestic scene. No doubt, woodcutting is an activity that
must take place in the military camp as well, but this image of the woodcutter who is 'better'
(&peiveov), I propose, more readily brings to mind the man who vies with his neighbor
more quickly and more efliciently to get his own household prepared for the onset of
winter.

66 Scodel 2002: 160 {I. discusses the various interpretations of the use of the dual here, and she (among
others) argues that it is Phoenix rather who is left out: "There is no real evidence that Odysseus and Achilles
were traditional enemies — indeed, the epics make them friends, though opposites and rivals" (p. 164).

67 Nagy 1979: 46 n.2 notes that the scholiast does not use these exact terms but makes the opposition clear
through a number of equivalent terms: av8peia/ouveots, Pi&leobar/8SAe neTeABETY, CLoUaTIKE/ YuXIiKd,
avdpeia/unxavn kai ppdvnois.

68 Nagy cites Iliad 11.787.

69 Iliad 23.313-18.

70 Nagy 1979: 47.
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This Homeric opposition between pijTis and Bin, however, unlike Hesiod's
opposition, represents a comparison between two different kinds of excellence, both of
which are widely acknowledged to be 'good' and beneficial. Thus it is an opposition
between 'good competition' and another 'good competition.' Each will have its particular
champions, who will praise it at the expense of the other, but both Achilles and Odysseus
are essential to victory. But each term is also, like €pis itself, somewhat ambiguous, which is
what allows one so easily to devalue either in favor of the other. The opposition between
intelligence and physical strength, brains and brawn (in Greek perhaps ppéves and ioxUs),
which might be more easily considered as unqualified goods, is only one part of it. But
uiTis does not only mean 'intelligence’, but also 'deviousness'; and Bin does not only mean
'strength’, but also 'violence'. So they are two different approaches to €pis, both of which
contain its dual nature.

Further, we need to say more about how this opposition relates specifically to the
issue of 'verbal' competition. On the one hand, ufiTis is very closely associated with verbal
ability, while Bin at once brings to mind physical strength. Thus Odysseus and Nestor, the
two greatest speakers — despite the fact that they have very different speaking styles (and
only Odysseus is known for a particularly 'cunning’ style) — are likewise the two great
champions of uiiTis over Bin. And Achilles, the greatest warrior, acknowledges that there
are others in the camp who are better than him at speaking.” On the other hand, as we
noted above, Achilles is characterized, especially in his great speech in response to
Odysseus, as an excellent agonistic rhetorician in his own right. So the opposition between
uiTis and Bin can also find expression within the arena of verbal performance. It can
suggest 'speech versus action', but it can also represent two different kinds of speech, as well
as two different kinds of action. At the beginning of his great speech, Achilles famously
expresses one of the ethical principles that underlies his own preferred rhetorical style:
ExBpOs ydp ot ketvos Oudds Aidao UAnow/ 8s x* ETepov pév keubn) évi ppeoiv, &GAAo
¢ eitn ('for that man is hateful to me, just like the gates of Hades, who hides one thing in
his mind, and says another thing,' 9.312-13). As in Hesiod, where we saw that good €pis is
associated with poetic speech, and bad €pis is associated with the kind of speech that takes
place in the agora (perhaps of a litigious nature), here we likewise see two different kinds of
competition contrasted through two different styles of speech. In this case, however, despite
Achilles' attempt to disparage the style of his opponent, both styles are generally valued,
and the verdict on the question of which is ultimately the more advantageous is left open.

We see from Plato's Hippias Minor that in the fourth century Achilles and Odysseus
were still invoked as representatives of two opposing styles of competition, whose relative
ethical merits could be debated; but that dialogue also reveals the extent to which the
ethical preoccupations and the terms of the debate had changed.” The extent to which
ufTis, understood as verbal, as opposed to physical, competition, had won the day is
apparent from the fact that Bin is hardly anywhere to be seen in the dialogue, and
references to physical competition serve only as context and foil to the topic at hand. Yet
ufTis, understood as deceptive cleverness, seems largely to have fallen out of favor in the
changed ethical outlook of democratic Athens. Socrates, who in defending Odysseus is very
clearly taking the unorthodox position, baffles fictional interlocutors and modern scholars
alike with the apparently absurd conclusions that he reaches. But however ironic and
unconventional some of his conclusions may be, the nature of the debate that Plato
fictionalizes gives some indication of the nature of the preoccupation that 4th century
Athenians had with the ethics of competitive discourse.

71 II. 18.106: &yopT) 8¢ T' dueivovés giol kal &AAo.
72 For a discussion of the dialogue, including a great deal of attention to the agonistic context, see Blondell
2002: 113-164. Also see Kahn 1996: 113-124.
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The long-standing, traditional nature of the debate about the respective characters
of Achilles and Odysseus is alluded to at the beginning of the dialogue when Socrates says
that he used to hear Eudikos' father say that The Iliad was a better, more beautiful
(k&AAov) poem than The Odyssey to the same extent that Achilles was better (&ueiveov)
than Odysseus. For each poem, he said, was written with a view toward one of those men:
EKaTEPOV Y&p ToUTV TO pév eis OBuooéa épn memorfjobat, TO 8 eis AxiAAéa.
Obviously both epics are incredibly rich poems and can be (and have been) compared and
contrasted in any number of ways. But this comment from Eudikos' father suggests that one
(more or less popular) way of comparing the poems at the time was, rather simplistically, to
view each as a kind of ethical lesson conducted through the description of one exemplary
individual: if you find Achilles to be a more virtuous character, then you judge The Iliad
the winner, and vice versa. Thus the contest between Achilles and Odysseus lives on in the
ethical debates of subsequent generations.

In case there is any doubt that this ethical discussion has to do specifically with
competition, Hippias' first contribution is to compare the present discussion to the
demonstrations that he is accustomed to making at the Olympic games. It would be terrible
form to avoid Socrates' questions, given that he always goes to Olympia during the games
and offers, not only to speak on any of the subjects that he has prepared for 'display’
(emidei€is), but also to answer any question put to him. And Socrates teasingly proceeds to
make explicit the analogy between the Olympic athletes and Hippias, the intellectual
athlete:

Makdpidv ye, & Irmia, wébos mémovbas, el ekdotns OAupmdados
oUTws eUeATTIs Cov Trepl Tijs WUXTis eis copiav aikvi] eis T iepdv kai
Bavpdoaiy’ av el Tis TGOV Tepi TO oddua &BANTOV oUTws apdPaos Te
KOl TIOTEUTIKES EXWV TG CWUATI EPXETAL AUTOOE QY WVIOUUEVOS,
OoTEP OV Pr)s THj dravoia.

What a blessed experience you have had, Hippias, if during every Olympics
you arrive at the temple with such great expectations regarding your soul
and its wisdom; and I would be amazed if any of the 'athletes of the body'
comes to that place to compete with the same fearlessness and confidence in
his body as you say you have in your intelligence. (364a)

Although Socrates and Hippias in this debate are fundamentally concerned with the ethics
of intentional deception and thus do not take advantage of the contrast between physical
and verbal competition that Achilles and Odysseus could provide them, Socrates
nonetheless alludes to such a contrast with his comparison. But instead of Bin and ufTis,
both of which can have both physical and verbal application, Socrates contrasts the athletes
Tepl TO oddpa (concerning the body) and this athlete epi Tijs Wuxils (concerning the
soul). Hippias, who tries to emulate Achilles, is perfectly happy to have his own
achievements compared to those of Olympic victors, and he boasts in rather guileless,
Achillean fashion: ¢§ oU yap fpyuat OAvptiactv dycwvileobal, oudevi mcdTOTE
KpeiTTOVI €5 0UBEY EpauToU évéTuxov (for since I have begun competing at the
Olympics, I have never encountered anyone better than me at anything).”

73 Klosko 1987: 622-3 sees this reference to Olympic athletes as an important clue that the conversation
depicted in this dialogue, as in the Euthydemus and the Protagoras, is an eristic 'debate’ and not a cooperative
discussion (the distinction is made explicitly at Tht. 167¢e4-5). Klosko's argument is that in all of these
dialogues, we should not be surprised at all to find Socrates using fallacious arguments, since fallacies were an
important part of these popular, public contests, and Plato's readers would have been well aware of that. He
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After Socrates gets Hippias to agree that the 'true' man and the 'false’' man are the
same (by fallaciously equating the man with a capacity to lie about something, i.e. the
expert, with the man who does lie about it), Hippias gets fed up and explicitly challenges
Socrates to a rhetorical contest. All along the dialogue has been agonistic, of course, but it
has been conducted according to Socrates' more friendly question-and-answer format; and
Hippias now proposes, in Homeric fashion, to match speech against speech. As he makes
this rather boastful, Achillean challenge, he figures Socrates as an Odyssean figure by
accusing him of always 'weaving together these kinds of arguments' (&ei oV Tvas
ToloUTous TAékels Adyous, 369b)7* and of breaking up the topic into small pieces and
fastening onto the most difficult part, rather than competing in respect to the whole matter
under discussion (kai oUx 6Aw &ywviln TG Tp&yuaTt Tept dTou &v 6 Adyos 7). Just
like Odysseus, Socrates breaks the rules of proper verbal competition; and thus, the contest
that Hippias proposes will be decided as much on the basis of form as content. If Hippias
wins, not only will it mean that he has mustered the better arguments in defense of his
champion, Achilles, but it will also prove that his and Achilles' rhetorical style is more
effective, more powerful, than the style employed by Odysseus and Socrates. And if
Socrates wins, it will be a victory for ToAvTtpoia.

The language that Hippias uses to make his challenge emphasizes very nicely this
collapsing of the rhetorical competition between Odysseus and Achilles into that between
Socrates and Hippias. He boasts that he will demonstrate (¢mdei€co) that Homer made
Achilles better (&peiveo) than Odysseus, and he invites Socrates to argue that the other
man is better: €i 8¢ BovAel, oU al dvnimapaBaiAe Adyov apa Adyov, s 6 ETepos
aueiveov EoTis kai paAAov elcovtal oUtol 6TdTEPOs &uevov Aéyel (and if you like, you
in turn match speech against speech, arguing that the other man is better; and these people
will better know which man speaks better). The triple use of &ueiveov - to refer to his own
estimation of Achilles, to Socrates' estimation of Odysseus, and to the audience's estimation
of the winner of the debate - creates some ambiguity as to who exactly is meant by
omdTepos. The audience (which includes both the fictional gathering and the readers of
the dialogue) will know both which man speaks better in the contest between Hippias and
Socrates and which man speaks better in the contest between Achilles and Odysseus - the
two contests are the same.”

The contest between Achilles and Odysseus, then, is still very much alive in the
fourth century, though it has been transformed in some significant respects. Most
importantly, the contest is now exclusively about speaking style and speaking ability. Indeed,
the fact that this debate about 'who was the better man' is entirely reduced to the question
of 'who was the better speaker' gives some indication of the enormous (and perhaps
surprising) degree to which Athenians at this time imagined the value of a man's character
to be coextensive with the value of his rhetorical method and capability.” The man of Bin is

makes no mention, however, of the actual subject of this debate, which is fallacious argument itself, along with
other forms of moAutpoTia. Surely in this contentious debate at least one of the competitors is taking a firm
stand against the intentional use of fallacy in the interest of victory.

74 Odysseus (Od. 9.422) says of his tricking Polyphemus mé&vTtas 8¢ 86Aous kai ufitiv Ypaov.

75 Lévystone 2005 and, to some extent Kahn 1996: 113-124, see Socrates as an Odyssean figure; but Blondell
2002: 113-164 presents a more complicated picture, wherein both Socrates and Hippias represent aspects of
both Achilles and Odysseus, the former only the positive aspects and the latter only the negative aspects. The
main problem with this suggestion is that, as she notes, Hippias neither lies (Odysseus' most problematic trait)
nor gets angry (Achilles' most problematic trait).

76 Of course Plato is not only concerned with rhetorical and analytical method, but, as Nightingale 1995: 10
points out, he is also concerned with "a unique set of ethical and metaphysical commitments that demanded a
whole new way of living." Nonetheless, he has an extraordinary preoccupation with rhetorical method and
discursive genre (the topic of Nightingale's book).
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no longer evaluated with respect to his physical accomplishments, but only with respect to
his straightforward speaking style.””

Furthermore, the nature of the debate has been transformed by the introduction
and profusion of rhetorical genre. Here, it is clear from the language that Plato uses that
epideictic rhetoric is under attack.” Nightingale has explored the ways that Plato engages
with various genres in order to negatively define, and to champion, his own new
philosophical genre.” And his adversarial, and often parodic, engagement with epideictic in
this dialogue is no different. Aside from the simple fact that Hippias' brand of rhetoric is
shown to be practically inferior, in so far as Socrates gets the better of him, there are also
several more specific criticisms. One of the most basic, and one that is applied to virtually
all of Socrates' opponents in the elenctic dialogues, is that Hippias is overconfident about
his own possession of knowledge. Plato highlights this by having Socrates, after he has
soundly defeated Hippias, undercut his own victory and express doubts about the
soundness of his own conclusions.®® This overconfidence is also connected to a kind of
dilettantism.®* Hippias claims to be an expert on virtually all genres of discourse, poetic and
prosaic; and he is even an expert in several non-verbal crafts as well.

But it is not only Hippias' overconfidence regarding his own abilities that is
critiqued and ridiculed, but also his manner of competing — which, again, is surely a
criticism that Plato is making, not so much against Hippias as an individual, but against the
rhetorical genre that he represents. Hippias apparently thinks of himself as the intellectual
version of an athlete. In the realm of encomiastic discourse, this association is hardly
remarkable. Such rhetoric of praise clearly owes a debt to the praise poetry of Pindar, who
often connected his own verbal excellence with the excellence of the athletic victors who
served as his topic (in Nemean 4, e.g.). Similarly, Hippias' topic is Achilles, and even
though it is only Achilles' straighforward honesty that he cites as the basis for his
encomium, Plato suggests that there is more to it than that. In taking Achilles as his model,
he resembles him not only in respect to his honesty, but also in respect to his (overly)
passionate competitiveness.

In other elenctic dialogues, Plato uses the terms eristic, antilogic, and sophistic to
refer to the sort of hyper-competitive rhetorical techniques to which he opposes
philosophy.® There has been a fair amount of debate as to what extent these terms might
convey some specific argumentative method; but I think Nehamas is correct that the
distinction between the two kinds of argumentation has more to do with intention than with
method: philosophy aims at the truth, while eristic, etc. only aim at victory. Though even
that distinction can be blurry, especially when we are dealing with sophists like Protagoras
(and Hippias), who do not intentionally use any fallacious arguments:

Socrates may well have claimed that his purpose in argument was always the
discovery of the truth. But if] as I have argued, the test of truth in the
elenchus is essentially dialectical, then the truth can be established only to
the extent that you continue to win the argument—and it can therefore be
tested only negatively: the fact that you have so far been victorious in your
argument with me does not in any way guarantee that a new consideration

77 And of course a hero like Ajax has no place at all in this debate.

78 ETMiSery ua appears at 368c5, émdelEapévou at 363a2, and forms of émideiis at 363d2, 364b6, and 364b8.
79 Nightingale 1995. Also cf. Nightingale 1993, where she focusses on Plato's critique of encomiastic discourse
in the Symposium and the Lysis. The Hipp. Min. could be included in that list.

80 376bh8. Hippias: OUk €xcd 8TTws 6ol Uy Xwpriow, @ ZKPaTes, Tauta. Socrates: OUdt yap éycd Euoi,
& ‘lrrmia.

81 One of Socrates' main critiques of Ion in the dialogue named after him.

82 Kerferd 1981: 59-67 discusses these terms. Nehamas 1990 argues that none of them refer to a method.
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under-mining your position will not be found. Both Socrates and his
opponents, therefore, necessarily aimed at victory. In this respect at least,
Socrates cannot have differed in method from those sophists who practiced
the method of question-and-answer and who did not intentionally use
fallacious reasoning.®

Thus Socrates, as Plato portrays him, is every bit as competitive as his interlocutors; but he
is competitive in the right way, and they are competitive in the wrong way. And while it may
be true that the fundamental material of the distinction is to be located in differences of
intention and not of method, it is nevertheless also the case that Socrates (or Plato)
consistently formulates the distinction in terms of genre: his own new genre versus all the
rest.

I have focused on the Hippias Minornot only because it reveals some of the
continuities and discontinuities from the archaic to the classical period in Athenian attitudes
toward competitive discourse, but also because Plato is the most well-known fourth century
critic of Greek competitive values generally.® But my concern in this study is not actually
with the philosophers, whose audience was after all quite limited, but rather with more
mainstream Athenian attempts to grapple with the difficult question of how to distinguish
between good and bad Erisin the realm of public discourse.

In the agons that I will be analyzing in the following chapters, there is a sense in
which the idea that competition can be either productive or destructive does not need to be
explicitly stated because it is built into the very structure of the discussion. Since these
debates all make competition one of the points of contention, and thus one speaker will
prevail over the other at least in part on the basis of his conception of what constitutes good
competition (both as he formulates it in his arguments and as he demonstrates it), it goes
without saying that there must be, if not a good and a bad kind of competition, at least a
better and a worse kind.

By organizing these texts according to the three genres of rhetoric that were only
later formulated by Aristotle,® I could be accused of anachronism. But even if the terms,
oupBouAeuTikr, SikaoTikr, and ¢mBelkTikT], are not used by these 5th and 4th century
authors, they nonetheless show a full awareness (and an anxiety) about the appropriateness
of different kinds of speech to different kinds of contexts. And further, they appear to
imagine the primary contexts for competitive public speaking to be separated broadly into
political assembly speeches, courtroom speeches, and speeches intended to entertain the
audience and demonstrate the speaker's skill and cleverness. Hesk suggests that Aristotle's
formulation was part of an "active tradition of rhetorical theory, pedagogy, and practice in
classical Greece" and that therefore it should come as no surprise that it "offers a good 'fit'
with the most important contexts in which persuasive oral discourse was used on mass
audiences in Greek poleis."® He also notes, however, that "real Greek and Roman speeches
are always persuading their audiences in ways which go beyond or complicate the
Aristotelian picture."®” And this is exactly what we will find in the rhetorical agons that
follow. There is always an awareness of the context of the competition and the genre of
speech best suited to that context, and often an effort to distinguish that genre from genres
more suited to other contexts. But there is also a preoccupation with specifying and
contesting the rules, behaviors, and attitudes that are most appropriate, both to the

8 Nehamas 1990: 10.

84 See Gouldner 1965.

8 Of the main authors that I examine, only Demosthenes and Aeschines were contemporaries of Aristotle.
86 Hesk 2009: 146.

87 Idem 147.
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particular context and to competition more generally. Thus, each speaker is in some sense
making a contribution to the theorization and codification of competitive public discourse -
a process that can never be completed because it is an essential part of the game.%®

8 Gunderson 2009: I1 notes: "The major discourses of antiquity are in a constant and often agonistic
dialogue. We should not be over-hasty in judging who has won the debate about debate and successfully
subordinated one sort of language to another."
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Chapter 2: Competitive Thematization in the Euripidean Agon

1. Introduction

As radical as many of Plato's ideas may have been in respect to the proper scope and
focus of rhetorical competition, he was not alone in his preoccupation with the issue.® As
the tyrants were thrown out and the new demands of polis life began to take shape in the
fifth century BCE, there was a greater opportunity for citizens to improve their social
standing - and a greater risk that their social standing could be destroyed - through skill in
public speaking. Accordingly, new professions in rhetorical education and legal advocacy
emerged, and rhetorical handbooks were written to provide speakers with the tools to win
any debate. As we would expect, most of the rhetorical handbooks and most of the legal
speeches did not treat competitive discourse as ethically problematic at all - their only
concern was with bringing about a victory. But in other kinds of literature, and even at
times in legal rhetoric itself (as we will see in the speeches between Demosthenes and
Aeschines), the assumption that a public speaker's primary goal should always be to defeat
his opponent was often challenged, even if the notion that public discourse could ever be
entirely non-competitive was scarcely entertained. In tragedy, comedy, and history, as well
as in philosophical texts such as the anonymous Dissor Logoi, we see an increased tendency
to present conflicts and disagreements of all sorts through the medium of opposed
speeches. On the one hand, this increased prevalence of debate scenes in literature merely
reflects the increased importance of debate in the assemblies and the law courts of the
Greek poleis. But on the other hand, these literary agons, by pitting one character against
another and one argument against another in a rather formal and distinctive kind of scene,
lend themselves to commentary on the effectiveness and harm, the virtues and vices, of this
kind of competition.

We can see this increased preoccupation with the ethical problems of verbal
competition reflected in the development of the tragic agon.® Aeschylus certainly does
thematize competition in some very interesting ways, and indeed he was the only one of the
tragedians to stage an actual trial scene (in the Eumenides), but not until Sophocles and
Euripides do we see the appearance of formal set-piece debates.9" In those debates, the
theme of competition can appear in various ways, more or less subtly: through athletic or
military metaphors,® through references to different kinds of competitions,® through

89 Thus, I believe that Gouldner 1967 overstates Plato's influence on the transformation of the 'contest
system.'

9 See Duchemin 1945 for a detailed study of the tragic agon, Lloyd 1992 and Dubischar 2001 for the
Euripidean agon in particular, and Froleyks 1973 for the &ycov Adywv as it appears in many different literary
genres.

91 Note, however, Said 2005: 218, writing on Aeschylus’ Suppliants: "at the end of the play the interaction
between the two actors, the Argive king and the Egyptian herald, amounts to a real agon, a confrontation
between two hostile characters.” Also, see Durand 2005 for a survey of agonistic relations in all of Aeschylus’
plays.

% E.g. an archery metaphor at Soph. Ant. 1084-6; draughts, javelin throwing, and wrestling metaphors in
Eur. Suppl. 409-10, 456, and 550. All but the last example are metaphors used by a speaker in an agon to
describe the force of his own speech.

% Of course, the contest for the arms of Achilles is an important issue in the agon scenes of the Ajax (1135 fI.
and 1239-40), where it is described as though it were a legal trial. The beauty contest and the judgment of
Paris is a major theme in the agon between Helen and Hecuba in Eur. Tro. 919 ff.; Spartan girls’ participation
in races and wrestling-schools at Androm. 599; the contest over the decipherment of the riddle of Sphinx in
OT'391-2; general athletic &ydves as a metaphor for political power at Hipp. 1016-18.
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accusations or defenses of competitive behavior,% or through more intricate, metatheatrical
means. But Euripides shows far more of a tendency than Sophocles to really make those
agons, in some central respect, about competition: debates about debate. Indeed, the agons
that I will examine — from The Suppliants, The Phoenician Women, Iphigenia in Aulis, and
Andromache — all make competition, and competitive speech in particular, a primary point
of contention, each in a unique and interesting way.

Scholars have certainly noted the importance of language as a theme of tragedy.
Goldhill, for example, demostrates through an analysis of the Oresteia that “[IJack of
security and misplaced certainty in and about language form an essential dynamic of the
texts of tragedy. "% And he pays particular attention to the ways that language is not only
dramatized in the Oresteia, but is also a constant target of explicit comment: “It is the way
in which what one does with words becomes a thematic consideration of the Oresteia that
makes this trilogy a ‘drama of logos.””% In another chapter, he attempts to give us some
context for this explicit attention that tragedy gives to the exchange of words by
commenting on the importance that language held for Athenian citizens at the time. He
describes Athens as a “city of words,” since the “sense of the city, its order and
organization, its boundaries and structure, is formed in language, a language which
dominates the various arenas and practices of city life.”9 And it is tragedy’s “moment,”
then, to articulate the “struggles of the city’s discourse. %

While Goldhill is absolutely right that tragedy thematizes and problematizes all
sorts of different kinds of civic discourse, I want to draw attention to the importance of
specifically competitive language as a particularly important theme. Of course competitive
speech is important for comedy as well as tragedy, and indeed we might even go so far as to
say that it is thematized in more or less explicit ways in virtually every genre of Greek
literature. But if tragedy finds its ‘moment’ in the thematization and problematization of
discourse, as Goldhill argues, then it is a good place to start. Furthermore, the context of
the dramatic competition, and the medium of the formal tragic agon, can lend the
thematization of verbal competition in tragedy some rather interesting, and intricate,
possibilities.

The scholarship that has focused more widely on the competitive ethic in ancient
Greece has tended to stress the universality of competition (at least in certain periods),
which manifests itself in virtually all Athenian social practices, be they verbal, athletic,
military, etc. Of course there is nothing wrong with this kind of analysis (begun in earnest by
Jacob Burckhardt), which views ‘the agon’ as a concept, or category of behavior, that was
extremely important to the Athenians and was recognized by them as a common element in
a wide variety of practices, ranging from friendly to deadly. And indeed we are strongly
invited to view competition in just such a way when we see the Greeks using the same word,
agon, to refer to an athletic contest, a legal trial, a dramatic debate, and even to war. But it
seems to me that, given the enormous importance of, and fascination with, language in the
‘city of words,” it might be worth asking, not just about the similarities between all of the
different manifestations of competitiveness in ancient Greece, but also about the differences
— specifically about the potentialities and limitations that were felt to apply uniquely to
verbal competition.

9% In his agon with Medea, Jason must defend himself against the charge that he has a oroudnv eis &uiAAav
moAUTekvov (Med. 557). Eur. Supp., Phoen., IA, and Androm. will be discussed below.

9 Goldhill 1986: 3. He also cites Goldhill 1984a, Zeitlin 1982a, Podlecki 1966a, Segal 1982,1983.

9 Ibid.

97 Idem 75.

98 Idem 78.

99 Wright 2009: 158: “...we cannot automatically assume that literary competitions are essentially the same as
other types of competition (or that ancient agonistic culture in general was homogeneous).”
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Furthermore, just as Goldhill finds in tragedy the perfect site for explicit comments
about the exchange of words, other scholars have seen the ‘moment’ of tragedy defined, at
least in part, by its expression of themes of competitiveness. Rosenmeyer, in his analysis of
the art of Aeschylus, says that “drama is the agonal poetry of classical Greece.”™*® Several
scholars have attempted more precisely to define the formal tragic agon, to trace its origins,
and to determine its dramatic function; and they tend to agree on the agon’s central
importance to the thematic unity of the plays — which only increases the impression that
competition itself is a central theme.™* Furthermore, if one of the most important themes of
tragedy is the failure of language, as Goldhill, Podlecki, etc., suggest, then the agon would
appear to be perhaps the most tragic of tragic scenes: as Lloyd and others have pointed out,
tragic agons virtually never resolve anything, but almost always leave the disputants even
more entrenched than they started out.™*

The scholars who attempt to define the tragic agon and set out its formal
characteristics all acknowledge that no two agons are alike — thus, there is perhaps an
element of arbitrariness in settling upon a definition. Lloyd offers the strictest definition and
only recognizes 13 agon scenes in Euripides (whereas Dubischar recognizes 31). He
requires that they be distinct scenes;™3 that they be balanced and involve two speeches of
“substantial length, separated by two or three iambic trimeters from the chorus” (though
he allows for some variation in Supp. and EL);'*4 and most importantly, he insists that the
agons must be truly ‘agonistic,’ that is, that there must be some real hostility and animosity
between the speakers.’s Dubischar, on the other hand, classifies Euripidean agons into
three main groups, the Abrechnungsagone (‘agons of reckoning’), Beratungsagone (‘agons
of advising’), and Hikesieagone (‘agons of supplication’);'°® and only the first group — which
is distinguished by the functioning of one participant of the agon as &diknoas and the other
as adikovpevos (wrong-doer and wronged) — necessarily involves the kind of hostility that
Lloyd requires in any agon. However, Dubischar does show a kind of preference for the
Abrechnugsagone merely by the fact that his focused treatments of individual agons are
limited to that category. While I find Dubischar’s classification system very useful, in this
chapter I will likewise be focused on only the more 'agonistic' type of agon, since it is in
those scenes that we will see the most explicit thematization of competition.

Dubischar, in his survey of the scholarship on the agons of Euripides, criticizes the
approach of those scholars who attempt to elucidate the ethical problems and ideas that
arise in the agons. In approaching the agon in such a way, he argues, one must first
demonstrate why priority should be given to the agon, over the other scenes in the plays, in
looking for these “Grundprobleme menschlichen Lebens und Zusammenlebens.” 7 While
I agree that most of the ethical issues that are explored in tragedy are not necessarily given a
more profound or more detailed treatment in the agon than in the rest of the play, I do

100 Rosenmeyer 1982: 333-4. Also quoted by Downing 1990: 13.

o1 T particular see Dubischar 2001, Hamilton 1985, and O’Brien 2001 (passim) for defenses of Euripides
against the charge that his agon scenes do not contribute to the unity of the plays.

02 [ loyd 1992: 15, citing Strohm 1957: 37 f. and Mastronarde 1986: 205 f. Scodel 1999/2000: 132 notes that
Euripidean characters engage in these persuasive performances “in situations where persuasion is very
unlikely to take place.” In these situations, “even if such a speech were to be persuasive, nobody would be
likely to act differently.”

103 Lloyd 1992: 3-4.

104 Jdem 5-6.

105 Jdem 6-11. One reason for his rejection of nearly all of the ‘near-agones’ that he considers is that they lack
the requisite hostility.

106 Dubischar 2001: 66-81. In his system, some agons share features of multiple categories.

107 Idem 37.

31



think that the agon is the right place to look for the most developed treatment of one ethical
issue in particular: the issue of verbal competition and competitiveness.

Particularly relevant to my study is a thought-provoking article by Downing, which
does provide some insights into the thematization of competition in tragedy.’*® Downing
provides an excellent analysis of the ambiguity of competition in Euripides’ Helen. He notes
that, in the first half of the play, references to competition are generally negative, while in
the second half they are to a large extent, though not entirely, positive. He sorts out the two
contrasting evaluations by suggesting that the positive representation comes from an
aesthetic evaluation, which reflects the kind of “first order’ competition that Euripides
himself is engaged in, as opposed to the ‘second order’ competition that the characters on
stage are engaged in." The competition of the dramatic festival is a good thing, and it is
metatheatrically brought to mind when Helen and Menelaos themselves appear as
ingenious artists who engage in a kind of competition of cleverness in the ‘comedic’ latter
part of the play. But even then, our enjoyment of the competition of the characters is
somewhat troubled by the repeated intrusion of negative, ethical evaluations, in the chorus’
songs about war and bloodshed, and in the horrible slaughter with which Menelaos’
‘comedy’ concludes. For Downing, the tension created by the simultaneous contrasting
evaluations of competition are paralleled by the same sort of tension in contrasting
evaluations of deception, or apate, which tends to be highly destructive in the ethical,
second order frame, but produces pleasure and entertainment when applied to the positive,
first order activity of the poet, who deceives us in a sense with his composition; and again,
the poet’s activity is mirrored by the clever stories invented by Helen and Menelaos, which
bring a great deal of joy to the audience, but are never entirely free from the dark cloud of
an ethical evaluation, since again, this deception leads to slaughter. Thus, the audience is
given a great deal of pleasure, but is simultaneously made uneasy by that pleasure.

While Downing treats the themes of agon and apate as separate but parallel — that
is, he does not explain the connection between the two themes, or the reason Euripides
might have treated them in this same complex way — nonetheless, his analysis certainly
invites one to ask about other ways the two themes might be related, indeed, how the
separation between the two themes might be blurred. After all, as long as we are talking
about specifically verbal competition, apate will be a very important, and most often
illegitimate, component thereof. His distinction between first order and second order
competition is also useful, as I think he is absolutely right that the playwrights use the
audience’s understanding of the competitive context of the dramatic festival to further
complicate the evaluations of competitiveness that they present through their characters.'

In what follows, I will examine the intricate and challenging ways that Euripides
thematizes and problematizes verbal competition in four of his agons: Suppliants 399-580,
Phoenician Women 446-635, Iphigenia in Aulis 317-414, and Andromache 147-273. While
each of these four agons is quite different from the others, we will see in all of them a deep
ambivalence about the value of verbal competition, and of competition in general. Of
course, the agon scene is itself a verbal competition, and thus when competition also
becomes the subject of the debate (as it does in these four plays), there is often a

108 PDowning 1990.

109 Jdem 8. Downing is indebted to Rosenmeyer in his discussion of first-order and second-order competition
and deception. Concerning deception (which is really the primary focus of the article), he explains,
“Rosenmeyer argues for an understanding of all tragedy as essentially apaté, as what we

might call first-order apaté; as a consciously produced fiction deliberately divorced from concrete reality.”

o However, I will say that I believe Downing has argued a bit too strongly that negative views of competition
result from an ethical evaluation while positive views result from an aesthetic evaluation. It seems to me that
the ethical evaluations of competition in tragedy are decidedly mixed; and in any case, there is always an
ethical component to the aesthetic evaluations.
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complicated interaction, and tension, that emerges between the form and the content of the
debate. And though the speakers will often take on the roles of forensic or deliberative
rhetoricians, the contests they are engaged in are meant for display — display of both the
theatrical abilities of the actors and the poetic and rhetorical skill of the poet — and are thus
fundamentally epideictic.

2. Deep ambiguity in the Suppliants agon

As we have noted, it is common in tragedy for the characters to speak about
speaking, to draw attention to their own manner of speech and that of the other characters,
and to make judgments about what kind of speech is appropriate either to the particular
circumstances or in general. This kind of metadiscourse is particularly common in the tragic
agon, where there is often a comment made by one of the characters, or the chorus, that
explicitly marks the scene as a formal agon.”™ And of all the tragic agons, the one that
contains perhaps the most explicitly metadiscursive, as well as the most “agonistic,” language
is the one between Theseus and the herald in Euripides’ Suppliants. This agon is essentially
a piece of political theory, in the tradition of Herodotus' (3.80-83) Persian debate about the
relative merits of monarchy, oligarchy, and democracy: Theseus argues that democracy is
the superior form of government, and the Theban herald argues that tyranny is the superior
form. Interestingly, the terms of the debate are almost entirely limited to the function of
speech within the two kinds of government. And perhaps surprisingly, even though we
would expect the Athenian audience to be far more sympathetic to Theseus' position,
Euripides nevertheless presents the debate as balanced and leaves the question, in some
sense, unsettled.

The herald from Thebes delivers the first rhesis (409-425), in which he criticizes
democracy for offering free speech to all, including farmers and demagogues; and Theseus
begins his reply by justifying his participation in the present verbal competition: émei &
aydva kai oU Tévd’ Nywviow,/ &kou™ GuAAav yap ou mpoubnkas Adywv ('since
you too competed in this competition, listen; for you proposed the contest of words,' 427-8).
It is the herald’s turn now to listen, on the grounds that he too has delivered a competitive
speech. In fact, he is the one who started it. This emphatic announcement that we are
witnessing a contest, with the repetition made by the internal accusative (&ydva
Ny wviow), as well as the synonym &uiAAa, suggests that the audience might have good
reason to give special attention to the nature of this verbal competition. And indeed, upon
reflection, we see that the exchange between Theseus and the herald has already proven
itself to be a &uIAAa Ady v in four distinct senses. First, on the most basic narrative level,
it is a contest between the two characters that is conducted by means of words, rather than,
say, athletics or violence. Secondly, it is a contest of rhetorical skill to determine who is the
better speaker, or who can make the best argument.” Thirdly, by marking the scene as a
kind of set-piece and drawing our attention to the theme of competition, the poet may
remind us that he himself is competing for the prize in the dramatic festival; so this agon is
one part of the larger &uAAa between Euripides as his fellow contestants.''3 And finally, on

1 Lloyd 1992: 4-5.

2 Scodel 1999/2000: “Euripidean speakers are highly self-conscious about themselves as performers,
recognizing that their speech is subject to evaluation ‘for the way it is done.’”

113 Of course there were other kinds of set pieces, such as messenger speeches or choral odes, that surely came
across as at least as 'competitive' as the agon, in the sense that their status as formal elements of a tragedy
caused them naturally to be viewed against other efforts by other poets, and thus the more clever or dazzling
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a thematic level, the subject of the debate is language, its proper use and limitations in the
context of governing a state: so it is a contest about words.

But the debate is not just about words, it is about debate itself. It is itself
representative of epideictic oratory, both in the sense that it is clearly intended as a kind of
skilled display, and in the sense that, in accordance with Aristotle's criterion, its content is
concerned with praise and blame. But the objects of the praise and blame, democracy and
tyranny, are defined in terms of the other genres of rhetoric. Both forensic and deliberative
rhetoric are indicated in the herald’s image of the democracy ruled by rhetors, who first
cause harm to the city by leading it astray with pleasing words (deliberative) and then
escape punishment with yet more deception (forensic, 414-17). As for the democratic
practice of inviting men of low station to participate in the debates, that will either result in
the wicked gaining honors by captivating the people with words (yAcoon kataoxcov
Bfilov, 425), or even if some farmer does happen to have a bit of knowledge, he will
nonetheless be far too burdened with work to pay any attention to the state (Epycov Utro/
oUk &v Buvaito Tpods Ta koiv’ &moPAémetv, 421-2). Thus, in essence, the herald’s
argument against democracy, which he more or less equates with free speech, is that, if you
divide the population into those who have a lot of free time and those who have no free
time, the former will become professional politicians and masters of deception, and the
latter will be clueless about affairs of state. So we are better off keeping them all silent.

As we saw above, one hallmark of the tragic agon (according to a stricter definition)
is that the speeches are supposed to be well balanced; and indeed there is often a “point-by-
point refutation of the opponent.”* But in this agon, Theseus replies to the herald’s
argument only in very general terms, without actually addressing the particular concerns
that were raised. He employs ethical terms of equality and freedom (432 T8’ oUukéT’ €01’
{oov... 434 v Biknv {onv &xel... 438 ToUAeUBepov & ékeivo... 441 Ti ToUTwv 0T
ioaitepov mAeL), without giving any explanation of why such things should be valued.!'s
And he stresses the importance of laws, which are shared by all and give the weak and the
rich equal rights. But in the simplicity of his language, we might detect a somewhat
glaringly weak rebuttal to the herald’s point about the dangers of sophistry in democracy.
He explains: vik@ & 6 peicov TOV péyav dikar’ €xeov (‘and the smaller man defeats the
greater, if he has a just cause,' 437). This line looks like a kind of correction of the famous
claim of Protagoras (which was parodied in Aristophanes’ Clouds) that he could make the
weaker argument the stronger.'® Theseus here qualifies the formulation with Sikan’ €xcov —
the smaller (weaker) only defeats the great (strong) when justice is on his side. But it seems
quite unlikely that an audience of 5th century Athenians would be easily convinced that
justice always prevails in the courtrooms. Indeed, such a comment may have only served to
remind them that there is often a disconnect between the relative strength of people and the

they were, the greater chance they gave the poet for victory. But the opposed speeches of the agon may have
brought to mind in the audience member the competitive nature of the dramatic performances in a more
explicit way, and all the more so when the competitiveness of the agon was explicitly commented on, as here.
14 [loyd 1992: 34.

115 Burian 1985: 141 discusses these democratic “slogans” and Theseus’ failure to answer the herald’s
portrayal of democracy. Some audience members may have required no explanation for the value of such
terms, but others might have seen Theseus as using 'buzz-words' to avoid making a real argument.

116 Aristotle Rhet. 2.24.1T (1402a): Kai TO TOV 1{TTw 8¢ Adyov kpeiTTw TOIETV ToUT ¢0Tiv. kai évTedfev
Bikaiws eduoxépatvov ol &vbpwotol T6 TTpwTaydpou emdyyeAua. The herald alludes even more
explicitly to the Protagoran formulation when he calls war the fjoocv Adyos and peace the kpeicowv (486-
94), a passage that will be discussed below.
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relative strength of their arguments; that, in fact, the weaker man, if he does prevail, may be
more likely to do so on the basis of his rhetorical skill than the justness of his case."”

Theseus’ position is further undermined by the fact that most of the herald’s
arguments against democracy were already made by Theseus himself earlier in the play,
when he was chastening Adrastus for being led astray by just such demogoguery.'®
Walker’s explanation for this repetition is that Theseus has undergone a transformation,
and both he and the audience are now able to see that the arguments that Theseus
originally used to justify his refusal to help the suppliants are anti-democratic and must be
rejected: “When they came from the mouth of Theseus, we might perhaps have given such
views some credence, but when we hear them from a Theban herald, we recognize them
for what they are.” " Walker may be right that this is the effect on the audience of hearing
Theseus’ former arguments repeated by his ideological opponent. But these criticisms of,
and fears about, the deceptive manipulations of highly trained orators are commonplace
enough that it seems surprising that they would all of a sudden be rejected just because they
are put in the mouth of a Theban herald. But even if Walker is right, and the audience
members really are prepared to accept any arguments made by Theseus and reject any
arguments made by the Theban herald (even when they are virtually identical to the
arguments that they just endorsed when made by Theseus), then might that very fact not
make them question the legitimacy of this sort of debate all the more? Would it not, in fact,
undermine Theseus’ claim that a small man (as the Theban herald surely is in the
audience’s eye) can defeat a great man, like Theseus, whether or not his arguments are
just?

Furthermore, if the audience members are supposed, in some sense, to put
themselves in the place of judges of the competition, their job is made even more difficult
by the inconsistency between the behavior of the contestants and the arguments that they
present. Theseus, the champion of democratic free speech and open debate, not just
between equals, but also between unequals, seems very uncomfortable with the debate that
he is currently engaged in, and his harshest criticism for the herald is reserved for the ad
hominem charge that he talks too much! When the herald first comes on the stage, he
expresses his intention of simply conveying Creon’s message to the ruler of the land (tis
Yiis TUpavvos; Tpds Tiv' ayyetAai pe xpn/ Adyous KpéovTos..., 'who is king of the
land? To whom should I report the words of Creon?' 399-400), and it is Theseus who
immediately accuses him of speaking falsely (Trpédtov pév fipEw Tol Adyou weuddds,
Eéve,/ CNTAOV TUpavvov €vBad'..., 'from the start, you began your speech falsely, stranger,
by seeking the king here,' 403-4) and then proceeds to hold forth on the merits of
democracy. When the herald interprets Theseus’ statement as an invitation to engage in
such a democratic debate, Theseus feels that the herald has overstepped his bounds:
KOUWOs ¥’ O kfjpug kal TapepydTns Adywv (‘eloquent this herald, and a fashioner of
irrelevant words," 426). And although the herald’s rhesis was kept to the very brief length of
17 lines, Theseus ends his own rhesis of 36 lines by blasting the herald for his loquacity:

kAaicwv y’ &v fABes, el oe ) "mepyev AL,
TEPIOOA PLOVAIV" TOV Yap &yyeAov Xpecov
AEEavB’ 60” &v TEEN Tis cos Téxos TEAW

XWPEV. TO Aoirov 8 el éurv oA Kpéwov

17 Scodel 1999/2000: 144: “The experience of Euripidean theater could hardly fail to make its audience
more aware of the dangers of being manipulated, more conscious of the need to distinguish a good
performance from a worthy cause.”

18 Theseus’ speech: 236 fI. See Walker 1995: 155.

119 Walker 1995: 160.
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floocov A&Aov cou TEUTTETE TV &yyelov.

You'd have left in tears, if the city hadn't sent you, for speaking too much;
for a messenger ought to say whatever he has been ordered as quickly as
possible and then go back. In the future, Creon should send to my city a
less chatty messenger.

(458-62)

So while Theseus is portrayed as an advocate for the free speech of demogogues and poor
farmers alike, he does not seem to believe in the same rights for heralds.” And Euripides
further emphasizes Theseus’ verbal ‘tyranny” by having Adrastos attempt to join in (&
TAYKAKIOTE...) only to be rather abruptly ordered by our democrat to keep quiet: oiy”,
ABpaoT’, Exe oTdua/ Kai ur) iTpoobey TGV Euddv Tous cous Adyous bijs ('quiet,
Adrastus, hold your tongue, and don't offer your own words before mine,' 514-15).

Likewise, the herald, who claims to greatly distrust rhetorical competition and to
believe firmly in unwavering obedience to the king, shows himself to be quite assertive and
rhetorically competent. In his response to Theseus’ challenge, he immediately claims the
advantage, using a board-game metaphor: Ev pév T6d’ UiV OoTEP €v TTECOOTS didaos/
kpetooov ('this one point you have given to my advantage, just as in draughts,' 409-10).
Again, when he begins his second rhesis, where the debate shifts from being about debate
itself to being about whether or not the bodies of the seven will be released for burial, he
seems quite comfortable with the terms of the agon and quite confident in his position:
Aéyowd” & 1idn. TV Utv 1y wviopéveov/ ool ptv Sokeitw TadT’, éuoi 8¢ TavTia (T
would speak now; of the matters under contention, to you those things seem best, but to me
the opposite things,' 465-6). This is not the tone that one would expect of a man who is
opposed to free speech or free thought. While the herald, who claims to distrust the art of
rhetoric, is playing droughts, a game of strategy and cleverness, Theseus, in his own words,
is hurling spears (kai TaUTta pév 81 Tpods T&Y’ EEnkdvTioa, 'and those are the spears [
hurled against these points,' 456), which might be read as a rather more hostile metaphor
for the competition.™!

So we see that there are rifts between several of the different senses of the &uAAa
Adywv in which the two characters are engaged. In one sense, as I noted above, this a
contest between two characters who are choosing to settle their differences through speech
instead of through other means. At least in the first half of the agon, the difference that they
are trying to settle is their disagreement about which type of political government is the
superior one. In this sense, the specific Adyot that they employ are merely instrumental —
what is important is the inherent strength of the characters’ respective positions. And surely
the audience is predisposed to consider Theseus’ position as the stronger. But once we
consider the second sense of the &uAAa Ady v, that of a rhetorical competition, not just
one conducted by means of words, but one that is to a large extent judged on the basis of
the eloquence and cogency of those words (a particularly important element, of course, in
such an epideictic context), we may be a little more hesitant to assign the victory to
Theseus. After all, the herald’s criticisms of free speech are presented in fairly specific and
practical terms, and they largely go unrefuted by Theseus, who instead appeals to more

20 Of course, Theseus may have a point, since heralds, whether representing tyrannies or democracies, are
generally expected to convey messages and not to take matters into their own hands. Indeed, just before the
agon Theseus praises his own herald and specifies his job as that of ‘spreading announcements’ (381-2 Téxvnv
uev aiei Tvd’ Excov UtmpeTels TéAel Te kK&pol, Slagpépwv knpuyuaTta).

21 Note that it is also a more elite metaphor, since the javelin represents athletic (as well as military)
competition, which was the purview of the aristocracy.
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general principles (at the same time, Theseus makes some strong arguments against tyranny,
which also go unrefuted). But as we saw above, the fact that verbal competition also serves
in part as the topic of the competition creates a further rift. In a debate about debate, each
contestant cannot help but exemplify a kind of ethical stance toward the topic under
discussion by his own conduct. And, ironically, if we decide that the herald does come out
on top rhetorically, speaking in opposition to democratic institutions of debate, he only does
so by exemplifying those institutions better than his opponent does.

By focusing on the way that democracy is scrutinized in this agon, I do not mean to
imply here that there is inherently a democratic element to Athenian tragedy, or to tragic
agon scenes. Of course there has been a fair amount of controversy over the last few
decades about the extent to which the performance of tragedy had a specifically democratic
social function.™ Barker in fact does make the claim that the agon, by its placing of
opposing views in the center of the public space, to meson, for the audience's judgment,
allows for dissent and thus is inherently democratic. But it is not always clear which
opinion is supposed to be the dissenting one. And the audience's judgment obviously has no
practical effect on the action of the play, nor, as we noted above, does the agon generally
have much of an effect on the action; so the agon could be seen as demonstrating rather the
tutility of such debates and thus presenting a decidedly anti-democratic view. To take a
somewhat cautious position on the matter, I would say that it does seem likely that the
Athenians associated rhetorical technique with democracy to some extent, even though, as
Dover argues, such an association was largely misguided.** Oligarchical, and even
tyrannical, regimes could certainly allow for skillful debate. Dover points to the trial scene
on the shield of Achilles, the debate scenes in Thucydides, which do not indicate a great
deal of difference in rhetorical technique between oligarchical and democratic debate, and
Xenophon's portrayal of the debate between Kritias and Theramenes under the thirty.'2
Nonetheless, there was a tendency to associate rhetorical technique, and especially
professional orators and consultants, with democracy. And in the agon in the Suppliants,
where the debate is about democracy and tyrannys, it is difficult not to see the connection,
especially when the herald's critique of democracy begins with a complaint about such
professional orators.

Indeed, there are some verbal clues that this agon is meant in some sense to
exemplify the kind of freedom of speech that was particularly associated with Athenian
democracy. Even before the agon has been explicitly announced, Theseus points out that,
in a free city, the people rule in turns, with yearly transitions of power: Siadoxaiciv év
Hépel éviauoiaio (406-7). This notion of ruling év pépet is paralleled by the agon itself, in
which opponents speak év pépet.’2¢ Thus, the form and content of the agon are collapsed,
and there is a subtle hint that the two characters may actually be exemplifying democracy
by debating its merits. The agonistic connotations of the redundant diadoxaiow are
reinforced by the fact that the suppliant women had characterized their lamentation as an
aycov diadoxos (71-2): thus when the audience again hears a form of Siadox- here, it
may naturally associate it with &ycov. As the spokesman for such a democracy, Theseus can
vindicate it, in one sense, merely by winning the debate, by proving that he has the stronger
position. However, in another sense, democracy can only be vindicated by the success of

22 See especially Winkler and Zeitlin 1990 for arguments about the democratic naure of Athenian drama, and
Griffith 1995 for an alternative view.

23 Barker 2009: 17-18, following Vernant 1982: 125-6.

24 Dover 1968: 180-3.

25 [bid. II. 18.497-508, HG 3.24-46.

26 Cf. Heracles 182 and Hecuba 1130, where the phrase év uépet is explicitly used to describe the nature of
the verbal agon. Also, during the stichomythia of this agon, the herald uses similar language when he
acknowledges the need to give Theseus a ‘turn’ to speak: kAUoi” &v: o yap dAA& Bei dolvat pépos (570).
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the debate in resolving the dispute and preventing the war.™ If democracy is the kind of
verbal competition that is currently being performed by Theseus and the herald, then the
futility of their agon might imply the futility of democracy, whether or not Theseus is shown
to have the stronger argument.

However, there is also a very important respect in which this debate is anything but
democratic. After all, within the fiction of the drama, it is a debate between a leading citizen
and the representative of a tyrant, with no jury or assembly in attendance to pronounce its
judgment on the matter. The two men will either reach an agreement with each other or
they will go to war. And of course, we have to consider the fact that this is a debate that was
composed, not by two rivals, but by a single playwright, who is working within the bounds
of certain generic expectations about what a tragic agon should achieve, as opposed to, say,
a real-world agon between representatives of two poleis.”® If the tragic agon is not supposed
to resolve the dispute, but is rather supposed to make both positions more cogent, more
balanced, or more comprehensible to the audience, or to heighten the tension of the
narrative, or even to demonstrate the limits of rational argument, then maybe the failure
of the agon to resolve the dispute should not be taken as a verdict on either democracy or
oligarchy, but rather as an argument in favor of tragedy (and this kind of rhetorical
epideixis), as superior to either political system.3°

This tension - namely, the tension between the idea that the purpose of a verbal
competition is to resolve disputes, prevent bloodshed, etc., and the idea that it has entirely
different purposes — is one, I suggest, that Euripides makes full use of.’3' Perhaps, in fact,
this tension can help to explain why Theseus fails to rebut the specific points that the herald
has made in his argument against democracy. The herald is operating under the assumption
of the ‘resolution model’ of the verbal agon. Thus his criticisms are all directed at the
different ways that these agons can go wrong, how they can fail to serve justice, how they
can result in the city’s adoption of the wrong sort of policies. He makes his position
especially clear in the second part of the agon, when he offers a sort of encomium of peace
and laments the tendency of the demos to ‘vote’ for war (481-94). Again, he is envisioning a
democratic deliberation (since the Thebans would presumably get no opportunity to vote
on the matter), the entire purpose of which should be in the interest of resolution and
peace, but which instead results in the opposite. This is a fascinating passage, as it ties

127 Theseus earlier hinted at the prospect of resolving the dispute through language at 112: Tépas y&p oUdtv
un 81&x yAwoons iév. Later when he agrees to help the suppliants (346-7), he still has faith in the power of
words, though he recognizes that they may not succeed: dpdoco T&S™ el kai vekpoUs ékAUooual Adyoiol
meiBeov- €l 8¢ ur, Bia Sopds.

28 Scodel 1999/2000 discusses the self-conscious distinction in Euripides between “normal” and “rhetorical”
language (the latter of which is particularly asociated with the agon). She notes (p. 131) that the “performers
act within performance norms that transcend their immediate situations and invite the external audience to
consider their performances within their genres rather than as contingent solely on the dramatic context.”

29 Burian 1985: 140, “The debate on government seems not designed to settle an issue but to establish the
bounds of an opposition that will brook no compromise.... The debate is generally held to have little or
nothing to do with the drama and, therefore, to be designed solely to reveal Euripides’ own political views.
What we have obsered so far, however, suggests a different possibility: Euripides has deliberately staged a
debate that will not reveal any view as correct beyond doubt or qualification. If this is so, the debate may be
relevant to the drama in a manner not usually suspected.”

o Cf. Griffith on the effect of the agon from the Trojan Women: “...in the Trojan Women, though Helen’s
Worse Argument may win the day, Hecuba’s Better Argument is not permanently overthrown. The two
contest-pieces coexist, each eliciting from us, as from Menelaus, some measure of assent and admiration, and
combining to produce a paradoxical pleasure peculiar to the process of “spur-of-the-moment listening
(reading/watching),” a process ever subject to revision, addition, retraction.”

31 Scodel 1999/2000: 135 suggests that the other, non-practical value has to do with verbal performance,
noting that “Greeks had always recognized a distinction between performance excellence and success in
achieving a goal.”
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together the two parts of the agon, by suggesting that the failures of democracy are in fact
responsible for the current predicament; and it also ties together the theme of democratic
verbal competition with the violent, military, colonial kind of competition represented (to
the herald’s mind) by the impending war:

kaiTot duolv ye TavTes &vBpcotrol Adyolv
TOV Kpeiooov’ {OUEY, Kal TX XPNOTA KAl KAKA,
B0 Te ToAéoU KpeTooov eiprivn PpoTofs,

fl TpéoTa pév Movoaiol mpoopiAeotdTn,
TTowaiol 8’éxBpd, TépmeTan &’eumandia,
xaipet 8¢ MAOUTE. TaUT APEVTES Oi Kakol
ToAépous dvaipoUpeoha kai Tdv fjooova
SouAoUued’, &vdpes &vdpa kai TOALs TOAW.

Yet, of two arguments, all of us men know the stronger one, both what is
beneficial and what is bad, and how much stronger peace is than war for
mortals, peace which is most beloved of all to the Muses, but hateful to the
goddesses of vengeance; it delights in good offspring and takes joy in wealth.
We wicked men throw these things away and choose wars, and as for the
weaker, we enslave him, men enslaving men, city enslaving city.

(486-93)

In his claim that there are always two Adyot, a stronger and a weaker, we immediately see
an allusion to the Protagoran formulation, as well as a response to Theseus’ claim that the
weaker man with justice on his side can defeat the strong man. But the herald takes the
rather extreme position that an argument for peace is always the kpeioowv Adyos, and an
argument for war is always the fjoowv. If wicked men, oi kakot, reject the stronger
argument and choose war, it must be because they are led astray by the failures of
professional orators, i.e. by the failures of democratic institutions. But in the last line of the
passage, the herald adds a surprising twist. We wicked men, he claims, reject the stronger
argument, peace, and instead choose war; then the line ends kal TOv fjocova. We expect
TV flooova to be followed by Adyov: we choose war and the weaker argument. But
instead, it modifies &vdpa and wSAw: we choose war and we enslave the weaker man and
the weaker city. Thus, in a reader- or listener-response analysis, the word fjocova would
first be understood to refer to Adyov until the conclusion of the sentence forces the
audience to revise its meaning. And it thereby creates a connection between rhetoric and
action, Adyos and épyov, or more specifically, between word and subjugation, by hinting
that the weaker argument in every case urges the subjugation of the weaker man or city.
Any political system that encourages the kind of verbal competition in which the weaker
argument can potentially defeat the stronger will thereby be endorsing the subjugation and
enslavement of those who cannot defend themselves.’* And the claim of democracy to offer
equality and security to the less powerful will be a sham.

Earlier in the play, when Theseus still had hopes of persuading the Thebans
through words, he seemed to be considering the value of debate according to similar
considerations of its practical utility (but with a positive evaluation, of course). But now, as

132 This vision is consistent with the agon of the Clouds, in which 6 "HtTcov Adyos argues in favor of injustice
(900-902, 1040), which generally suggests the taking advantage of weaker men and women. The ‘weaker
argument’ is the one in favor of guols over vépos (Clouds 1075), so stronger arguments generally propose
equality, and weaker arguments propose dominance and (ironically, considering the herald’s position) usually
tyranny.
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he finds himself in the midst of a verbal agon that he finds irritating and futile, he dispenses
with the practical considerations, but nonetheless continues to defend verbal competition,
now in more abstract ethical terms, hinting that it may be useful or important regardless of
whether it resolves anything. Furthermore, as I suggested above, the emphatic language
that Euripides puts in Theseus” mouth to draw attention to the agon as an agon, a GUAAX
ASy v, may very well be seen as a ‘metatheatrical’ cue for the audience members to
remind themselves that the play itself is also a sort of &uAAa Ady v, and to reflect on the
purpose of this dramatic agon. After all, Euripides surely did not write this play and submit
it to the archon for production in the dramatic competition in order to resolve some kind of
dispute with his fellow playwrights. So if not resolution, then what is its purpose?

We can all certainly agree with Euripides that questions about the power and the
limitations of debate are indeed complicated and deserving of inquiry. But we may want to
press a little further and ask why it is that he chooses to problematize it in such a relentless,
aporia-inducing manner. In what sense is it a &uAAa Adywv? who wins? what would
victory look like? what is the purpose of this debate? or of debate in general? He invites us
to ask all of these questions but makes it virtually impossible to answer any of them
conclusively. One response would surely be that the nature of his treatment of competitive
speech in the play is determined, in some part, by his own competitive drive: by presenting
the most intricately and decidedly ambivalent dialectic about competitive speech, he
perhaps felt that he gained a competitive edge over his dramatic competitors. In other
words, he may have thought that the audience and the judges would appreciate seeing
competitive speech problematized in such a way; and that they would appreciate seeing
such a treatment of competitive speech taking place, appropriately, in the context of a tragic
agon. Griffith has noted that Greek poets had long been competing for the distinction of
superiority in sophia, which could refer to any of three broad categories: “knowledge and
factual accuracy,...moral and educational integrity,...technical skill and
aesthetic/emotional impact.”'3 There is no doubt that the third category, ‘technical skill
and aesthetic/emotional impact,” was at play here: Euripides shows a great deal of technical
cleverness in the self-referentiality and the piling on of contrasts and tensions in this agon.
But it is more difficult to say how this agon would have been judged according to the
second category of sophia, that of ‘moral and educational integrity.” As we know from
Aristophanes’ Frogs, Euripides had a reputation for immorality, and it is possible that the
confusion he creates in this agon about the value of some of the fundamental institutions of
democracy would only have contributed to that reputation. Some audience members, on
the other hand, surely would have recognized his refusal to allow an easy verdict to be
rendered as a mark of educational integrity.'3

It seems to me a bit simplistic to subsume his thematization of verbal competition
here under the general heading of that tragic interest in ‘the failure of language’ that has
been noted by Goldhill, Podlecki, et al. After all, what is the purpose of all of this attention
to the failures of language? As we have seen, even as tragedy, and in particular the tragic
agon, is concerned with the failure of language, it is simultaneously concerned with the
success of language, both in form and content. Verbal competition may not always (or
hardly ever, in tragedy) resolve disputes, but it affords the auditor a great deal of pleasure
and can potentially produce some useful reflection, not only on whatever thorny issue it
may be that is under discussion, but also on the nature of verbal techne, on the necessity

133 Griffith 1990: 189.

134 Burian 1985: 154-5 quotes Stanley Fish (Self~Consuming Artifacts, Berkeley, 1972: 1) to explain the sense
in which he finds the Suppliants to be ‘dialectical’: “A dialectical presentation...is disturbing, for it requires of
its readers a searching and rigorous scrutiny of everything they believe and live by. It is didactic in a special
sense; it does not preach the truth but asks that its readers discover the truth for themselves.”
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and the difficulty of trying to shape erga with logor. Thus, the tragedy itself is sure
testimony of the pleasure, benefit, and perhaps even educative utility of at least one kind of
agonistic discourse.

3. Phoenician Women and the origin of &ugilexTtos €pig

The agon of The Phoenician Women offers a different kind of examination of the
ethics of competitive speech. Similar to the agon of the Suppliants, this agon seems to serve
as a kind of model for, or reflection of, a non-monarchical form of government; although in
The Phoenician Women it is an even more exact model, since it specifically mirrors the
form of government proposed by Polyneices, which involves only two rulers who take turns
ruling for equal lengths of time, just as the competitors in an agon take turns making
speeches. The content of this debate, however, is not political, but rather philosophical.
Indeed, Eteocles, Polyneices, and Iocasta, in addition to presenting differing views on the
proper scope of competition, go so far as to speculate about the origin of competitive
rhetoric itself.

As in the Suppliants, speech is here marked early on as the defining feature of
freedom and political life, when Polyneices first sees his mother and begins lamenting about
his exile. She asks him if being deprived of his country is a great evil, and he responds:
uéyrotov: Epyed 8’ toTi peiCov 1) Adyw ('the greatest; but it is greater in deed than in
word," 389). There is some word play here, since the greatest evil of exile has everything to
do with Adyos. She asks what it is that is so hard on exiles, and he tells her &v pév
HéyloTtov, ouk éxel mappnoiav (‘'one greatest difficulty: it has no free speech,’' 391). And
Tocasta immediately equates such a condition with slavery: 8oUAou 188’ eimras, ur| Aéyew
& Tis ppovel ('this is the state of a slave that you speak of, not to say what one thinks," 392).
Thus, the agon, which will give Polyneices an opportunity to speak his mind, represents his
reentry, if only temporarily, into a life of freedom. And after the two brothers have made
their arguments and have failed to come to any agreement, Polyneices again characterizes
his exile, to which he must now return, by the loss of speech: o y&p oid’ €l pot
TpooelTelv aUbis €08’ Uuds moTe (‘for I don't know if it will be possible for me to speak to
you ever again,' 633).

Since Eteocles believes that he should be the sole ruler of Thebes, in contrast to
Polyneices, who believes that they should take turns, each ruling for a year at a time, it
should come as no surprise that Eteocles is opposed to sitting down with his brother and
engaging in the kind of discussion where the disputants take turns presenting arguments of
more or less equal length. He makes it clear that he is only participating in this debate as a
favor to his mother, who has had to do some persuading (446-451).'35 So we can see that
the agon, which is characterized by balance, freedom of expression, and turn-taking, is here
itself a metaphor for just the sort form of government that Polyneices is proposing - more
than that, it is an instantiation of it. Just as, in the Suppliants, Theseus described the citizens
in a democracy as ruling €v pépel, a phrase which, as we saw above, is used elsewhere
specifically to describe the turn-taking format of the agon,™® Polyneices here explains that
he willingly turned over the rule of Thebes to Eteocles with the intention of taking it up

135 His statement here suggests that there was another agon before the play started, one between Eteocles and
Iocasta, about whether or not he should agree to have this agon with his brother — and in that agon, Iocasta
was victorious. Note though that she has had to persuade Polyneices as well, and he seems to have his own
reservations about setting foot in an enemy land (272-3).

136 Heracles 182 and Hecuba 1130.
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himself, after a year’s time, ava pépos (478). In this agon, in fact, the word pépos, ‘share,’
becomes a refrain, repeatedly reminding the audience what is at stake for Polyneices
(through the rheseis and the stichomythia, forms of the word appear at 478, 483, 541, 601,
603, 610); and after his death, Antigone carries on the contest on his behalf] as she fights
for his claim to a pépog of earth.'s”

Polyneices begins his rhesis with a contrast between 6 pifos Trjs dAnBeias, which
he says is simple (&mAouUs) and does not require intricate interpretations, and 6 &8ikos
Adyos, which is sick and needs clever drugs:

amAous 6 puibos Tris aAnbeias éu,

KoU TrotkiAcov Bel T&udix’ EpUNVEVHA TV
Exel Yap auTtd kaipdv: 6 8’ &dikos Adyos
VOOV €V aQUTE PAPUAKWY SeITal COPAIV.

The story of the truth is by nature simple, and just claims do not require
elaborate interpretations; for they have the proper measure; but the unjust
argument, since it has sickness in itself, has need of wise drugs.

(469-72)

Considering that this statement is made in the context of a Euripidean agon, which is by
definition not &mwAoUs and will certainly require both some interpretation and some
cleverness on the part of the audience members, we might say that Polyneices comes off as a
bit naive here. He is confident that words can be simple, transparent expressions of the
truth, and he proceeds to state his case in very straightforward terms. At the end of the
rhesis, he sums up by saying that he has spoken without collecting together weavings of
words (TmeprmmAokas Adywv) and has kept himself apart from clever and base men (494-6).
Again, it is hard not to see a metatheatrical hint here, since TepimmAokai Adywv would be
an appropriate metaphor for poetic composition.”® So there is some tension between the
model of (competitive) speech offered by Polyneices and the ‘first-order’ model currently
being exhibited by Euripides. And even if Polyneices certainly appears in a better light than
his brother, his approach to verbal competition is nonetheless too extreme.

In contrast to the hints by Polyneices and Iocasta that the agon itself is something
that should be considered good and valuable, Eteocles begins his rhesis with a cynical
reflection on the origin of verbal disputes:

el T&O1 TaUTO KaAov Epu copdv 6’Gua,
oUK v &v aueilektos Gvbpcotors £pis:
viv & oUf’ duolov oudtv oUT’ ioov BpoTols,
TANY dvoudoal, T6 8 Epyov ouk EoTiv TOBE.

If to all men the same thing were by nature noble and wise at the same time,
men would have no contentious verbal quarrels; but as it is, nothing is either
similar or the same for mortals, other than the naming, but in reality this is
not the case.

137 1655: Ti MANUUeAioas, TO pépos i ueTiAbe yiis;

138 Gf. LSJ1L.2. Aristotle uses TAékw to refer to the composition of the plot of a tragedy (Poet. 1456a9).
Pindar also uses it to describe poetic composition (O 6.86 and N 4.94). See Snyder 1981 for weaving imagery
as a metaphor for poetic activity in Homer and the lyric poets.
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(499-502)™

Such a comment clearly reflects his negative feelings about the present debate. While both
Polyneices and Iocasta see this agon as beneficial, both practically (since it has the potential
of resolving the dispute) and symbolically (since it represents the sharing of power that they
desire), Eteocles considers it a rather pointless nuisance. In attributing the cause of the
verbal dispute to the lack of consensus about ethical terms, he avails himself of the Adyos /
gpyov dichotomy: nothing is alike or equal for men except in naming, but the reality is
entirely different.’# However, even as he rejects any stable definition for such ethical terms
as kaAov and co@dv, he goes on to give an explicit definition for another ethical term,
avavdpia: he is not willing to give up the tyranny, avavdpia y&p, 76 mAéov SoTis
amoAéoas/ ToUAaocoov EAape (for that is cowardice, whoever throws away the greater
share and takes the lesser,' 509-10) — a definition which, we might say, formulates
competition itself in very basic, albeit cynical, “Thrasymachan’ terms. And it is even more
striking that the word kaAdv appears in the very first line and in the very last line of
Eteocles’ rhesis, but in very different ways. In the first line, kaAdv is an example of an
unstable, relative ethical term. In the last line, we get the much more emphatic and
confident superlative of the same word, k&AAioTov, employed in an extremely bold defense
of injustice for the sake of tyranny: eimrep y&p adikelv xprj, Tupavvidos mépt/ k&dAAioTov
adikelv, T&AAa 8’ evoeBeiv xpecov ('for if one should do injustice, it is most noble to do it
concerning tyranny, but in other matters one should be pious,' 524-5). We could say that
Eteocles is contradicting himself, by first suggesting that kaAdv has no stable meaning and
then using that very word to make such a bold and brazen assertion; or perhaps there is no
contradiction, and the last line of his rhesis simply serves as a perfect illustration of the
principle set forth in the first line: clearly kaAdv can have no stable meaning if he is able to
apply it to Tupavvis and adikia.

The chorus immediately responds with its condemnation of Eteocles’ verbal
performance. They offer the more orthodox formulation of kaAdv, which is defined, of
course, by justice rather than injustice, and they simultaneously comment on Eteocles’ use
of the Adyos / pyov dichotomy: oUk el Aéyew xpr) un i Tols épyols kahois'/ oU yap
KaAov TouT’, dAA& 11 dikn mikpdv (‘one should not speak well about things that are not
noble; for that is not noble, but is bitter to justice,' 526-7). While Eteocles” comment at the
beginning of his rhesis concerned the meanings of words, and was thus concerned with
verbal competition on the level of the content of the arguments — his point being that the
very meaning of the content will always be in contention — the chorus steps back and
introduces a distinction between the level of the argument’s content and the level of'its
rhetoric. Eteocles gave himself license to say whatever he wanted on the grounds that words
are divorced from things. The chorus insists, on the other hand, that words do refer to
things, épya, and notes that one can use words to present artful, compelling arguments (to
‘speak well’) about good things or about bad things. Thus, they interpret Eteocles’
comment as an attempt to make the competition entirely rhetorical and to disqualify any
judgments made on the basis of content, since, according to him, the content is all relative.
They acknowledge that his rhetorical performance was a good one but refuse to ignore the

139 Dubischar 2001: 288-9 cites this line as a very straightforward expression of one of the central problems
explored in agons of reckoning. He comments, “Zu diesem Ergebnis mufl man wohl kommen, wenn man die
von Euripides in den Agonszenen enthaltenen ambivalenten Signale zur Steuerung der
Zuschauerperspecktive als solche ernst nimmt und ihnen ihre angemessene Bedeutung beimifit.” But I am
arguing that Euripides does not actually want us to come to this conclusion, but rather wants us to consider
the alternative offered by locasta.

140 Mastronarde ad loc. translates the line ‘but in actual act there is nothing that is like or equal for men except
in their use of <like or equal> words. The reality is not that (sc. like or equal).’
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ethical content of his argument — in fact, they suggest that he has even failed on the
rhetorical level, since, given the content of his argument, he should have spoken poorly, not
well!

One feature of this agon is that, in addition to the usual, brief judgments made by
the chorus at the end of each of the competing speeches, we also have a lengthy rhesis
made by locasta, who is designated as the BpaeUs.'* She offers a critique of Eteocles’
position that is even more subtle than that of the chorus. By intentionally misreading
Eteocles’ use of {oov in his opening statement, she hints that his relativist viewpoint is no
mere external consideration, which he uses to inform his ethical positions, but rather is itself
an ethical position, and one that has been adopted out of purely selfish motivations. When
Eteocles said oU8” Suotov oudtv oUT’ icov BpoTois, he clearly meant something along the
lines of, ‘there is no ethical term that is alike or the same for men.” But locasta seems to
interpret ioov, not as an adjective meaning ‘the same,’ but as a substantive, ethical term in
itself, as if he had meant, ‘there is no fairness/equality for men. 4 She then makes {cov,
and other forms of the word, the main theme of her response to Eteocles.™ She reproaches
Eteocles for rejecting the existence of 16 {oov and choosing instead to recognize the
existance of TO TAéov, which, she claims, is the real empty name: Ti 8’ o1 TO TAéoV;
Svop’ Exet pévov (553).

Thus, while Eteocles meant to say that all ethical terms are unstable, empty names
that can be defined differently by each person, locastsa recasts his statement and makes the
debate with him about which ethical terms are empty names and which ones convey a real
€pyov. The real cause of duilektos €pis, she seems to suggest, is not the instability of
ethical terms per se, but rather the rejection of T6 {oov as an ethical term that conveys a
real, concrete reality, in favor of the opposite term, TO TAéov.'# Indeed, she tries to
demonstrate the reality of TO {oov by appealing to its manifestation in nature, describing
the balance and fairness of the relationship between night and day. Likewise she
demonstrates the unstable, relative nature of T6 TAéov with two arguments: (1) for the
ocdPpoves, that which is adequate (ikavd) suffices (554), and (2) mortals do not actually
own anything but merely care for things which are really owned by the gods (555-7).

If my understanding of Iocasta’s strategy is correct, then we may have a solution to
the question of what we should read for line 538: T6 y&p {oov pévipov (or véuipov)
avBpcdols épu. Plutarch clearly read véupov, while the best evidence for pévipov is the
explanatory note by a scholiast, BéBaiov kai dopaAés ('stable and secure'). Mastronarde
prefers voupov, explaining that pévipov “would here make the point that equality is long-
lasting” or more accurately ‘supportive of prolonged stability’.” He continues, “this seems
to me a narrower and a weaker point than Joc. intends, and than she is entitled (on her
construct of the universe) to make, for she views peace as not merely long-lived, but as the

14t The agons in Tro. 860-1059 and Hec. 1109-1292 also take place before judges, and in Hipp. 902-1101,
Theseus is both disputant and judge.

142 E.P. Coleridge, in his 1938 translation, unintentionally misreads Eteocles’ line the same way that Iocasta
intentionally misreads it.

143 Forms of the word appear at 536, 538, 542, 544, 547. Similar to the use of the word uépos, {cos is a word
that has application both to the balance of power in a shared government and to the balance of speeches in
the agon (i.e., both icovouia and ionyopia).

14 Cf. Plato Rep. 359c, where TAeovegia is contrasted with TO {oov in very much the same way that Iocasta is
accusing Eteocles of understanding the terms. Glaucon suggests that, if the just man were given the
opportunity, he would behave the same way as the unjust man: ¢ aUTo@wpe oUv A&Boluey &v TdV
Bikaiov T& &dikep eis TaUTOV 1dvTa Sik TN TAeovebiav, & T&oa PUOLS BICIKELY TIEPUKEY Gos &y abdv,
voue 8¢ Bia mapdyetat émi THv Tol ioou Tiurv. The point is made through the Uois / véuos antithesis
(which is really an extension of the Adyos / €pyov antithesis, which Tocasta employs): TAeoveEia has a stable
reality (it is pUots), while the honoring of T6 {oov is merely relative (véuos).
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natural, permanent condition when equality is present. ' If we read vouipov, as
Mastronarde prefers, then Iocasta would be explicitly invoking the @uols / véuos
antithesis, trying to convince Eteocles of the importance of vopos.™¢ But I would like to
argue in favor of pévipov by suggesting that we read it with a dual significance, applying to
TO {oov both as a system of government and as an ethical term; and thus Iocasta would be
making both a political and a linguistic point. Even as it applies to TO {oov as a system of
government, [ still believe that pévipov is the better reading because, when she contrasts
T A£ov in the next lines, her emphasis seems to be on its instability, not its incompatibility
with vépos: Té TAéowt &' &el ToAépiov kabioTaTtal ToUAacoov éxbpas B’ Nuépas
KaTapxeTal (539-40). But in addition, uévipov could serve as a contrast (granted, a subtle
one) with line 553 (Ti 8" o1 TO TAf0oV; Svop’ Exel pévov). While T6 TALov has only a
name (&voua pdvov), To {oov is a stable ethical term (uévipov). And indeed, the scholiasts
gloss, BéBaiov kai dopalés, could apply to either the political or the ethical sense.

At any rate, along with, and related to, this point of contention between Eteocles
and Jocasta regarding the stability of ethical terms, we can also see a sharp disagreement
about the nature and proper scope of competition. If Eteocles summed up his
understanding of the ethics of competition in his definition of cowardice, when he suggested
that one should never give up the greater share (T6 Aéov) and take the less, Iocasta offers
a model of competition that might have appealed to the democratic masses in the audience,
but is nonetheless not without some problems, or hints of tension. In her model, described
through the analogy of the equal sharing of the day and the night, she acknowledges that
there will still be conquering and defeat, winning and losing, but she tries to do away with
the element of envy, p6dvos.'#” What makes the interaction between the day and the night
stable and harmonious is that, each time one of them is defeated, it has no envy:
KoUdETEPOV aUTAV PBSVOV Exel vikcdevov (545).18 Even if some in the audience might
have found the prospect of suffering a regular, daily defeat a bit hard to swallow, most of
them would at least agree that envy is harmful and should be avoided. But when Iocasta
notes in the next lines (546-8) that the day and the night are slaves to men (e18” fjAiog pev
vUE Te Soulevel BpoTols, oU 8’ ouk Avégel ScoudTov Excov ioov kai TGOBE veipat;),'s
the happy glow of her vision is surely darkened somewhat. In comparing the night and day,
which are slaves to men, with Eteocles, a ruler who will not submit to sharing this rule with
his brother, she brings about an uncomfortable blurring of the lines between being ruled

145 Mastronarde ad loc.

146 Mastronarde must be right when he suggests that Iocasta does not see any distinction betwees @uoils and
vépos. But he thinks that, by using the term vépipov here, she would be trying to convince Eteocles to
recognize the value of vopos. To my mind, however, it would seem a bit weak for Iocasta to bring in véuog
here, when the thrust of her argument has been to emphasize the naturalness of 16 Toov.

147 Note that pB8vos is an element in Hesiod’s good kind of €pis, even though it almost always has negative
connotations elsewhere. Nietzsche reproaches those scholars who tried to emend the word in Hesiod (in
Homer’s Wettkampl).

18 Pace Mastronarde ad loc., who translates ‘neither...is defeated and (so) feels envy,’ arguing that the
negative should carry over to the participle, for which he cites K-G II.199, Anm. 1. But the note in K-G only
suggests that the single negative at the beginning is a possibility, not that it is the norm (“Wenn ein Particip mit
dem Verbo finito verbunden ist, und beide negiert sein sollten...). And furthermore, every single example
offered in the note (Th. 1,12; 4,126; vgl. 1,141.6; 2,65; 3,33; X. Hell. 1.7,24; 3.5,18; Pl. Men. 243,c; II. ©, 165)
begins with the negation of the participle, and that negation then extends to the finite verb. But here the main
verb precedes the participle, which, to my mind, makes it quite different from the examples in K-G. But even
if Mastronarde’s reading is possible, I do not believe that it would have been without ambiguity.

149 Here too Mastronarde would like to soften the potentially dark undertones of Iocasta’s statement. Though
he recognizes that her language “verges on extravagence,” he suggests the translation “do service to
mankind.”
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and being a slave. If day and night are slaves, who are happy to be defeated on a daily basis,
then why would Eteocles want to follow their example?'5°

The model that she describes brings to mind Aristotle’s discussion of the nature of a
citizen. Aristotle suggests that the virtue of a good citizen lies in both ruling and being ruled
(&pxetv, &pxeobat). But recognizing that the notion of ‘being ruled” might suggest to some
readers a suggestion of servility, he takes pains to distinguish between two different kinds of
rule, the rule of a master (&pxr) dectmoTikr) over his slaves, and political rule (&pxn
moArTikr}), which is exercised over free men and equals (Pol. 3.4, 1277a-b). While a master
need not learn how to perform the activities of his slaves (indeed, if he engaged in such
practices regularly, there would cease to be a distinction between master and slave), the
only way a citizen can learn how to rule well is through being ruled: ouk éoTiv €U &pEat un
apxBévTa. locasta seems to be endorsing a similar view, though she focuses primarily on
the virtues of equality and fairness, iodTns, and only briefly hints that such an arrangement
might involve submission to rule when she notes the defeat (vikcopevos), and then the
slavery, of the day and night. Unlike Aristotle’s discussion, however, her language would do
little to assuage her son’s, or the audience members’, anxieties about the potentially servile
connotations of submitting to another’s rule.

One further term — and one with important agonistic connotations — that becomes a
theme in Iocasta’s response to Eteocles is pthoTipia (531-4). She personifies it, calling it
the most wicked of all the daemons (kakioTns Saipudveov) and an unjust god (&Bikos Beds).
It has caused the destruction of many houses and wealthy cities, and now Eteocles is driven
mad with it. It is much better (k&AAiov), she argues, to honor equality/fairness (Tipav
ioétnTa), which binds friend to friend, city to city, ally to ally. Thus, the love of honor is
opposed to the honoring of equality. And she goes on to make it clear that by ‘love of
honor,” ptAoTuia, she understands specifically the honoring of T6 TAéov, which she also
associates with the honoring of tyranny, which may appear to be honorable/valuable, but is
in fact empty: mepiBAémecBan Tipov; kevov pév olv (551).

As Dover points out, ptAoTipia (much as with another Greek word with immediate
connotations of competitiveness, @tAovikia) is an extremely ambiguous term, which might
be translated in one context as “patriotism,” but “could shade into aggression, pride, and
boastfulness.”’5" Aristotle also notes, and attempts to give an explanation for, the ambiguity
of the word. He explains that words beginning with gitAo-are generally ambiguous, and that
we use PIAOTIHOS as a term of praise, when we are suggesting that someone is more
@A\STIHOS than of ToAAoi, while we use it as a term of reproach when suggesting that
someone is ‘too” pIASTIHOS. In fact, since there is no word that properly signifies the
‘golden mean’ of ambition, or competitiveness, the two extremes (IASTIHOS and
aPASTIHOS) are actually in competition with each other!'s

But Iocasta’s pejorative use of the word does not exactly reflect Aristotle’s
explanation of how it is generally used as a term of reproach. She is not criticizing Eteocles
merely for loving honor too much, but rather for misunderstanding the true nature of
honor and the honorable. pihoTuia, or at least the prthoTipia exhibited by Eteocles, is
misguided because it assumes that 7O TAéov and 1} Tupavvis are Tipa, even though, as
Iocasta argues, the former holds nothing but a name, and the latter is empty. So while the
agonistic society described by such scholars as Gouldner and Cohen is made up of
aristocratic rivals who compete in an ongoing ‘zero-sum’ contest for honor, Tiur, (a view

150 There is perhaps some ambiguity in her statement. It might be an argument a fortiori: “even slaves can
share, but you cannot, even though you are a ruler?” Or she may intend to invoke the great benefit that day
and night provide for men through their sharing and to suggest that her sons ought to do the same.

15t Dover 1974: 231-3.

1522 NE 1125b: @veovipou 8 oUons Tijs MLECOTNTOS, €S EPTIUTS EOIKEV AUPIORTTEIV T& &kpa.
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that is not challenged by Aristotle, who merely points out that one’s competitive zeal should
be kept to the proper level), locasta complicates the game considerably by problematizing
the very meaning of honor. By setting herself in opposition to pithoTiuia, and in favor of
equality and fairness, we might be tempted to say that Iocasta is rejecting competition
altogether. But remember that she is the one who summoned her sons to this agon in the
first place. Rather, she envisions a healthy competition in which the prize sought after is
true honor, which she argues is to be identified with T6 {oov, not T6 Aéov.'s3 Eteocles, in
fact, is the one who is hostile to any formal, or rule-oriented competition, since he prefers to
place himself above all rivals, as is evidenced by his reluctance to debate his brother. In this
respect, Eteocles is like Alcibiades, who, according to Andocides, stole his fellow Athenian’s
horses to use in the chariot race at the Olympics and would allow no one to compete with
him. Andocides says that he differs from the Spartans in the following respect: while they
tolerate defeat (GvéxovTtal TTcdHeVOL) even from their allies competing with them, he has
clearly stated that he will not allow anyone to compete with him in his desires.'s* Note the
similarity between Andocides’ description of the Spartans (&véxovTai fjTTcopevor) and
Iocasta’s description of night and day, which are defeated without experiencing any envy
(koUdéTepov aUTAV PBOVOV EXEL VIKLOUEVOD).

Jocasta's appearance in this agon as arbitrator suggests a model for competitive
discourse that could potentially have real practical value. Her analysis of the debate
between her two sons, and her criticisms of both of them, seem to be more or less
recommended to the audience. But the reason there is still no resolution is that she does not
have the power to bind her sons to her decision - they simply ignore her and carry on their
quarrel. The model that would appear to be recommended here, however, is not that of
democracy, but is rather more along the lines of a philosopher king, or in this case, queen.
The mentality according to which Jocasta forms her judgment is a far cry from that, for
example, of the fickle and boisterous democratic assembly described by the messenger in
the Orestes (866-956). She does, in fact, come across quite a bit like a philosopher, who,
sadly, is in no position to affect the outcome of the narrative.

4. pdoTn ia andreversalin  Iphigenia in Aulis

If one approaches verbal competition with the assumption that its function is to
produce a resolution of the conflict between the two parties, then the agon between
Agamemnon and Menelaus in IA seems to offer one of the very few successes in Greek
tragedy.’ However, it may be argued that it is too successful, since both members prove to
be so persuasive that each becomes convinced of the other’s position, with the result that,
even if there is no longer any animosity between them, the actual content of their
disagreement has not really been advanced, only the positions have been reversed.
Nonetheless, they do manage to move from a state of enmity to one of proper fraternal
friendliness. And in the course of their fierce debate and subsequent reconciliation, a

153 We might understand hers as a non-zero-sum model, in which the honor of winning is retained without
there being any shame in losing.

154 In. Alc. 28: ToooUTov 8¢ Siagpépel Aakedaipovicov, OoT Ekeivol Hév Kal UTTO TV OUUHEX WY
AVTaywVILopéveov AvéXoVTal IITTWHEVOL, OUTOS 88 oUd’ UTTO TV TOAITEVY, AAAE pavepdds eipnkev
oUK EMTPEYEIY Tols avTembBupolot Tvos.

155 Lloyd 1992: 15 notes that it is unclear to what extent Agamemnon’s arguments have persuaded Menelaos
and to what extent Menelaos’ change of heart is due rather to his brother’s tears and to the interrupting
messenger speech.
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transformation of their attitudes toward verbal competition is revealed through their use of
the words @IASdTIHOY and @iAoTipia.

Menelaus has just intercepted a letter that Agamemnon is trying to send to his wife,
in which he begs her to ignore his former request that she come to Aulis with their
daughter, Iphigenia. He is furious that Agamemnon has changed his mind about sacrificing
his daughter, and, among his litany of reproaches regarding Agamemnon’s fickle, disloyal
character, he accuses him of trying to buy T giAéTipov from his peers through his
fawning, servile behavior (Tameivds) — shaking everyone’s hand and addressing even those
who don’t wish to be addressed:

s Tamewos Noba, waons de€ias Tpoobiyydvawv

Kai BUpas éxcov akAjoTous TG BéAovTi SnuoTddov

kai 818ovus mpdopnotv EETs TAO! - Kei ur} Tis BéAot -
Tols TpdTois {nTddv Tpiacbal TO PIASTIHOY Ek péoov;

How humble you were, grasping every right hand and keeping the doors
unlocked for any commoner who wished to enter and addressing everyone
in turn - even if he didn't wish to be addressed - seeking by those manners to
buy a competitive edge (T IASTIHOY) from the 'middle’.

(339-42)

This is a very odd use of the word iAéTipov. Instead of accusing Agamemnon of being so
@AéTnos that he tried to buy Tiur, as one might expect him to do, Menelaos instead
makes the neuter substantive TO IASTIHOV, not the motive, but the target of his actions.
But elite competition is supposed to be a competition for honor, not for ‘honor-loving,” and
at any rate, surely Agamemnon already had plenty of the latter, so why should it be of
particular value to him? This somewhat uncommon use of the word, I suggest, marks it as
of particular thematic significance; and when it is repeated three more times, its importance
to the scene is made all the more certain.'® Its agonistic connotation is further emphasized
by ék péoov, 'from the middle,' since 'the middle' is the place where contests traditionally
take place, and where the prizes of a contest are placed.’”

Agamemnon, in his subsequent rhesis, deploys the term in a different kind of attack,
which simultaneously serves as a kind of defense to the charge that his brother has made.
He suggests that Menelaus is not really angry (or bitter) about Agamemnon’s @IASTILOV:
ovU 8dkvel oe TO PIASTIMOY ToUpOV (385). Again, we would expect the word Tiur] here
instead, since we understand the scarce commodity, the prize of elite competition, to be
honor, not the love of honor, and thus it would make sense for the winner’s Tiur to ‘bite,’
‘sting,” ‘eat at’ the loser. But both of the brothers seem to agree that what Agamemnon won
(or purchased) when he obtained the leadership of the Greek forces was not Tiur} but
rather TO @IASTIHOV. As we will see in Chapter 3, Aeschines similarly uses the word
@AoTipia as a kind of commodity - and in both cases, it is a commodity that is obtained
unfairly.’s® But what is Euripides trying to get at here?

156 Mastronarde notes in his Phoen. commentary (for line 532) that the word piAéTipov here, in the IA,
virtually means “the supreme command.” That may be true, but my suggestion is that such a use of the word
would strike the audience as somewhat unusual.

157 At I1. 3.69, Paris asks that he and Menelaus be placed év péoocp to fight over Helen and all her possessions.
And Dem. 4.5 mentions the &6Aa ToU TToAéuou keipey’ év péow.

158 [.e. when these words are used concretely, as the object, rather than the motive, of desire, they always
suggest the kind of 'bad exchange' described by Ferrari 1988.

48



The point, I suggest, of using the word in this way is to focus in on the brothers’
attitudes to competition and to make this aspect of the debate not just about honor, but
about the complicated ethics of the competition for honor. Menelaus suggests that
Agamemnon was concealing his true desires (TG Sokelv pév ouxi xprileov, 16 8¢
BovuAeobat B¢Acov, 'in appearance not desiring it, but in actual will wanting it," 338) when
he tried to buy 16 iAéTinov (which I suggest we might consider translating as ‘a
competitive edge’). But even so, the behavior that he exhibited did not appear to be very
'honorable' —in fact, it was quite the opposite. One would assume the honor-loving man to
be characterized by aggression and military exploits, but Agamemnon was overly friendly to
everyone (not just his piAot), he was fawning, cloying, Tamevds.s? Thus, along with the
charges of fickleness and dishonesty, there clearly seems to be the additional criticism that
he affected this kind of utterly non-competitive disposition in order to obtain the position in
which he could act competitively. Then once he obtained his objective, he completely
transformed his character, stopped being @iAos to his piAot, and returned the bolts to his
doors. Unlike Tocasta in Phoen., Menelaos is not rejecting @tAoTipia but rather
reproaching Agamemnon both for his Jack of it before he obtained the command of the
army and for his failure to care for his gpiAot afterwards. It is as if he has gone from the
Aristotelean defect directly to the excess without ever pausing at the mean.

But if; in both speeches of the agon, T6 @tAdTIHOV represents for both men an
object of value and desire and a potential cause of envy (though not one without
complications), after their reconciliation it becomes a much more straightforward term of
reproach, which they can now employ, from a united front, against their opponents.
Agamemnon calls prophesy, the art that he holds responsible for pressuring him to kill his
daughter, a pIASéTIHOV KaKOV (520). And a few lines later, Menelaos complains that
Odysseus, who knows about the whole affair, is consumed by @itAoTuia, a frightful evil:
PAoTIia HEv EvéxeTal, SEVG KAk (527).1

Significantly, both of these objects of derision manifest their ‘love of honor’ through
speech. Soothsayers use the divine authority of their utterances to increase their influence
and honor; while Odysseus, of course, is the paragon of artful speech. Furthermore, just
before Menelaos mentions Odysseus’ prhoTipia, Agamemnon notes his shiftiness and his
alliance with the ‘mob’: ToikiAog &ei mépuke ToU T dxAou péta (‘he is always shifty by
nature and with the crowd,' 526). This language echoes Agamemnon’s critical assessment of
his own noble status, which, paradoxically, makes him a slave to the mob and prevents him
from expressing himself freely:

UTfABe Saipcov, coTe TV coPlopdTwOV
TOAAG YevéoBal TAV EUEOV COPLITEPOS.

1 SuoyEvela &’ cog EXEL TI XPT|OILOV.

kal yap dakpioal padicos auTols Exel,
ATavT& T’ elTelv. TG BE yevvaic puotv
&voAPa taUTta. mpootdtny 8¢ Tol Riov
TOV Sykov Exouey TE T’ ExAc Soulevopev.

159 This description of Agamemnon’s behavior actually corresponds quite well to Plato’s description of the
timocratic man, who is generally characterized by his Bupoeidés but is nonetheless gentle (fjuepos) to free
men and excessively obedient (6pd8pa UTrikoos) to those in power (Rep. 549a).

160 The connection between the mantic art and Odysseus is reinforced by the fact that the word oTéppua is
used to describe both: 520 TO pavTikdY TV oTépua PIASTIHOY KAKOY, 524 TO Z10UPEIOV OTIEPUA TTEVT
o1dev TASE.
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A divinity came upon me and proved to be much wiser than my
rationalizations (co@lopaTeov). But indeed ignoble status contains
something useful. For it allows one to cry easily, and to say everything. For
the man who is noble by nature, these blessings are absent. I keep the masses
the leader of my life, and I am enslaved to the crowd.

(444-50)

Along with his newfound rejection of pthoTipia, Agamemnon has replaced the old
copiopaTa with a divine wisdom (or rather a wise divinity), which makes him lament his
responsibility to the masses and wish that he could weep and ‘say everything.” Similarly,
Menelaos, after the reconciliation, will now say what he believes clearly, from the heart,
without any motive or premeditation: KATOPVUW' .. .EpPETV OOI TATO Kapdias capdds/ Kal
un "mitndes undev &AN Soov ppovéd ('T swear that I will tell you clearly from the heart
nothing calculated, but all that I think," 473-6).

In order for this reconciliation to take place (an extremely rare outcome for a tragic
agon, as we noted), the two disputants have had to firmly reject artful speech, the love of
honor, the influence of the masses, and even the noble, elite status (T yevvaic puow)
that might compel one to engage in such verbal competition in the first place. In short, the
‘success’ of this agon has been brought about through a complete and total rejection of the
entire agonistic culture that made it possible. And the practical utility of verbal competition,
in this case, seems to be like Wittgenstein’s early model for the use of language in general:
you climb up the ladder only to knock it down once you have reached the top.***

But it must be noted that this rejection of elite competitive culture manifests itself in
a decidedly competitive stance. In their disdainful reproaches against the art of prophecy
and against Odysseus, they no longer invoke giAoTipia as a potential motivator of bribes or
envy, that is, as something of great value but (or rather, for that very reason) susceptible to
corruption and misuse. Yet they do continue to use the term as a sort of weapon against
their opponents. In the agon proper, the relative status of the two brothers was very much a
point of contention. Even before the brothers began their debate speeches, when
Agamemnon first came across Menelaos arguing with the old man about the letter,
Menelaos felt compelled to assert his superiority over the old man, insisting that his higher
status should give his words more authority: oupds oux 6 ToUde nibos kuplcdTEPOS
Aéyew (‘my account, not his, has more authority to be spoken,' 318). And after establishing
his superiority to the old man, he proceeded to disabuse Agamemnon of any notions that he
might have had about his own status relative to his brother, insisting that he is no slave to
Agamemnon: 0dg 8¢ SoUAog ouk €puv (330). After the reconciliation, however, it is as if
their relationship as giAot, and all the obligations that such a relationship entails, all of a
sudden trumps their relationship as elite competitors, who must compete with one another
over the honors that come with positions of leadership, as well as the honors that come with
the acquisition (and retention) of a wife who will arouse envy (whether because of her
beauty, like Menelaos’, or her virtue, as Agamemnon believes of his).** But free from the
competition for honor, and the enslavement to the &xAos that such a competition entails,
their competitive drives are not dissipated but only realigned.’ Thus, I suggest that
Euripides, in this agon, gives the audience an opportunity to reflect on the impossibility of
stepping outside of the agonistic culture in which elite Greeks lived. On the other hand,
Euripides himself, the poet, does have the privilege of keeping his head above the fray and

161 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus 6.54.

162 Note Agamemnon’s reproach of the ptAdyauol pvnoTiipes at 392.

163 One might think here of the ‘middling’ ideology that Morris 1996 examines in early Greek poetry, which
“contested on all points” (21) the “agonal society” described by Burckhardt (34-5).
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of presenting the competition from a more disinterested position, though of course within
the context of a dramatic competition.

5. Competitive disparities in Andromache

The Andromache is a particularly agonistic work through and through. It contains
three full agons,'® and the first one, between Andromache and Hermione, arises quite
abruptly (though there may be a lacuna just before the agon) very early in the play (by
Lloyd’s rather strict list, earlier in the play than any other Euripidean agon). It is this first
agon that establishes the tensions that will pervade the rest of the play, and it is also the one
that takes competition (verbal and otherwise) as one of its major themes. One of the striking
features of the way this agon thematizes competition is the seemingly endless multiplication
of disparate competitive relations that are invoked: between free and slave, Greek and
foreign, man and woman, young and old, parent and child, and more abstractly, between
beauty and virtue. While equality, TO {oov, was a major theme in the debates that we
examined above, this debate is all about inequality.

The parodos and the first two stasima are also explicitly concerned with
competition.’ And it is worth dwelling on these choral passages for a moment, since they
will help to give us some context for our interpretation of the agon. In the first stasimon, the
women of the chorus describe the judgment of Paris, using language that emphasizes the
agonistic elements of the scene in a number of ways:

1 ueydAcov axéwv &p’ UtiipEev, 81" 18aiav
¢s vatrav A8’ 6 Mai-

as Te kai A1ds TdkOos,

TpimwAov dpua Saipdvwov

&ywv 1O kaAAiluyis,

gp181 oTUYyEPG KekopuBuUévov eUpopPias
otabuovs émi BouTa...

(This) indeed began the great sorrows, when the son of Maia and Zeus came to the
glen of Ida, leading a beautifully yoked, three-horse chariot of divinities, helmeted
with the hateful contest of beauty, to the stables of the shepherd...

(274-80)

The three goddesses that Hermes leads to the glen of Ida are described as a beautifully
yoked, three-horse chariot of divinities. Since a &pua can be either a racing-chariot or a
war-chariot, the imagery of both athletic and military competition is achieved by the single
word. Furthermore, the word for ‘leading,” &ycov here may be a pun for ‘competition,’
aycwv. We are given a clue that the pun is intended by the fact that &ycov, as the first word
in its line, receives a sort of echo in the first word of the following line, ép1d1, another word
for ‘competition.’

164 This is the only play in which Lloyd recognizes so many agons (Dubischar, who defines the agon scene less
strictly, finds three agons in Hec., Supp., Or., and IA. as well). I will only be discussing the first one.

165 Though competition is not thematized to the same extent in the third or fourth stasima, they do contain
some agonistic language as well. Cf. 779-80, kpeiooov 8¢ vikav ur| kakédogov £€ew 1) EUv pBSVe opaAAev
Buvdpel Te dikav; and 1020-21, kai povious &vdpdv auiAAas €0eT’ doTepavous.
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In the second stasimon (465-493), they express their disapproval of the husband
who takes two wives and of the resulting rivalries (p1das).' They then extend the theme
of rivalry to other fields of endeavor where there should be a single authority figure. Two
tyrants are not easier to bear than one, and indeed they give rise to ot&ots (471-5); the
Muses tend to produce rivalry (éptv) among poets (TekdvTotw 8’ Uuvov épydTaiv Suoiv/
€pw MoU-/ oai pihouot kpaivelv, 476-8); and a single steersman is better than two (479-
80). The first example, about the tyrants, seems more or less appropriate to the context.
Likewise, the third example, about the steersman, makes perfect sense, although it is
concluded with a proposition that might seem unreasonably hostile to democratic
government: the chorus generalizes that a large group of wise men is weaker than a single,
less intelligent man who has full authority (co@cov Te TAT6os &Bpdov &obevéoTepov/
pavAoTépas Ppevods auTokpaToUs. 481-2). But the second example is the most striking,
and, not surprisingly, it has given scholars some trouble. The idea seems to be that two
poets should not try to compose a single work together because they will inevitably quarrel.
But it is difficult to see how this kind of rivalry is commonplace, as the chorus claims; and
their statement, at any rate, is cast in quite general terms about the undesirability of €pig
between two poets ('fashioners of song'). Why would poetic rivalry as such be a bad thing?
Would we really be better off without any of these poetic contests? It is hard not to see this
mention of rival poets here as an echo, and a reversal, of Hesiod's poets, who were engaged
in good competition (though spurred by envy). 7 It seems to me that there is a hint here
that competition is very far from a cut and dry ethical issue. The Phthian women are simply
trying to generalize their disapproval of the rivalry between Hermione and Andromache,
but in so doing, they end up going so far as to appear to reject poetic rivalry in general,
presumably including the very dramatic competition in which they are taking part as
chorus. Instead of wracking our brains to come up with an example of a poetic rivalry with
sufficiently negative associations to fit the context, as scholars have done, I believe the
chorus’ sentiment is much more powerful when seen as a decidedly metatheatrical moment
— one that is meant to make us question the very point the chorus is making and regard with
suspicion any attempt to devalue competition wholesale.

Going back to the parodos, which is the scene that anticipates the agon, the women
of the chorus there introduce the themes of the agon, expressing their hope that they can
provide some relief from the irresolvable toils that have locked Hermione and Andromache
in ‘hateful feud,” €p1®1 oTuyepa (122) - the exact phrase that they use to describe the
beauty contest of the goddesses in the first stasimon (279). They caution Andromache
against engaging in a competition with her masters (deomdTars GuAA, 127). And they
also hint that there is at least a mild transgression in their allegiance to Andromache, since
they have decided to overlook ethnic differences and come to this Asian woman despite the
fact that they are Phthian:

DBi&xs Suws EpoAov ToTi oav Ao Tida yévvav,
&l Tl ool duvaipav

&Kos TGV SUCAUTWV TTOVOV TEUETY,

ol ot kai Epuidvav €pidi oTuyepd ouvékAnoav.

166 However, as Stevens notes, ép1das is probably corrupt, since the first syllable should be long. The rare
Tonic accusative drjpias, also meaning ‘contest,” has been suggested.

167 Stevens ad loc. notes that some scholars have suggested Hesiod WD 11-26 as an example of the type of
competition that Euripides has in mind (even though Hesiod is talking about good €pis); others cite the
contest between Aeschylus and Simonides over the composition of an epitaph for the men who died at
Marathon; and one suggests Aristophanes’” and Eupolis’ collaboration over the Knights. None of these poetic
contests appear to be terribly destructive (as Stevens notes).
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Although a Phthian woman, I came to your Asian stock, to see if I could
contrive a remedy for your irresolvable toils, which have locked you and
Hermione together in hateful contention.

(119-22)

This allegiance is explained partly by their pity for her, but it is clear that there is also some
degree of class solidarity at play here, since they are afraid of their mistress, and
significantly, are reduced to silence at her approach (poBw & fiouxiav &youev, 142-3).

Hermione suddenly appears, and launches into the first rhesis of the agon,
beginning with what at first seems to be a vain boast about the luxury of her clothing, but
finally reveals itself to be an assertion of her right to free speech.

KOOUOV HEV AUl kpaTi xpuoéas XAidfs
oTOAUSY Te XpwTOs TOVdE ToIkiAwv TéTACOV
oV TéV AxiAAéws oudt TTnAéws &mro

Bducov amapxas delp’ Exous’ aPIkSUNV,
AAA" gk Aakaivns ZmapTidTidos x6ovos
MevéAaos Nuiv Talta ScopelTal TaTrp
ToAAoTs ouv €8vols, 30T EAeubepooTOUETV.

I came with an ornament of golden luxury about my head and this raiment
of colorful clothing on my skin, not the choice offerings from the homes of
Achilles or Peleus; but my father, Menelaos, from the Laconic, Spartan
land, gives them to me along with a great dowry, so I may speak freely.
(147-53)

Though Stevens (ad loc.) interprets the statement as a claim that her wealth should give her
the right to speak, I think that the emphasis is rather on her status as wife versus
Andromache’s status as concubine.'®® She wants to contrast her legitimate marriage to
Neoptolemus with Andromache’s illegitimate pretensions to marriage. She has a real dowry
and clothing of her own (which happens to be golden, luxurious, and ornate), which she
received from her father, while whatever Andromache has is only hers out of the generosity
of her new household. Thus, she should be able to speak freely, and the dowryless
Andromache, she implies, should not.

The very next line (154), in which she says, ‘So then, I respond to you (pl.) with
these words’ (Unés pgv oUv Toiod” dvtapeifopat Adyois) has been suspected. Diggle
excises the line because it is unclear exactly to whom or to what statement Hermione would
be responding. Stevens suggests that, instead of excising the line, we might assume a lacuna
after the chorus’ last line, in which the coryphaios would have announced the arrival of
Hermione in iambics or anapaests and may also have said something to which Hermione’s
opening statement might have been an appropriate response (he cites Alc. 136-40 as a
parallel). The suggestion that she would be asserting her right to speak freely as a response
to the chorus’ comment about their own sympathy with Andromache is rejected because
“actors do not normally allude to what is said in choral odes” (though he notes the
exception at OT'216).

I think there very well may be a lacuna, but I also wonder if we might read
Hermione’s opening statement as a response, not to the chorus members’ expression of

168 As Kovacs 1980: 56 recognizes.
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pity, but to their announcement that they must keep silent (ouxiav &youev) when
Hermione approaches. Since Hermione’s statement is not only an insistence that her
status affords her a right to speak, but also a denial of anyone else’s right to speak, it could
be a response to the chorus that affirms their own abdication of the right to speak. Her
comment would be aimed directly at the chorus, but also indirectly at Andromache, since
she proceeds to contrast Andromache’s status with her own. And her lumping Andromache
and the chorus together, as all lacking the credentials to speak freely, could be seen as an
attempt to hijack the agon: if her opponent has no right to speak, and the chorus, which
would normally make a short comment at the end of each speech, has no right to speak,
then perhaps we will be treated to a single-speech agon, from which Hermione will most
certainly emerge victorious.”” And thus Hermione would be exhibiting the same kind of
behavior that we saw in Eteocles in The Phoenician Women, who likewise was reluctant to
engage in the agon and generally wanted to remain above all potential rivals.

At any rate, before Hermione ever gets to the actual charge — that Andromache has
used magic to render her barren in order to take over her position in Neoptolemus’ home —
she spends most of her rhesis enumerating all of the reasons why Andromache’s status
makes her unworthy as a rival. She is a slave, and one whose reduction to slavery came
about as a consequence of defeat in war (155); she is a foreigner, and her shameful
‘marriage’ to her husband’s killer (as if she had a choice in the matter) reflects the lawless,
incestuous relations endorsed by barbarians (170-3). In fact, if she hopes to find salvation,
she must humble herself and fall before Hermione’s knees: 8¢l §” avTi TGOV Tpiv OARicov
PPOVNUATWY TTTHEAL/ TATEWNY TTPOOTIECETV T EUOV YOwu ('instead of your former
happy thoughts, you must cower humbly and fall before my knee,' 164-5).77* It is a
commonplace in Greek oratory to characterize one’s opponent as beneath his circle of
rivals; and as Cohen suggests, such posturing about the absence of any feud can be taken as
a sure sign that there is a feud.”” But in this agon, Hermione takes that strategy to an
extreme, spending a good deal of her speech, in a sense, arguing about the impossibility of
there being any agon. And of course, unlike the supercilious scorn exhibited by elite orators
in real trial speeches, Hermione’s complaint about the extreme disparity in status is both
more and less truthful: Andromache really is a slave, but she used to be a queen.

One of Hermione’s charges that scholars have found particularly unreasonable is
her association of Andromache’s relationship to her husband’s killer with the barbarian
endorsement of incest. But here, I think, we might better understand her point if we
consider what she might be trying to say about competition and rivalry within the
household. As for the structure of the argument, first she notes how foolish Andromache is
to dare to sleep with her husband’s killer; then she compares such behavior to the mixing of
father with daughter, son with mother, and sister with brother, which she claims is typical
of barbarians; then she comments that such behavior results in the murder of oi piATaTo;
and finally, she generalizes that it is bad for a husband to hold the reins of two women.

gls ToUTO & TiKels aduabias, duocTnve oV,
il Taudl TaTpds, 8s ooV dAecev OO,
ToAuds Euveldetv kai Tékv’ avBévtou Tapa

169 And if there is a lacuna, perhaps they further emphasized their need to keep silent in the missing passage.
170 This impression is reinforced if we consider that forms of aueifopat usually appear only in the second
speech of an agon. Thus, Hermione fashions her rhesis as the final one (which Schlesinger 1937: 96 argues is
generally the better, and the victorious, one).

17t Note that Tamewds was the word that Menelaos used to describe Agamemnon in his servile campaigning.
72 Cohen 1995: 78-9: “In such relationships the quasi-ritual act of denigrating the standing of one’s opponent
as not within the community of rivals for honor is at the same time an affirmation of that standing.”
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TIKTEW. ToloUTOV &V TO PapPBapov yévos:
TaThip Te BuyaTpl Tais Te uNTPl HiyvuTal
képn T' &BeAPD, Six pdvou &’ ol pidTaTol
XwpoUot, kail TS’ oudev ECeipyel VOUOS.
& ur) Tap’ Nuas elopep’ oUdE yap kaAov
duolv yuvaikoiv avdp’ év’ nviag Exelv...

You have come to such a level of foolishness, you wretch, that you dare to
sleep with the son of a father who killed your husband and to bear children
from the murderer. The whole barbarian race is like that: father mixes with
daughter, son with mother, and girl with brother, and those most closely
related depart through murder; and law prevents none of these things.
Don't bring these practices among us; for neither is it good for a single man
to hold the reins of two women...

(170-178)

What is the connection between sleeping with someone who by all rights should be your
bitterest enemy and sleeping with someone who is not an €x8pds, but is too close a pilos
for that kind of relation? In both situations, there is a failure to recognize boundaries that
should designate certain people as improper objects of sexual desire. And in bringing up the
matter of incest, Hermione is not merely bolstering her invective with sexual slander, but
she is also hinting that there are practical consequences for the failure to acknowledge such
boundaries. The problem with the custom of barbarians is that it imagines everyone as a
potential object of desire, which means that the field of potential rivals is likewise extended
to an insupportably wide group. In the case of incest, pihot are allowed to pursue amorous
relations with one another, and thus rivalries develop where there should be none. And
murder, Hermione claims, is often the result. But the failure to respect boundaries of
enmity can also produce unwanted rivalry in the household, as is the case in the current
situation. And these rivalries likewise can result in the murder of oi piATaTot, as is
demonstrated when Neoptolemus is killed at the end of the play, with Hermione’s tacit
approval.'”3

The chorus, in commenting on Hermione’s rhesis, presents an alternate, and much
more simplistic, explanation for the cause of household rivalry. It is caused not so much by
these various improper sexual relations as simply by the way women think: émigpBovov T1
Xprida BnAeias ppevods/ kai Euyyduoiol Suopeves paAioT’ aei ('the possession of a
female mind is a hateful thing, and it is always most hostile to the husbands,' 181-2). The
word émigpBovov serves both as a general term of disapproval (‘hateful’) and as an account
of agonistic motive (‘prone to envy’).17+

Andromache’s rhesis in response to Hermione, as has been noted by scholars, is a
better organized and more sophisticated piece of rhetorical argumentation than that of her

73 Kovacs 1980: 57-8 suggests that Hermione’s point is that Andromache, and barbarians generally, favor
familial ties, which are ties of blood and thus representative of puois, over the ties of marriage, which are
representative of vouos. But his suggestion is not consistent with Andromache’s later description of her rather
extreme loyalty to Hector. As for Hermione’s comment about familial murder, he suggests that this too
reflects an over-insistence on blood ties, since “it occurs in the same overly close families as incest.” I would
say rather that it warns of the practical consequences (whether of an over-insistence on blood ties or, as I
suggest, of a failure to recognize boundaries, i.e. an excess of @tAia).

74 Agamemnon uses the word in a similar way in IA, in the line right before Menelaos begins the first rhesis of
the agon (333), though the text is uncertain. Both Diggle and Murray print it as €0 kekdpyeuoal Tovnpd:
YA&oo’ Emigbovov coer.
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opponent.'”s It includes a prooimion, in which she laments the futility of her pleading,
despite the justice of her case. The rhetorical topos acquires a singular force in this agon
however because, in contrast to its use as a kind of rather disingenuous captatio
benevolentiae in forensic oratory, her pleading really is futile. She then goes on to make a
series of arguments €€ eikdTwv, which, again, though in form typical of Greek forensic
rhetoric, in this particular context are rather remarkable. Her arguments are meant to
demonstrate that it would be preposterous for her ever to compete with Hermione. In that
sense she is echoing Hermione’s own arguments and using them against her: if her status is
so lowly as Hermione describes it, then why would she ever imagine that there would be
any point in competing with her? That argument would seem to be contradicted somewhat
by the fact that it is made in the course of a verbal competition with Hermione, and a
skillful one at that.

But Andromache goes even further in characterizing herself as non-competitive.
She explains that whenever Hector was ‘tripped up’ by Aphrodite, far from competing with
those women as rivals, she helped him in his love (Euvripcov, 223),'7¢ and even offered her
breast to the bastard offspring. It is difficult to say exactly how the audience members
would have reacted to this statement, whether they would have approved of Andromache’s
total submission to the authority of her husband or would have been shocked by the
extremity of her selflessness — perhaps they would have had both reactions simultaneously.
But they certainly would see that Andromache is presenting herself as completely devoid of
competitive drive, either with her husband or with any of his love interests.

Her characterization of Hermione, not surprisingly, is the opposite. But part of her
strategy is to reconfigure the elements of the contest that Hermione has outlined. While
Hermione seemed to imagine that the competition was between herself and Andromache
over Neoptolemus as the prize, Andromache makes the contest between Hermione and
Neoptolemus. A wife, she argues, should never engage in a contest of wits with her
husband, even if he is a bad husband: xp1) yap yuvaika, kav kakéd mdoel 5061,/
oTépyew, GUAA&GY T' oUk Exev ppovrjnaTos (‘for a woman, even if she is given to a bad
husband, should love him and not have a contest of intellect,' 213-14). The implication is
that, in pursuing a rivalry with Andromache, Hermione is presuming to know better than
her husband what is best for the household and is thus in competition with him.
Andromache on the other hand, in showing love toward Hector’s love interests, was
showing that she considered his opinions to be superior to her own. Thus, in a sense she is
reminding Hermione that the contest they are engaged in is not the same one that elite
males engage in for their sexual prizes. In this contest, where two women are fighting over
an elite male, it is the prize itself that by all rights should be holding the reins.'”

Andromache goes on to make another charge against Hermione of inappropriate
rivalry. After suggesting that Hermione is so afraid to lose her husband that she will not
even allow a drop of dew to settle upon him, she warns her not to seek to surpass her
mother, Helen, in her love of men: un trv TekoUoav 11 pthavdpia, yuvai,/ LrjTel
TapeABeiv ('do not seek, woman, to surpass your mother in zeal for men,' 229-30). The
meaning of the word pitAavdpia can range from ‘devotion to one’s husband,” or ‘wifely
jealousy,’ to ‘love of men in general.” Stevens suggests that since Hermione is demonstrating
an excess of devotion to her husband, whereas Helen’s brand of piAav8pia is quite the

75 Cf. Lloyd 1992: 53-4.

176 Stevens suggests ‘I helped you in these affiars’ rather than Paley’s ‘T loved those whom you loved.’

77 An interesting parallel for this confusion of the different participants in the contest emerges from Cohen
1991: 183, where he discusses Pausanius’ speech in Plat. Symp. As Cohen notes, there was often fierce rivalry
between admirers, but here he describes the contest as between the lover and the beloved: “...[T]he victory
of the erastes means the defeat of the eromenos.”
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opposite, Andromache may be exploiting the ambiguity of the word here. But I am inclined
to say that she is doing more than that. She is suggesting that the two different kinds of
phavdpia are derived from the same fundamental trait. If we understand piAavdpia as a
kind of competitive zeal for men, then we can see that, at one time, a husband may be its
target, and at another time, some other man may be. And, if that is the point that
Andromache is making, then it is certainly borne out by the subsequent action of the play. If
the only thing Hermione was suffering from was ‘wifely jealousy,’ then it would be hard to
imagine how she could so easily drop her husband for Orestes — and not lift a finger to
prevent his murder. So Hermione’s inappropriately excessive competitiveness is such that
not only is she in competition with her husband, but she is also in competition with her
mother to see who can be more competitive in regard to men. Excessive indeed.

Thus, the two rheseis of the agon, in addition to clarifying the positions of the two
women, also present contrasting versions of how a household rivalry such as theirs comes
about. In Hermione’s account, it is not so much excessively competitive behavior that is to
blame, but the failure to respect boundaries and the resulting promiscuity. In
Andromache’s account, it is the competitive zeal that manifests itself in rivalry both with
one’s husband and for one’s husband, and indeed for men in general.

As we have seen, the structure and format of the agon is sometimes thematically
significant in itself. As hostile and uncooperative as the participants may be, for a brief
moment they are taking turns, speaking and listening, ruling and being ruled. In the agons
of the more political tragedies, The Suppliants and The Phoenician Women, the sharing of
speeches served as a kind of reflection on the questions that were being debated about the
sharing of power. However, politics is a man’s business, and despite Iocasta’s very
significant role as arbitrator in The Phoenician Women, the first three agons that we
examined were between males, who argued over male concerns, like power, government,
and war. The Andromache, on the other hand, is very much concerned with female
character and female affairs, even if only as a foil for masculinity.’”® But this agon from the
Andromache, like the other agons above, does instantiate a kind of cooperation, by the
mere fact that, for a brief moment, the two women are taking turns speaking and listening.
And like the agons in Supp. and Phoen., the form of the agon does serve as a reflection for
some of the content. The turn-taking of this agon, however, is a metaphor not for the
sharing of power, but the sharing of husbands. After Andromache instructs Hermione not
to engage in a contest of wits with her husband, she continues by asking her what she would
do if she were married to a tyrant in Thrace, where polygamy is the norm. Would she kill all
the other women...

...E1 8" &u@l Opnknv X1OVI TNV KATAPPUTOV
TUpavvov €oxes &udp’, v’ év pépel Aéxos
8idcool ToAAals els Avrp KowoUpEVOs;

...if you got a kingly husband near Thrace, watered with snow, where one
man shares and gives out his marriage bed to many women in turns?
(215-18).

Here the language of sharing is emphatic. In addition to the participle kovouuevos,
the phrase €v pépel appears once again, a phrase that, as we have seen, is used variously to
describe the format of the tragic agon, Polyneices and Eteocles’ sharing of power, the turn-
taking of democratic institutions, and now the sharing of husbands. Just as Polyneices was

78 Cf. Zeitlin 1990 for the idea that the feminine in tragedy is a foil for masculinity.
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more willing than his brother both to share the rule and to share arguments in the agon,
Andromache is comfortable sharing both speeches and husbands, while Hermione insists
that her status should make her exempt from both kinds of sharing — and both kinds of
rivalry.

In conclusion, the agon scene itself represents a fair, rule-oriented kind of
competition, and its form can serve as a reflection on other kinds of turn-taking, equality,
and shared rule (even if not all of the participants exhibit these qualities in their behavior).
But whether the competitors make their discussion about democracy and tyranny, or about
taking turns in the ruling of a state, or about taking turns with a polygamous husband, the
symbolic value of the agon generally serves to problematize the issues under discussion even
further. And the practical value of the agon is highly questionable in all four of the plays
that we looked at. The only one that resulted in a resolution was the IA, and there the only
thing that was really resolved was the animosity between the brothers, but not their
disagreement about the issue. Yet, even if the characters in the play derive little practical
benefit from the verbal competitions in which Euripides has them engage, we the audience
members are invited to reflect on the practical benefit that we are receiving from these
agons, to ponder the valuable questions that they raise in us about the utility and the
dangers of verbal competition in general, and to consider the broader context of the poetic
agon between the playwrights.
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Chapter 3: Character and Competition in the Courtrooms

1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, we examined the thematization of competition in the
Euripidean agon and found that the audience members' critical faculties were constantly
challenged and/or frustrated by multiple levels of balanced oppositions. Such difficulties
are appropriate for epideictic rhetoric, in which, as Aristotle notes, the spectator is not a
judge of events but only a judge of the ability (SUvais) of the speaker, or in this case, of
the playwright.”” Thus while the tragic agon is clearly inspired by the speeches in the law
courts, its purpose is almost the opposite, since it seems that the audience members'
inability to arrive at a confident decision about the winner of the tragic agon will be a factor
in their positive judgment of the poet’s ability. In forensic rhetoric, on the other hand, both
speeches are not written by the same person, and neither speaker is particularly interested
in achieving balance or in hindering the jury’s ability to make a decision — he naturally
always wants them to decide in his favor.

But the relationship is not that simple. If tragedy is greatly influenced by forensic
rhetoric, the reverse is also true: forensic rhetoric draws a great deal from tragedy as well.™®
And even if the jury members were expected to make judgments about T& yevoueva, past
events, they were hardly able to suspend their appreciation of the rhetor’s SUvauis. Indeed,
once it is generally accepted that rhetoric is an art, then the contents of a speech can never
be judged with a total disregard for its artistry. It is abundantly clear that the Athenians in
particular derived great pleasure from hearing a good speech, that they liked to be moved
by words, and that they loved to judge compositions of all sorts. In fr. 23, Gorgias suggests
that the spectator of a tragedy (which he says is just a Aéyos €xcwov pétpov) who is
deceived shows himself to be all the wiser for it, since not being deceived would suggest a
numbness to the pleasure of words. And Philocleon, in Aristophanes' Wasps is addicted to
serving on the jury, in part, because of the entertainment provided by the litigants. He notes
that, if the tragic actor, Oiagros, finds himself a defendent in court, he will not be acquitted
without first performing a beautiful rhesis from Niobe (578). When an Athenian citizen
came to court to hear two famous rhetors such as Demosthenes and Aeschines, whether as
a member of the jury or as a mere spectator, he undoubtedly had some anticipation of the
opportunity to appreciate, and to critique, the artistry of their speeches.

In fact, although it was often in the orator’s interest to insist that the jury members
attend only to the facts and that they try diligently to ignore the rhetorical gifts of both
disputants as, at best, a mere distraction, it is clear that, especially in those cases where the

179 Rhet. 1358b 2-7: Gvaykn 8¢ 1OV akpoaTrv 1) Becopodv elvan fj kpiTrjv, KPITTV 8¢ TEPL TEV
Yeyevnuéveov 1) Tév peAASvTwv. EoTv 8 6 utv epl TGOV peEAASYTWY kpiveov 6 ékkAnolaoTris, 6 8¢ Tepi
TV Yeyevnuéveov 6 BikaoTrs, 6 8¢ mepl Ts Suvduews 6 Becpds, COoT’ £§ avaykns &v ein Tpia yévn
TV Ady v TGOV PTOPIKEV, SUMPBOUAEUTIKSY, Sikavikdy, émBeikTikdv. Thus the audience member of a
piece of epideictic rhetoric is not a judge, but a spectator, and yet the spectator is the one who 'judges' ability.
0 See especially Hall 1995. Ober 1989: 152-155 discusses the similarities between theatrical and legal
competition, noting that both were contests between elite men judged by mass audiences; he argues that the
theater functioned in part as a kind of training ground for the juries, who would likewise be exposed to
fictionalized narratives, in this case by elite orators presenting themselves as non-elite. Also, note that, when
Aristotle (Rhet. 1413b) distinguishes between 'the written style (1) Aé€is ypagikr}) and 'the competitive style'
(11 Aé€1s &yovioTikn), he calls the written style 'the most precise' and the competitive style 'the most
theatrical' (UTTokpITIkT&TT - the word here means 'best suited for delivery' but is derived from
Utokpivoual, 'to play a theatrical role').
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disputants were politicians (rhetors), they knew very well that rhetorical ability was not
actually irrelevant to the case at all. In addition to proving the facts of his case, it is clear
that a major part of a litigator's task was to demonstrate the uprightness of his character not
only in order to secure the trust of the jury for the factual claims he was making, but also
because it was understood that the judges would be pronouncing their judgment, to a
degree that is perhaps surprising to us, on the basis of which of the disputants they decided
was more useful to the people generally.” And given that his very career, as a successful
rhetor, was dependent on his ability to be an effective verbal competitor on behalf of the
people, a demonstration of rhetorical dUvapis was essential.

It may seem that I am suggesting that we entirely collapse the distinction between
forensic and epideictic rhetoric. As I noted above, Aristotle distinguished the two genres by
saying that, in the former, the audience was to make a judgment about T& yevéueva (past
events), and, in the latter, they were to make a judgment only about the SUvauis (ability) of
the speaker; and here I am suggesting that the SUvauus of the speaker was an extremely
important criterion of judgment in forensic as well. But we can keep the two genres distinct
by considering the great importance that Aristotle accords to 'character arguments,' which
he claims are in fact the most persuasive of the three types of rhetorical argument.”™ He
suggests (1356a 4-7) that the purpose of 'character' arguments is indeed simply to make
oneself appear trustworthy (and presumably to make one's opponent seem the opposite).
But it is clear, as we see in the analyses of several scholars,™ that the jury's consideration of
character was far from limited to their interest in the immediate allegations: they wanted to
preserve the rhetor who was more beneficial to the city and get rid of the one who was
harmful. Further, if one's character, in fifth and fourth century Athens, was established at
least as much by the way one spoke as by any other factor,’ then we have good reason to
understand the jury's consideration of rhetorical dUvauis in a legal trial as part of its general
consideration of character. And if one major challenge in a legal contest was to offer the
jury a more compelling depiction of one's own character than that of one's opponent, then
rhetoric could potentially be not only the medium of the arguments but, to some extent, the
(often implicit) topic as well.

Indeed, one thing that makes the speeches from the long-lasting feud between
Demosthenes and Aeschines so remarkable is the extent to which both men thematize
rhetorical competition, quite explicitly at times. These speeches are not exactly typical of
Greek forensic rhetoric, since the stature of the litigants, their fame as rhetorical experts,
and the nature of the allegations all combine to make rhetorical competition itself much
more of a central theme than in any of the other authentic trial speeches that we have. But
like the agons of Euripides, and like the debate speeches in Thucydides, these speeches give
us a sense of the possibilities within the genre for a quasi-theoretical discussion of rhetorical
competition (and its importance for Athenian society); and they also reveal the great
influence that each genre had on the others, and the way that assumptions and expectations
of the other genres could be utilized and exploited within the speeches. Thus we see
Demosthenes and Aeschines exploiting both ethical and generic assumptions about
rhetorical competition.

81 Cohen 1995: 115: "On the Athenian view, reaching a just result' in a particular case meant considering the
full play of those forces as portrayed in the rhetorical performances of the litigants, performances which aimed
at demonstrating the congruence of the interests of the litigants with those of the demos."

182 1356a 13: AAA& oXeBOV Cos EITTEIY KUPLLOTATNY EXEl THioTIV TO RBOS..

3 Fl.g., Dover 1974: 158: "...the question which a lawsuit or an indictment posed to a Greek jury was not
necessarily or always, 'How can we be fair to this individual?', but "What action in respect of this situation is
likely to have the best consequences for the strength of the community?' See also Todd 1993, Cohen 1995,
Ober 1989.

84 A connection often emphasized by Isocrates.
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Jeffrey Walker has argued for a more positive evaluation of epideictic rhetoric,
which he sees as not only an occasion for clever display, but as "that which shapes and
cultivates the basic codes of value and belief by which a society or culture lives." The
formal distinguishing feature between the epideiktikon and the pragmatikon is that the
latter is ultimately concerned with some sort of institutional transaction of the public
business. But, contrary to modern assumptions, Walker argues (as we noted) that epideictic
is the original form of rhetoric.® But while Walker is primarily concerned with identifying
early rhetorical practice in the poets, we can just as easily work in the other direction. If
pragmatic rhetoric, such as was performed in the assemblies and courtrooms, originated in
the sweet, pleasing words of praise and blame reflected in the poems of Homer and Hesiod,
then the poetic, epideictic nature of such performances surely would have continued to be
felt. Indeed, as Walker notes, "Gorgias takes poetic 'incantation' as a paradigm of all
persuasive discourse,"®” and we see the epideictic aspect of rhetoric explicitly
acknowledged by Plato quite often when (following Gorgias) he speaks of rhetoric as a kind
of witchcraft or a Téxvn yuxaywyias (‘art of leading the soul').'® The only point that I
would add is that epideictic also tends to have a particular kind of competitive edge that the
other rhetorical genres, at least theoretically, need not have. This point is perhaps obvious.
When the audience is judging on the basis of the skill of the speakers, then those speakers
will be much more motivated to try to demonstrate their technical superiority than they will
when the judgment only concerns events. On the other hand, epideictic, unlike forensic,
need not be performed in the context of a formal competition, which is why Aristotle
differentiates between 'the written style' and 'the agonistic style' (Rhet. 1413b). Such a
division, however, is particularly difficult to maintain if we agree with Walker that formally
agonistic types of rhetoric emerged from epideictic.

The speech that may be the best parallel for the speeches of Aeschines and
Demosthenes, in terms of the way it both acknowledges and seeks to control the epideictic
aspect of the competition, is Isocrates' Antidosis, which is not even a real forensic speech.'
Modeled on Plato's Apology, it is an epideictic speech in the form of a trial speech, in which
Isocrates seeks to defend, and simultaneously to demonstrate, his rhetorical expertise. He
characterizes the trial as not only about the effects of his rhetoric but as very much a
contest of rhetorical excellence. His opponent, he claims, expects that if he is victorious
against Isocrates, who is a teacher of others, then his own power will seem unassailable to
everyone (25). 'If my speeches are harmful," he writes, 'T ask to receive no forgiveness from
you, but if they are not of a quality such as no one else has delivered (ToloUTols ofois
oUdeis &AA0s), to receive the gravest punishment' (51). He takes pains to justify his
'cleverness,' arguing that he should be praised for using his speaking skill well and
moderately;'® but he seems to go a little beyond mere justification when he comes very
close to boasting that he is, in fact, the cleverest of all men: "Thus, if I were to agree with the
prosecutor and admit that I am the cleverest of all men (Tr&vTcov avBpdomeov elvat
BewdTaTos)...it would be more just for me to be recognized as an honest man than to be

185 Walker 2000: 9.

86 Though he notes that Hesiod's favorite word for the "flow" of eloquence is pécw and mistakenly suggests
that this is the word from which 'rhetoric' ultimately derives (p 5). The root of péco is *srew-, and the root of
elpw, from which pritcop derives, is *werh;-/*wre- (Chantraine).

187 Walker 2000: 25.

8 Jdem 5. Of course, the metaphor of witchcraft does not figure rhetoric as solely for pleasure, since the
point of witchcraft is to influence people or things in concrete ways, but still, the image of enchantment
suggests that the success of rhetorical persuasion will depend on the creation of pleasure.

9 See De Romilly 1992, Too 1995, and Walker 2000: 29 for a discussion of Isocrates' importance to the
development of rhetoric.

190 As we will see, Demosthenes defends his cleverness in the same way.
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punished' (36). And, in a demonstration of that cleverness, he comes right out and
addresses the thin line that an orator with a reputation for cleverness must walk:
'Lysimaches has slandered my speeches themselves most of all, so that if I appear to speak
satisfactorily, I will appear to be guilty of the charges he made against my cleverness, but if
my speech turns out to be inferior than what he has led you to expect, you will think that
my actions are worse (16)." Note the implicit connection that he thus draws between
character and speaking ability. He also takes great pains to distance himself from forensic
oratory, arguing that he has never concerned himself with law court speeches (even though
Isoc. 16-21 all appear to be authentic trial speeches), and rather embraces epideictic as far
more pleasurable, beneficial, and skillful than forensic (46-50).19" As we will see,
Demosthenes and Aeschines likewise implicitly acknowledge that there is a strong epideictic
element to their contests; each seeks to position himself and his opponent in relation to the
different rhetorical genres; and each seeks to establish himself as the superior rhetor.

We should take a moment here to note that the Greeks tended to use terms having
to do with speech and speaking in a variety of ways. Thus the word logos can be used either
in a very limited, negative sense or in much broader, positive sense. When contrasted with
ergon, a logos is a 'mere' word, an empty signifier that can be manipulated in any way one
chooses. But on the opposite end of the spectrum, logos can also refer to the highly valued
'reason’' that alone can fill those mere words with content. Similarly, a rhetor is a 'mere’
public speaker, with all the connotations of empty verbiage and manipulation that such a
term might convey (as it does especially in Plato).'®* On the other hand, in the city of words,
speaking ability is no small matter; and a rhetor is not merely a mouthpiece, but a politician,
whose occupation may be primarily associated with public speaking but need not be limited
to it. And the notion of a good brand of rhetor, one who uses his ability to help his fellow-
citizens, and to protect them from the bad rhetors, is certainly intelligible. Hyperides says
that all rhetors are like snakes and thus detestable, but some are vipers, who harm the
people, while others eat the vipers.’ When I suggest that there was often an epideictic
element to forensic debate, I do not mean to imply that the words and the arguments were
judged entirely out of context, irrespective of the facts, or that the contest was merely one of
verbal manipulation and cleverness. Indeed, perhaps the most common, and most
successful, means of asserting one's rhetorical superiority over an opponent was to convince
the jury that the opponent's speech consisted of nothing but 'mere’ words, while one's own
speech was truly substantive, based on facts, good judgment, etc. The word 'rhetoric’
(pnTopikn, sc. Téxvn) (which, as we noted in Chapter 1, may have been coined by Plato)
does not appear as such in any of the extant courtroom speeches; but the adjective,
pnTopikds, is used more generally as 'having to do with the rhetors,' more often than not
with a pejorative sense. Aeschines, for example, refers to Demosthenes' 'rhetorical
cowardice' (pnTopiknv Sethiav, 3.163), which he exhibited by his silence when Alexander
came to power. If the trials between Demosthenes and Aeschines were in part contests in
rhetorical display, we should understand 'rhetorical’ in the broader sense of 'having to do
with public speakers,' as the orators themselves use the term. And while speaking ability is

191 Later, Philodemus argued that epideictic was the only branch of rhetoric that was a real Téxvn (Wilcox
1942: 126, fn 20).

192 Pilz 1934 argues that the term rhetor developed its negative connotations in the 4th century and that, even
before that, it was never used to describe leading statesmen such as Pericles. Wilcox 1942: 128 points out that
Pericles was in fact called a rhetor by Eupolis (fr. 94) and notes that the word could always be used in a
positive sense.

193 Fr. 80. elvai 8¢ Tous priTopas dpoious Tois dpect” ToUs Te yap SPELs HOTTOUS HEV Elval TAVTAs, TV
8¢ Specov aUTV ToUs HEV EXELS ToUs avBpdtrous adikelv, Tous 8¢ TTapeias auTous Tous Exels
kaTeoBiew.
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certainly central to a rhetor's job description, the rhetors themselves will insist that it must
not be thought of as 'mere' speaking ability. %

The feud between Demosthenes and Aeschines seems to have begun in 346, when
they both participated in a series of embassies to Philip. The purpose of the first was to
discuss terms for peace, and after both men, on their return, supported Philocrates'
proposal, the Peace of Philocrates, which subsequently proved to be disastrous for Athenian
interests, was approved by the assembly. The purpose of the next embassy was to receive
Philip's oaths for the peace, but when the ten ambassadors arrived in Pella, Philip was on
campaign in Thrace and did not return to swear the oaths until he had already added
several more territories to his domain. Later that same year, Aeschines prosecuted
Timarchos for speaking in the assembly despite having prostituted himself in his younger
years. The real purpose of the prosecution, however, was to preempt Timarchos'
prosecution of Aeschines for misconduct on the embassies. Aeschines was successful, and
Timarchos was disenfranchised, but Demosthenes resumed the prosecution against
Aeschines in 343, accusing him of taking bribes from Philip and misleading the assembly
about Philip's intentions (the two speeches on the False Embassy). Aeschines was acquitted,
but only by a very narrow margin. The final legal showdown between the two men was
several years later, in the aftermath of the Athenian defeat at Chaeronea in 338, when
Demosthenes had convinced the Athenians to join with their former enemy, Thebes, and
wage open war with Philip. After the defeat, however, the Athenians did not blame
Demosthenes and in fact chose him to deliver the funeral oration over the war dead. Two
years later, in 336, a man named Ctesiphon proposed that Demosthenes be awarded a
crown, primarily for private contributions that he had made toward the city's fortifications,
but more generally for 'always acting and speaking in the city's best interest." Aeschines saw
in Ctesiphon's motion an opportunity for a final contest with Demosthenes and lodged an
indictment against Ctesiphon for making an illegal proposal (ypagn mapavducv);
because of a series of major international events, including the assassination of Philip and
Alexander's rise to power, the trial was postponed until 330. It was clear that the
prosecution was really directed at Demosthenes and his policies, and indeed Demosthenes
gave the main defense speech as Ctesiphon's ouvrjyopos ('fellow-pleader,' 'advocate').
Aeschines failed to win one fifth of the votes and fled Athens.

Two of the three trials involved in this feud are the only ones, among all extant
Greek oratory, for which we have both the prosecution and the defense speeches in their
entirety;' thus they enable us to see how each rival responds to the other’s attacks. The
speeches are notoriously nasty and vitriolic, which offers us a glimpse into the sort of license
and theatricality that was accepted, or perhaps even expected, in such high profile trials.
And finally, the contexts of the three trials are such as to cover some very crucial issues in
regard to Athenian competitive culture: in the prosecution of Timarchos, we see a
discussion of the problematic nature of erotic rivalry and its relation to political rivalry; in
the speeches on the false embassy, questions are raised about the use and abuse of different
kinds of competitive rhetorical skill; and the speeches on the crown put into question the
motivations and the rewards of elite competition for honor.

194 One further complication in arguing that these trials were, in part, epideictic contests is that we only have
the speeches in the form of published texts, which are epideictic in a much more obvious way. Walker 2000:
21 notes that the advent of writing meant that meter was no longer necessary to lend permanence to words: "It
was now possible for nonverse discourse, non-"poetry," to acquire the permanence of epideictic, and to
become a kind of counterpart to verse, simply by virtue of being written down."

195 Lysias' fragment of the prosecution against Andocides, whose defense speech we have, is the only partial
exception.
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2. Shame and temperance

Not only is Aeschines’ prosecution speech against Timarchos an extremely valuable
resource for our understanding of the complex workings of pederastic rivalry,'® but it is
also important to note that the question at issue in the trial is 'who has the right to be a
rhetor,’ that is, who has the right to speak on behalf of the city. More than that, Aeschines
comes very near to acknowledging that his real aim in this prosecution is to prevent another
prosecution, one against himself by Timarchos.'” In Aeschines’ interpretation, the man
who has prostituted himself cannot speak for the city in any capacity whatsoever — as
herald, ambassador, judge of ambassadors, sycophant (which should go without saying), or
as vocal participant of any kind in either the council or the assembly — not even if he is the
most skilled of speakers (Und’ &v SewdTaTos 7 Aéyew). Aeschines suggests several reasons
why this law is a good one: the contaminated bodies of the former prostitutes will tarnish
the sacredness of the office (this is especially the case with any priestly office); their ability to
find success in society will serve as a bad influence on the youth; they will be prone to
accepting bribes, since, if they are willing to sell their own bodies, then they surely would
also sell out the state (29); and finally, as men who have committed such heinous wrongs,
they should receive no honor of any kind. Thus, the reason Aeschines gives for not allowing
them to hold the office of any of the nine archons is that such offices involve the wearing of
crowns (8Tt ofpat oTepavneodpos 1) &pxn). In giving this reason, Aeschines is hinting both
at the purity of the office, and at the inappropriateness of letting dishonorable men bask in
the glow of honor, for which, as we will see in the final pair of speeches in this chapter, the
crown was the ultimate symbol.

As has been noted by several scholars, the world of Greek pederasty was
complicated, and the expectations of both lover and beloved were ethically ambiguous at
best. It is clear that it was a world in which rivalry between lovers of the same boy was taken
for granted. But the ‘game’ was also understood as a sort of competition between lover and
beloved, hunter and quarry.’® And furthermore, beautiful boys could certainly compete
with one another for the affections of would-be lovers, though such behavior was generally
frowned upon.’® So while Aeschines admits that he himself'is a lover of boys, who has in
fact been quite zealous and rivalrous in his pursuit of them, he uses his own behavior to
offer the jury an image of the proper conduct and the proper character of a noble erotic
competitor. But when he describes Timarchos as the object of erotic rivalry, it is important
to remember that such a role does not denote merely a passive prize, waiting to be awarded
to the winner of the contest, but is rather a competitor in his own right, albeit one with
different (and even more problematic) expectations. Thus, putting to the side for the
moment Aeschines’ appeals to the laws, as well as his suggestions about the contamination
of Timarchos’ body, we can see in the arguments that he makes on the basis of character
the contention that Timarchos’ inability to conduct himself properly in the realm of erotic
competition should disqualify him from any participation in political competition.

196 For which, see Dover 1989, Foucault 1985, Cohen 1991, Fisher 2001, and Davidson 2007.

197 5pGOV 8¢ TV Te TOAW peydAa BAamtopévny umd Tipudpxou TouToul dnunyopoivtos Tapd Tous
vdpous, kal auTods idia oukopavToUuevos... ('seeing that the city is being greatly harmed by this here
Timarchos' public speaking contrary to the laws, and that I myself am privately suffering a frivolous
prosecution...,' 1.1).

198 Cf. e.g. Cohen 1991: 183 on Plato Symp. 181a-5b.

199 Cf. Yates 2005, Dover 1989: 84-85 notes that 'Right’ in Arist. Clouds 979-83 criticizes the boy who tries to
seduce the lover, "acting as his own procurer with his eyes." The classic example of the beloved chasing the
lover is Alcibiades in Plato's Symposium.
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The first strong indication that Aeschines intends for the jury to think of Timarchos
not just as a passive prostitute, but as an inappropriate competitor, is his description of
Timarchos' recent disruption in the assembly as a nude pankration:

...plyas BoiudTiov yupvos émaykpaTtialev év T ékkAnoiq, oUtw
KaKGS Kal atoxpads Slakeipevos 1o oddpa utrd pgbns kai BdeAupias
€OOTE TOUS Ye €U ppovolvTas éykaAiyaohal, aioxuvBévtas UTep Tijs
ToAews, el ToloUTols oupBoulols xpcoueda.

...casting off his cloak, he fought a pankration naked in the assembly, his
body in such an awful and shameful/ugly condition from the drinking and
debauchery that those at least with any sense covered their faces, ashamed
for the city at the notion of using men like that as advisors. (26)

We don’t know exactly what transpired that day in the assembly, or what the issue was that
so exercised Timarchos, but Aeschines claims that he threw off his cloak and
(metaphorically) competed in the most brutal of Greek contact sports, the ‘mixed martial
arts’” pankration. Later, he describes the scene again as a pankration, adding that the
Athenians were compelled to enact a new law to prevent such disruptions in the future (33).
Most people, probably rightly, take Aeschines’ metaphorical use of the verb
TaykpaTi&lw here to suggest some sort of harangue involving wild gesticulations (so in
LS)), rather than an actual fight. Although the word is used nowhere else in such a way, a
fight in the assembly would have been a much greater offense, and Aeschines surely would
have dwelt more on the topic, describing the violence and the UBpis of the event in some
detail. One further question is whether or not Aeschines envisions the pankration as waged
against the entire assembly or against one or more of Timarchos’ personal enemies in the
assembly. I think the sense must be the latter, since, as we will see, the members of the
assembly are figured, not as opponents, but as spectators. But if Timarchos’ pankration was
merely a speech, then what kind of speech was it?

Surely it was a violently competitive speech. The verb maykpaTiale only appears
a handful of times, but interestingly, both Plato and Isocrates**® use it when describing the
illegitimate use of violent athletic or military skills against one’s friends, as a parallel for the
illegitimate use of rhetorical skills. In his defense of the teachers of rhetoric, Gorgias argues
that they should not be blamed if their students use the art in the wrong way:

Kal yap i &AAD aywvia ou TouTou Eveka Sel Tpds dmavtas xpricdal
avBpcotous, 8T Epabev Uk TeVEY Te Kal TaykpaTiale kai év dmAols
Héxeobal, CdoTe KpeiTTwv elvat kai pidcov kai éxBpdov, oU TouTou
gveka ToUs @iAous Bel TUTTTEIY OUBE KEVTEIV TE Kal ATTOKTEWUVAL.

Indeed, neither should one use other kinds of competition against all men
just because he has learned to box and fight the pankration and fight with
weapons, so as to be stronger than both friends and enemies — not for that
reason should he beat his friends nor should he stab and kill them. (Gorg.
456.d)

But the comparison between rhetoric and the pankration that Aeschines is making is very
different from the one that Gorgias makes. The problem that Gorgias envisions is the use of

200 Ant. 252.4. Isocrates is probably imitating Plato.
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any competitive skill, whether that skill is verbal or combat-oriented, against one’s friends
instead of one’s proper opponents. And as the context of the dialogue makes clear, the
particular kind of abuse of rhetoric that Gorgias and Socrates have in mind would involve
some kind of deception or harmful flattery of the masses, the demos, who are thus
designated as pilot. Timarchos' transgression, on the other hand, is more complicated.

First of all, he is conflating two different types of competition, which have different
rules. Rhetorical competition is supposed to be non-violent; and this should be especially
true in the assembly, where everyone should be considered primarily as fellow-citizens, and
only secondarily as personal friends or enemies. But Timarchos has let his private enmity
get the better of him, and he seems to have attacked his opponent with excessive
vehemence. Though his words probably were violent enough, it must have been the
physical gestures that inspired Aeschines to describe the speech as a pankration. In
particular, the casting off of the cloak may have been an attempt to intimidate his opponent,
and it may have reminded Aeschines of an athlete disrobing in preparation for a good
pummelling. The use of gestures during the delivery of a speech was commonplace enough,
and by the time of Quintilian, of course, it had become a science,* but Timarchos’ use of
gestures here shows him to be out of control and overly aggressive.

Another, perhaps even more important, aspect of Timarchos’ transgression involves
his behavior, not toward his opponent, but toward the main body of the assembly. After all,
we should note that Aeschines does not even mention the opponent at all, but he describes
the assembly’s reaction to Timarchos’ speech in some detail. Unlike the scenario in the
Gorgias, Timarchos is not accused of seeking to deceive or flatter the audience with his
rhetoric, but there may be a veiled accusation that he tried to seduce them in a much more
concrete sense. In short, in addition to illegitimately smuggling athletic competition into an
arena for rhetorical competition, Timarchos has also smuggled in erotic competition. And it
is this latter transgression that Aeschines emphasizes. I suggested that the casting off of the
cloak was an act of aggression, and that it was that act that inspired Aeschines to call the
harangue a pankration; however, what Aeschines emphasizes is rather Timarchos’ resulting
nudity. In fact, it is the comparison with an image of Solon, who kept his hand tucked into
his cloak (as if to conceal as much skin as possible), that brings the event to Aeschines’
mind.>> Timarchos is a slave to physical pleasures, he needs desperately to be desired
sexually, but sadly he is now past his prime and, according to Aeschines, is in terrible
physical condition. Could his nude pankration be a desperate attempt to display his body in
a way that might capture a desiring gaze or two? We know that athletes, and particularly
those who engaged in the more manly and serious combat sports, were indeed a common
object of homosexual desire. Dover cites a Greek epigram, in which the author boasts of
kissing a boxer "smeared all over with blood."**3 But the proper goal of athletic competition
is to win honor for oneself and one’s city; so even as a kind of violent athletic competition,
Timarchos’ speech is all wrong. In so much as he is engaged in a rhetorical competition, he
is reproached for making it an athletic competition; and in so much as he is engaged in an
athletic competition, he is reproached for making it an erotic competition or seduction. And
what makes that erotic competition not just illegitimate, but shameful and repulsive is the
fact that Timarchos is too old and too ugly to be displaying himself in such a way.

201 In particular Inst. Or. xi. See Fantham 1982 and Gunderson 2000.

202 On this statue and other representations of intellectuals, see Zanker 1996.

203 Dover 1978: 69. Greek Anthology, i: Hellenistic Epigrams, 30. Dover cites this epigram, along with other
evidence for the Greek ideal of tough, manly beauty, by way of contrast with Aeschines' description of
Timarchos' physique; but interestingly, he never mentions Aeschines' use of the language of combat sport and
translates emaykpaTialev simply "in the course of a passionate speech.”
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In addition to the explicitly agonistic metaphor of a pankration, the evaluative terms
that Aeschines uses to describe Timarchos also help to characterize him as competitive in
improper ways. He certainly wants to describe Timarchos in such a way as to emphasize his
deviation from the accepted norms of society. Indeed, Aeschines says that he wants to
examine Tous TpdTous Tous Tipdpxov, (v’ eidijTe Soov Siapépoust TV vOUwY TV
UpeTépoov (‘the character of Timarchos, so that you may know how far it differs from your
laws," 1.37). As Timarchos' TpoTol are being contrasted with the jury member's véuot, we
might take vopol to mean not only 'the laws' but also 'customs, traditions, etc.' But the
terms he uses also have important agonistic connotations. In particular, words from the root
&10X-, usually translated by 'shame’ or "ugliness,' appear 49 times in the speech, and words
from the root ow@p-, usually translated by 'temperance' or 'moderation,’ appear 28 times.
As we are often reminded, both groups of words reflect the differences between the moral
preoccupations and evaluations of ancient Greece and that of modern, western cultures;
and thus neither term has an exact equivalent in English. In general terms, however, we can
say that aioxuvn commonly has to do with one's attitude toward Tiur}, 'honor,' and that
cw@poouvn quite often (and particularly in this speech) has to do with the control of one's
desires. And it is also fair to say that the combination of a man's attitude toward honor and
his ability to control his desires will go a long way toward describing the manner in which
he will compete with others.

The legitimacy of the distinction between 'shame-cultures' and 'guilt-cultures' —
along with the notion that ancient Greece should be placed in the former category — has
been, at least partially, challenged by Cairns and others.>*4 The original idea was that a
shame-culture is one that relies on 'external sanctions' to regulate behavior, while a guilt-
culture relies on 'internal sanctions.' But, as Cairns points out, the emotion of shame is
always "a matter of the self's judging the self in terms of some ideal that is one's own" and
thus reflects just as much of an internal sanction as does guilt. And at any rate, all societies
will necessarily have both internal and external sanctions, though of course they may have
them in differing (not easily quantifiable) proportions. Nonetheless, although he dispenses
with such an over-simplified, and often ideologically fraught, distinction, he does
acknowledge that the ancient Greeks appear to have placed a particularly great emphasis
on reputation, honor, and appearance. And he suggests that the association of shame with
visual imagery, with the feeling of being "under scrutiny, even the scrutiny of oneself" might
offer "more hope of a broad distinction in character between societies which tend to
construe their moral experience in terms which suggest shame and those which do so in
terms of guilt," even if, again, this distinction should not be overestimated.>s It is clear, at
any rate, that the notion of honor, Tiur, is central to the meaning of aidcds, 'shame’ (which
can often be translated as 'guilt,’ or even 'embarrassment').>*® In Homer, aioxpov, 'ugly,’
describes something that is disgraceful, for which the reaction is usually aidcos, 'shame. 7
And the noun aioxuvn eventually comes to be used in a subjective sense basically
equivalent to aidcd5.2°® Thus, when Aeschines constantly refers to Timarchos' lack of

204 Cairns 1993. The original application of the distinction between shame cultures and guilt cultures to
ancient Greece was by Dodds 1962. See also Williams 1993.

205 Ciairns 1993: 45-6

206 He does challenge Adkins' suggestion that shame and honor in Homer appealed more strongly to 'the
competitive virtues' (courage, martial skill, etc.) than to 'the cooperative virtues' (justice, moderation, etc.),
and he demonstrates that an appeal to one's shame (or to one's honor) could be an inducement to either
cooperation or competition. However, that revision does not have direct bearing on questions about the
competition for honor, in which the grounds for victory might be superiority of any kind, cooperative or
competitive. See also Long 1970.

207 Ciairns 1993: 60.

208 Jdem 175, n. 100.
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aioxuvn, he characterizes him as unconcerned with his own Tiur}, and immune to any
appeal on the basis thereof. If we accept the notion that honor was, to some degree, a
scarce commodity, and that, at least among the elites, there was an on-going contest taking
place for which honor was the prize, then we can see the agonistic connotations of
Aeschines' line of attack.

Timarchos' nude pankration demonstrated his shamelessness and his divergence
from the norms of the rest of the community. The first time Aeschines mentions the
pankration, he draws a connection between the 'ugliness' of Timarchos' body and the
shame that Solon, and the other rhetors of old exhibited when they spoke: éketvol pév ye
noxUvovTo £6w TN Xelpa éxovTes Aéyely, oUTooi Bt...aloxpads diakeiyevos T
oddua... ('those men felt enough shame to keep their hands tucked in when they spoke, but
this man...with his ugly body...," 1.26). Thus the visual disgrace of Timarchos' nudity, which
should rightly cause him to feel shame regardless of the condition of his body, is
considerably heightened by his ugliness. What is more, faced with this spectacle, the
assembly members themselves felt shame at the fact that such a man could be an advisor to
the city, so much so that the sensible ones covered their faces. Dover appears to suggest
that the assembly members felt shame solely on account of Timarchos' ugliness,?*9 but it
seems to me rather that it is Timarchos' general lack of shame — demonstrated by his
treating the assembly as though it were a gymnasium full of his erastai — that causes the
feeling of shame in the viewers, and that it is the visual (as well as etymological) connection
between ugliness and shame that makes Aeschines' dig at Timarchos' appearance even more
pointed.

When Aeschines mentions the 'beautiful' pankration again (T6 kaAdv Taykp&Tiov,
1.33), he uses Timarchos' shamelessness to draw a contrast between the shame-based
sanctions of Greek agonistic society and the legal sanctions reserved for more extreme,
otherwise incorrigible behavior, and to explain why Timarchos must be subject to the
latter, more severe sanctions. Again, he notes that the spectators were ashamed at the event,
to an extraordinary degree (UTrepatoxuvBévTes e TG TPAYUATL, 1.33). As a result, they
passed a new law that, at each assembly, one tribe would be selected to stand guard over
the platform. Aeschines explains:

...£oT1 8" oudtv Spelos, i Abnvaiol, {nTelv ToUs ToloUTous avbpcdTous
ameAavve amod Tol PripaTos Tals kpavyals: oU yap aioxUvovTtar
aAA& TiHwpials TouTous amedilev xpn.

...but it is no use, my fellow Athenians, to seek to drive men such as this off
the platform with shouts, for they have no shame; but you must correct their
habits with punishments. (1.34)

Thus, with no shame, no concern for honor, Timarchos has obviously placed himself
entirely outside of his society's elite competition for honor, which implies, on the one hand,
that he will be impervious to the extra-legal sanctions on behavior that function through an
appeal to one's honor, and, on the other hand, that when he does compete, he will be
competing for other, dishonorable rewards.

209 Dover 1974: 238: "Abroad, one may on occasion be ashamed of one's compatriot, in the sense that one
does not want foreigners to draw any conclusions about oneself from observation of someone else. It seems to
us more unusual when Aiskhines i 26 alleges that when Timarkhos spoke in the assembly decent men were
embarrassed and ashamed that they should be addressed by a fellow-citizen who had allowed his figure and
muscular development to deteriorate so shockingly."
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Along with these charges of 'shamelessness,’ Aeschines also repeatedly reproaches
Timarchos for a lack of ccoppoouvn. Contrary to Dover's claim that Demosthenes 26.25 is
the only place in the orators where "axpaoia is antithetic to ccoppoovvn,"2° Aeschines
makes the contrast very clear when, in his explanation of the difference between good and
bad pederasty, he says that the jury can see in the great poets doov kexwpioBal évopicav
TOUS GLOPPOVAS KAl TGV OHOIwIV EPAOVTAS, KAl TOUS AKPATELS COV OU XPT) Kal Tous
UBploTés (‘how great a distinction they thought there was between the temperate, the
lovers of their equals, and those unable to control their desires for improper things,
committers of outrage, 1.141). Foucault, in his discussion of éykpaTeia, 'self-control’
(which is the antonym for akpacia) explains its significance for the competitiveness of
Greek culture: "this combative relationship with adversaries was also an agonistic
relationship with oneself."*"* The control of one's desires was imagined as a sort of contest,
in which the éykpaTr|s always emerged the victor, and the dxpaTris was always defeated.
Foucault acknowledges that ¢ykpaTeia and cw@poouvn were often employed together
but suggests that only the former term meant 'self-mastery,' while the latter term signified
'proper or just action' in a far more general sense. But I suggest that it would be more
accurate to say that éykpaTeia deals only with the personal competition waged with
oneself, whereas ccoppoouvn (at least in its most common use in the orators) assumes that
that personal competition has already been won and goes on to draw conclusions about
what kind of behavior such self-mastery will imply in the arena of interpersonal competition.
This suggestion is not inconsistent with Aristotle's claim that there is no real struggle in
ocw@poaouvn because the ccdoppwov man will not be subject to any potentially
overwhelming desires. The struggle may indeed be long over, but there is nevertheless an
agonistic connotation, as we see in passages like Lys. 21.19: 8i&x TéAous TOV T&vTa Xpdvov
kbouov eival kai ccepova kai ur6’ ugp’ ndoviis nTTnéfivat... (to be orderly and
temperate at all times until the end and neither to be defeated by pleasure...).>> However,
the upshot of Aristotle's distinction at EN 3.10-23 is that dkoAaoia, or lack of
ow@poouvn, is blameworthy, since it is a matter of choice, while adkpaoia is not; and such
a distinction is very important in a discussion about the long-standing philosophical
problem of the possibility of adkpaocia.?’3 But Aeschines clearly intends both terms as
matters of reproach. We could say that Aeschines wants to have it both ways, portraying
Timarchos’ lack of control as both a matter of choice and a matter of weakness; and in
ordinary usage, such a contradiction is hardly glaring.?™

Rademaker, in a recent monograph on the concept of cwoppoouvn, argues that
there is only a sort of Wittgensteinian 'family resemblance' between the many different
senses of the term. He rightly dismisses the traditional division of the different uses into
intellectual’ versus 'moral,’ since there is often a moral connotation to the more intellectual
uses. Instead he suggests as broad categories those uses which primarily emphasize 'self-
interest' and those which primarily concern one's 'conduct vis-a-vis others.?'s While he

210 Dover 1974: 10.

211 Foucault 1985: 67. He makes (too strong) a distinction between ccw@poovvn and éykpaTeia, but does
note that the two are often synonomous.

212 The less nuanced definition that Aristotle's offers in the Rhetoric for ccoppooivn is simply 'comporting
oneself in relation to the pleasures of the body as the law (or custom) demands' (ccoppooivn 8¢ &peTr| B’ fjv
TPdS TAS 1180vas TAS TOU OLOHATOS oUTwS EXOUCIY Cas 6 vouos keAevel, 1366b.13).

213 See expecially Plato Prot. 358db-¢ and Rep. 439.

214 The standards for intentionality and blame are naturally not as strict in the orators as they are in the
philosophers. Thus, the author of the Rhet. ad Alex. suggests that, when the jury is assessing the penalty, the
prosecutor should try to demonstrate that the crime was intentional; and if that is impossible, he should argue
that the defendant should be punished nonetheless (1427a).

215 Rademaker 2005: 9.
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discovers some eighteen different uses, he suggests that the ones that are found in
Euripides, Aristophanes, and the orators "are probably to be bracketed as conforming
rather more closely to ordinary language use."*® In the orators (as in Aristophanes), he
identifies three different senses: "(i) control of desires and emotions, (ii) aversion to injustice
and violence, and (iii) aversion to Tp&yuaTta and inexperience with lawsuits."*7 Clearly
the first sense is primarily concerned with the agent's relation to himself, and the second
and third are primarily concerned with his conduct vis-a-vis others. Rademaker argues
(rightly, I think) that, for adult males, the first sense was the prototypical meaning of
ocw@poovvn (for women, he suggests that it was 'fidelity," and for boys 'quietness'). His
notion of protypicality involves the ease of activation of a particular use, "without a great
deal of contextual preparations,” but also the assumption that prototypical uses of a term
"should be likely to reflect current and relevant norms of everyday life, rather than the
constructs of high literature or philosophical discourse."2® Thus, part of the rationale for
identifying 'control of desires' as the prototypical meaning of ccoppoouvn for adult males is
that such a use would be more relevant to their lives than any of the more specialized uses.
On the one hand, there is some evidence that 'control of desires' was the most easily
activated use;*'? on the other hand, it is not entirely clear why, say, 'aversion to injustice or
violence' would be any less relevant to everyday life. I do think, however, that we can draw
a more explicit connection between the three uses found in the orators, and that we can see
a logic in the movement from the first, prototypical sense, to the other two senses — and that
we can do so specifically by thinking about their agonistic connotations.

At the beginning of Aristotle's discussion of forensic rhetoric, he suggests that there
are two explanations for why people choose to commit crimes: wickedness and lack of self-
control: 81" & 8¢ poaipoivTal BA&TITEW Kai palAa ToIElV TTap& TOV VOHOV Kakia
goTw kai akpaocia ('the reasons they choose to harm and to do base acts against the law
are badness and lack of self-control," Rhet. 1368b). Again, Aristotle's use of the term
akpaoia is meant to suggest that criminal acts may not always be strictly intentional or
premeditated. But nonetheless, it is important to remember that, while it may seem that
ocw@pooyv is often merely a synonym for SikalooUvn, or a similar term, its prototypical
meaning for adult males was the 'control of desires,’ and that the controlling of one's desires
was generally understood to be an enormous factor in one's ability to refrain from criminal
behavior. Thus I suggest that describing a man as lacking in ccoppoouvn can tell us a great
deal about his competitive stance both toward himself and toward society (either of which
may be emphasized according to the context): he has failed in his own personal contest, as
his base desires have conquered him (regardless of whether his defeat was by choice or
not); and being thus left at the mercy of those desires, he will be bound to ignore the rules
of fair play in the competition with his peers, if only he can satisty those desires.?
Furthermore, this kind of illegitimate, unbridled competitiveness can manifest itself either in
criminal behavior orin overly litigious behavior, thus linking together the second and third
senses that Rademaker identifies in the orators.?

216 Jdem 275.

217 Jdem 225.

218 Jdem 35.

219 Rademaker notes, ¢.g., that many philosophers assume that meaning alone.

220 Note also that Aristotle says that both virtue and political science are entirely concerned with pleasures and
pains, since the man who uses them well will be good, and the one who uses them badly will be bad, EN
2.3.10.

221 The classic overly-litigious character is Philocleon, who is described as piAnAiaoTtris (Wasps 88). Aristotle
notes that philo- words are used to describe people who like things that they should not like, or like them
more than most people, or like them in the wrong manner; and he associates the words with the axdéAaoTor,
those lacking sophrosune (EN 1118b.22).
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In the contrast (quoted above) that Aeschines makes between the temperate men,
the ocoppoves, and those who cannot control their desires, the akpaTeis, we should note
that he further describes the akpaTels as UBploTai, 'those who commit acts of outrage,'
thus making the same connection that Aristotle made between lack of self-control and
criminal behavior. An act of UBpis was in legal contexts a very serious crime, potentially
punishable by death, and while it covered a wide range of behaviors, the common element
appears to have been the notion that the act was perpetrated with the primary intention of
harming the victim's honor.?* Interestingly, Aeschines makes it clear that the victim of
Timarchos' UBpis was actually himself — which should not be all that surprising given
Timarchos' complete imperviousness to shame and the sanctions of honor.

As I mentioned before, this speech is part of the feud between Aeschines and
Demosthenes; and indeed, even though the bulk of'it is directed at Timarchos,
Demosthenes, who was delivering a speech (which did not survive) on behalf of Timarchos,
is not given any immunity from attack. As we will see, Aeschines begins his characterization
of Demosthenes as a shameless verbal technician in this speech. And furthermore, he was
able to enhance his subtle attacks on Demosthenes' own brand of 'self-prostitution,' i.e. the
writing of speeches for pay, by associating him with Timarchos. In what follows, we will
have occasion to return to Aeschines I, but we will concentrate primarily on the subsequent
speeches to see how the two men confront each other more directly.

3. A contest of epideixis

As I mentioned above, one feature of a forensic agon that differentiates it from a
tragic agon is the absence of well balanced, symmetrical characters or viewpoints. Of
course, the litigants are real people rather than fictionalized characters, and they cannot
push the bounds of believability too far in their characterizations either of their opponents
or of themselves. As we would expect, they will certainly try to exploit any mannerisms or
biographical information that can be used to harm their opponent's integrity. But one
remarkable fact, which we would not be able to appreciate fully if these pairs of speeches by
Demosthenes and Aeschines had not survived, is just how similar the strategies of both
litigants are when they seek to tarnish their opponent's character.

Both Demosthenes and Aeschines, each as depicted by the other, are deceivers and
charlatans (magician, siren).>>3 Both have ignoble and/or questionable lineage.”* Both take
bribes and have little concern for the welfare of the polis.?» And, most importantly for my
purposes, both men are incapable of competing in a fair or legitimate manner. One fairly
straightforward way that both men are characterized as unfair competitors is that they are
both charged with continually trying to silence their opposition*® (a very common topos in
the other orators as well). But, more importantly, both are reproached for trying to turn
the trial into an epideictic competition of one type or another.

Within the parameters of these general charges of illegitimate competitiveness, there
are indeed some striking differences between the strategies that each man employs. And

222 For a detailed study of UBpts see Fisher 1992. His definition on p. 1: "hybris is essentially the serious assault
on the honour of another, which is likely to cause shame, and lead to anger and attempts at revenge."

223 There are 24 instances of words with the stem Weud- (deceptive, false) in Dem. 19 and 20 alongside 33 in
Aesch. 2 and 3. Aeschines is accused of telling greater lies than any man in history (Dem. 19.97), and
Demosthenes is said to be unable to tell the truth even by accident (Aesch. 2.153).

224 Aesch. 2.23, 2.180 and Dem. 19.199-200.

25 Aesch. 2.166 and Dem. 19.9 and passim.

226 E..g. Aesch. 2.1 and Dem. 19.26.
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several scholars have suggested that a kind of balance does emerge from these speeches
between the characters, or caricatures, that each man paints of his opponent. Worman
suggests that Aeschines, the blusterer, represents one extreme version of the misuse of one's
voice, and Demosthenes, the chatterbox, represents the opposite extreme.?” Gotteland
focuses on the attention drawn to both voice and gesture, the two parts of 'rhetorical
action,' and concludes that each man — Aeschines, 'the siren," and Demosthenes, the
‘enchanter’ — represents a different kind of dangerous deviation from cwpoouvn. But for
both men, she argues, "il s'agit de montrer que l'action oratoire participe directement au
processus de séduction de l'auditoire, a ce charme, cette Wuxaywyia qui opére soit par les
yeux, soit par les oreilles."?*

This subtle symmetry in their characterizations of each other may emerge from the
fact that they really were 'opposite' types of rhetors in some sense. But one striking feature
of the speeches between Demosthenes and Aeschines is that, while it may appear that both
men present their own rhetoric as pragmatic and the other's as epideictic (and thus
illegitimately competitive), in actuality each man fully acknowledges and accepts the
epideictic nature of the competition and merely tries to disqualify his opponent for
overemphasizing a particular aspect of epideixis. Thus, each litigant is, in essence, claiming
superiority for his own particular brand of epideictic rhetoric. Aeschines is charged with
overemphasizing rhetorical delivery, and Demosthenes with overemphasizing rhetorical
composition. Both faults were clearly capable of suggesting unfair competition. Just as
Timarchos was shown to be an illegitimate competitor when he turned a political agon in
the assembly into a particularly shameless version of an erotic competition, we will see that
Aeschines keeps trying (according to Demosthenes) to turn the legal agon into a tragic
agon; while Demosthenes keeps trying to turn it into (for lack of a better term) a sophistic
agon. Thus each is accused of turning a legal agon into a different type of epideictic agon,
one judged on the basis of the SUvauis of delivery and the other on the basis of the SUvauig
of composition.

Like the tragic agons that we examined in the last chapter, the legal contests
between Demosthenes and Aeschiness are also &GuiAAat Ady v in several different senses:
they are competitions by means of words; competitions, to a significant extent, judged on
the basis of rhetorical ability; and they are also competitions in which rhetoric and
rhetorical competition appear as themes.?» Unlike the tragic agons, the stakes here are
certainly higher. Accordingly, from a more modern perspective, one might imagine that the
gravity of the situation would result in more attention to the facts and less to rhetorical style
and technique. But it is important to remember that, as a contest between two self-
professed rhetors, it can hardly fail to be a 'rhetorical' competition. This is not to say that
the content, the policy, was not a very important part of the rhetorical ability being
assessed: a rhetor's job was to speak wellin terms of both Adyos and €pyov. But I suspect
that the jury would have given little credence to the most serious charges leveled by each of
the litigants.?3* So I propose that we take the parts of the speeches that deal directly with

27 Worman 2004.

228 Gotteland 2006: 607-8.

229 However, the speeches are not, of course, part of a broader competition between playwrights. And the
contrast that is drawn between Demosthenes and Aeschines is not at all like that in the first agon of the
Andromache, e.g., where one woman is represented as highly competitive and the other as overly
uncompetitive; nor is it like the agon in the Phoenician Women, where the two brothers are competitive in
diametrically opposed ways, one more or less in accordance with nomos, and one in accordance with his own
conception of physis. In these trial speeches, on the other hand, each man represents himself as the tireless
champion of the demos and its laws and his opponent as illegitimately competitive in one way or another.

230 Cawkwell 1978 argued that there was little merit to Demosthenes' claim that Philip's influence had created
a 'crop of traitors' (Dem. 18.61), though Cargill 1985 disagrees.
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rhetorical ability as the real content of the speeches, the more relevant parts, and that we
understand the rather sophisticated arguments, which attempt to prove all manner of
outrageous allegations, primarily as demonstrations of the speaker's own rhetorical ability.
After all, the pivotal question that is being debated in both pairs of speeches is 'who has
harmed the city with his speeches, and who has helped it?" And the quality of the speeches
delivered at the trials must necessarily serve as direct evidence.?"

Both in Demosthenes' prosecution speech On the False Embassy and in his defense
speech On the Crown, he refers several times to Aeschines' powerful, sonorous voice, his
exaggeratedly majestic movements, and his former profession as a third-string actor.* As
both Gotteland (2006) and Easterling (1999) point out, these references to Aeschines'
theatrical abilities are part of a strategy of impeaching Aeschines' credibility. Words related
to amdaTn (deceit), pévag (cheat), and Weidos (lie) abound. In contrast, Demosthenes
claims, naturally, that his own speech is simple and straightforward (19.179). But, as often
occurs in a heated and highly developed rhetorical contest, there is a sort of
overdetermination of motivation, and Demosthenes is able to achieve a number of
objectives by this strategy. He does indeed impeach Aeschines' credibility, but he also
directs the jury's attention, not away from rhetoric and toward 'the facts,' but away from
rhetorical delivery (a field in which he must have felt he could not compete with Aeschines)
and toward rhetorical composition and argument. He charges Aeschines with attempting to
turn the present trial into the wrong kind of contest. This aspect of his characterization of
Aeschines is summed up near the end of his speech On the Crown:

...kai pot Sokels ek ToUTwv, Aloxivn, Adycv emideaiiv Tva kai
pwvaockias Boulduevos Toirjoacbal TouTov TTpoeAéobal TOV ayddva,
oUK aBIkfuaTos oudevos AaPeiv Tipcpiav.

...and on the basis of these facts, Aeschines, you seem to me to have initiated
this contest out of a desire to make some sort of display (epideixis) of
speeches and vocal training, not to receive satisfaction for any injustice.

(18.279-80)

Aeschines is an actor through and through and is incapable of competing in a forensic
contest without trying to turn it into an epideictic contest. But note that the word émidei€ig
is joined to pwvaokia by a kai that I would suggest is epexegetical: paovaokia serves to
describe the exact nature of the display that Demosthenes believes Aeschines wants to
make. So not only can his arguments not be trusted, but the jury must beware of his
attempts to make theatrical spectators out of them and thus make them judge the

231 One might challenge that it seems preposterous that an inconsistent, patently false argument could be
offered as a demonstration of good rhetoric; but it seems to me that the Greek audience was willing to give a
great deal of leeway when it came to conventional argumentative strategies. For the idea that dianoia (whose
effects consist of "proving and confuting, rousing emotions — pity, fear, indignation and the like — and also
exaggerating and minimising”) could be appreciated separately from considerations of character (ethos), see
Dale 1969: 139-155.

232 F.g. on his return from the second embassy, where peace was negotiated with Philip, Aeschines reported
back to the council, congratulating himself and making all kinds of grandiose promises (19), and then 'priding
himself on these remarks, as was to be expected, and appearing to be both a first-class rhetor and a very
impressive man, he descended from the podium most majestically' (eu8okiuéov 8’ émi ToUToIs eikdTws, Kai
Bokdv kal priTwop &ploTos elval kai avnp BauvpaoTtds, kaTéPn udAa oepvdds, 23). See also 2.120, 126,
189, 200, 206, 216-7, 238, 246 1., 251 {I., 254, 255, 336 I.; and 3.15, 35, 82, 122, 127, 133, 138,139, 180, 226,
232, 265, 280, 308.
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competition on the basis of the wrong criteria.?® Likwise, at the end of the embassy speech,
Demosthenes makes an almost identical charge, suggesting that, indeed, he has heard that
Aeschines' strategy is exactly that: to overawe the jury with his acting ability. kaiTot kal
TEPL TAS PVs (oS EITTETV AVAYKT TTAVU yap HEYa Kal T TAUTT) PPOVEIV auTOV
akovw, s kabutrokpivoupevoy Uuds ('yet it is perhaps also necessary to speak about his
voice; for I hear that he has the greatest confidence also in that, expecting to overwhelm
you with his acting abilities,' 19.337). The fact that Demosthenes would feel the need to
remind the jury of this particular criticism right at the end of his speech suggests (a) that he
recognized just how important rhetorical Uvapis was to the trial, (b) that he saw
Aeschines' ability as a real threat, and (c) that he also saw in it an excellent opportunity to
emphasize his own talents and to create a forceful contrast between the two men's
characters.

Although Demosthenes urges the jury to ignore the force of the litigants' rhetorical
delivery, he does not go so far as to suggest that this contest should be only about facts and
not about rhetorical ability. Or rather, he recognizes that rhetorical ability, in this case,
must be included among the relevant facts. Part of his strategy is certainly to exploit the
often discussed Athenian distrust of rhetorical skill, and Gotteland highlights this aspect of
his argument very well, noting that he indicates several times that there is an inconsistency
between Aeschines' voice (pwvr}) and his soul (yuxrj).3# But he by no means contents
himself with mocking Aeschines' abilities, or with arousing the jury's suspicions of them. At
least as important to his argument is the claim that, whatever the dangers of rhetorical
expertise may be, he himself is the far better speaker. Indeed, he has no qualms about
acknowledging his own skill with a touch of false modesty that only brings more attention to
the boast: K&keTv’ €U ofd” &1t TNV Eunv dewdTnTa - é0Tw Y&p (‘and I know this, that my
talent/ cleverness/impressiveness - well, let it be so,' 19.277).235

Far from trying to divert the jury's attention from mere words, he acknowledges that
words are largely what these trials are about. In fact, in his speech on the embassy, he
criticizes Aeschines for trying to downplay the relevance of mere words to the present
contest: Urjd’ avaoxnaob’ cos ov Bel Siknv v elTrev UTTOOXEIV. Tivos yap &AAou Bel
Biknv Tap& mpéoBewv fi Adycwv AauPdavew; ("and do not put up with his claim that he
should not pay a penalty for what he said; for what else is there to convict ambassadors of
besides words?" 19.183). In the speech regarding the awarding of the crown, he puts the
present trial in the context of the larger political contest between prominent rhetors. He
complains that Aeschines has sought to malign him by comparing him with the venerated
rhetors of the past, although no politician in present times can hope to compete with them.
Instead, Aeschines must judge him only by his present competition — just as poets, choruses,
and athletes are judged only against their contemporaries (18.318). Philammon did not go
without a crown because he was weaker than Glaucus of Carystus or any other athlete of
the past, but he was crowned victor because he was the best fighter among those who went
up against him. Just so, Aeschines must compare Demosthenes only with himself or with
any of the other current rhetors; and in that contest, Demosthenes wins:

233 Gotteland 2006 argues that Demosthenes' character is being compared to that of Cleon. While his strategy
of secking to downplay the 'theatrical aspect of the contest is certainly similar to Cleon's as represented by
Thucydides, it is Aeschines who is the loud blusterer.

234 Gotteland 2006: 592.

235 The adjective dewds (along with the noun Sewdtrns) already has two very different meanings in Homer (cf.
LSJ]), where it can either mean 'terrible, frightful' or 'wonderous, strange." Herodotus is the first to use it to
mean 'clever, skillful', which is the basic sense that it has later when applied to rhetoric. But the two original
meanings perfectly capture the deep ambivalence the Greeks had about the powers of rhetorical cleverness.
And given that it can just as easily have negative connotations as it can positive, it is perhaps remarkable that
Demosthenes applies it to himself (as we saw Isocrates do at Ant. 36).
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v, 8Te pev Ti) ToAel Ta PEATIO0” EAéoBan Trapiiv, épapiAAov Tiis &is
Y TaTpid’ evvoias &v KowE TECI KEIMEVTS, YO KPATIOTA Aéycov
EPaIvoOUNV, Kai Tols éuois Kal yneiopaot kal vopols kal mpeofeials
davTa S1wKEITo, UUV 8 oUdels fjv oUBauou, AR &l ToUTols
gTMnpedoal Ti déol.

...(the current rhetors), among whom, when the city was able to choose the
best course of action, when a public contest was set up for all over patriotism
toward the fatherland, I was shown to speak the best/most powerfully, and
all matters were arranged according to my votes, laws, and embassies, while
not one of you was anywhere, unless you felt some need spitefully to oppose
those policies. (18.320)

There is a dual ambiguity in the phrase kp&TioTa Aéycov, which highlights the ethical
value placed on competitive superiority. First of all, kp&TioTa can be either a substantive
adjective ('the best things') or an adverb ('in the best manner'), which makes it unclear
whether the competition was about giving the best advice or demonstrating the greatest skill
at giving advice. And secondly, the root Kp&T- in its original sense suggests dominance, rule,
overpowering, but comes to be used, in comparative and superlative forms, for general
approbation.?® So kp&TioTa Aéyw might simply be taken as, 'T speak the best' (or 'T say
the best things'); but here, where the competitiveness of the occasion is emphasized, the
original sense of the word is brought out, and Demosthenes is able to hint that he 'crushed’
his opponents.

Demosthenes also boasts of his victory over Aeschines in an entirely different type of
rhetorical competition: the contest for the honor of giving the funeral oration for those who
died at Chaeronea: xeipoTovédv yap O 8ijuos TOV EpolvT’ éml Tols TETEAEUTNKOOIV
Tap’ aUTd T& oupPavTa, ov o’ éxelpotdvnoe TpoPBAndévTta, kaimep elpuovov dvTa...
(‘for when the people were voting for someone to speak on behalf of the dead just after the
events, they did not vote for you though you were nominated, despite your beautiful
voice...,' 18.285). He gives a number of reasons why the Athenians would reject Aeschines.
They knew of his injustice (and of Demosthenes' patriotism), they saw how he profited from
their misfortunes, and they thought that the man to receive such an honor should not be
one who shared the home and the cup of their enemy, or who took part in revels over the
Athenians' defeat. But the final reason that Demosthenes gives is that the Athenians did not
think it proper for the speaker 'to theatrically mourn their fate with his voice, but rather to
experience fellow-suffering with his soul' (Und¢ T covi] dakpUev UTTokpIVOUEVOVY TTV
gkefveov TUXNV, AAA& TTj WuxT] ouvaAyeiv, 18.287).27 The opposition between @covr
and Wuxr is a clear variation on the Adyos/ €pyov opposition: Aeschines is nothing but a
voice, but Demosthenes speaks with his soul, and thus his Adyos reflects an €pyov, a real
substance. However, there is another point, which should not be missed. Demosthenes is
mentioning a precedent, another contest in which he was deemed the superior rhetor; and
the reason for Aeschines' defeat was, at least in part, that he was a less persuasive, less
believable orator. So surely it would be very odd for him to defeat Demosthenes now.

236 Cf. Chantraine: kp&Tog comes from a root expressing the notion of 'durability,’ but signifies (especially
physical) force, and hence 'victoire, pouvoir, souveraineté.'

237 Gotteland 2006: 594 highlights this passage to show why Aeschines' theatrical background made him
untrustworthy.

75



Even when Demesthenes mocks Aeschines for the sheer loudness of his voice in his
speech on the embassy, and contrasts it with his own quietness, he makes a point of
asserting his rhetorical dominance:

Tiva 8¢ pBéyyeobal péyloTov amavtwy kai cagpéoTaT’ [pricaiT’] Gv
eireiv & 1 BovAorto Tif geovij; Aioxivnv ofd’ &1i TouTovi. Tiva 8’ oUTot
HEv &ToApov kai SetAov Tpds Tous dxAous paciv elval, eyco 8 evAafi;
EUE" OUBEY Yap TTAOTOT oUT’ flvcdoxAnoa oUTe pur) Boulouévous Uuds
BeBiaoual. oUkouv év Taoais Tais ekkAnoials, 6odkis Adyos yéyove
TEPL TOUTCOV, Kl KaTNYopoUvTos AKOUETE Lo Kai EAEyXovToS Ael
ToUTOUS Kai AéyovTos &uTikpus OT1 XprHaT’ eiArjpaot kai TavTa
TETMPAKAC! T& TP&YHaTA TTis TOAEWS. Kal TOUTwV oUBEls TTOTOT
aKkoUwvV TaUT’ avTeimey oude difjpe TO oTOUA, oUd’ EdeIEev EauTov. Ti
ToT’ oUv €0T1 TO aiTiov 8Ti ol BSeAupcoTaTol TGV év Tf ToAel kai
Héyrotov ebeyyduevol Tol Kai ATOAUOTATOU &V TV Epol Kai
oUdevos HelCov pBeyyouévou ToooUTov NTTOVTAL,

Who would you say speaks the loudest of everyone and says most clearly
whatever he wishes with his voice? Surely Aeschines here. And who do
those men say is timid and cowardly when addressing the masses, though 1
call it careful? Me. For I never caused any annoyance, nor have I forced you
to do anything against your will. Well, in every assembly, whenever there has
been a discussion about these men, you always hear me accusing them and
exposing them, saying to their faces that they have taken bribes and have
sold out all the interests of the city. And not one of these men, after hearing
these charges, spoke a word in opposition, nor even opened his mouth, nor
even showed himself. So what in the world is the reason that the most
impudent men in the city and the loudest speakers are defeated so soundly
by me, the least daring of everyone, and able to speak louder than no one?
(19.206-8)

He goes on to explain that the reason he is able to defeat them is that they are paralyzed by
the consciousness of their guilt. But again, Demosthenes has presented a picture of another
rhetorical competition, this time in the assembly, and he has characterized Aeschines as a
loser and himself as a very decisive victor, despite his own vocal shortcomings. He embraces
the charge of being &ToApos, which of course can be either a positive or a negative term,
meaning either 'not brave' or 'not brazen.' In fact, he is quite heroic when it comes to verbal
confrontation, always denouncing his enemies to their faces (&vTikpus), while they appear
cowardly, not even showing up for the battle. Demosthenes is considered timid only when
addressing the masses (Trpds Tous &xAous), i.e. the kind of audience before which a
voluble actor such as Aeschines thrives; but when it comes to real confrontation, he shows
his mettle.

The contrasts that Demosthenes makes between his own rhetorical talents and those
of Aeschines, and his suggestions of his own superiority, are not limited to direct assertions;
he also seeks to demonstrate, rather than merely assert, his own superiority precisely at
those times that he is criticizing or mocking Aeschines' theatricality and vocal power. One
way that he does this is simply to make a sort of display of his mastery of sophisticated,
syntactically complex composition. For example, at 19.125-7 he makes Aeschines, who is
mockingly referred to as 6 copos kai Selods oUTos kai elpuovos ('that wise and clever
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man, not to mention lovely-voiced'), the centerpiece of an enormous periodic sentence
beginning with an almost endless subordinate clause:

¢eldn 8 amwAcAecav oi Peokels YoTepov nuépals TévT” 1 €€, kal
TéAos elxe TO pioBeop’ cdotep &v &AAo Ti ToUTe, Kai 6 AepkUAos gk
Tijs XaAkidos fikev dvaotpéyas kai &y yetAev Upiv ekkAnoiaouotv
¢v TTepaiel 811 Pookels dmoAcdAaot, kai Upels, & &vdpes ABnvaiol,
TaUT AKoUoavTeS EiIkKOTWS KAKEIVOLs ouvrjxBeoBe kal avuTol
eEemETANX0e, Kal TATdas Kal yuvalkas ek TGV Aypddv KaTtakouiCev
eyn@iCeode kal Ta ppoupt’ émokevalelv kal Tov TTelpond TeikiCev kal
T& HpdkAer v &oTel OUev, —¢meidn) TalT’ Ry kal TolauTn Tapaxr) Kai
ToloUTos 86puPos TepietoTrikel THY TMOAW, TNVIKaTH’ & co@ds kai Sewodg
0UTOoS Kai elpwvog, oUTe BouAfis oUTe drjou XelpoTovrioavtos auTov,
COXETO TPECPEUOV g TOV TAUTA TETOINKOTA, OUTE TV &PPLOTIAV
£p’ 1) TOT £Ewondoab’ UroAoyiodpuevos, ol &ti peoPeutrs &AAos
fpnT avd’ autou, olb’ 81 TpeoPeuTr)s &AAos fipnT' vl avTou, oUb’
8T1 TGV ToloUTwY 6 véuos BavaTtov Thv Cnuiav elval keAevel, ol 8T
TAVSESY 0TV ATMY YeAKSD Co§ ETMKEKTPUKTAL XPHHAT’ aUTE €v
OnBais, emedn) OnPaiol Tpods TG v Bolcotiav dmacav éxewv kai Tijs
Daokéwv xwpas EyKpaTels yeydvaol, TNVIKaUT eis péoas Tas OnPag
Kal TO TGV OnPaicwv otpaTtdmedov Padileiv.

But when after five or six days the Phocians had been destroyed, and the
payment was ended (just as any other payment to him would have), and
Derkylos had arrived on his way back from Chalcis and announced to you
when you were holding the assembly in Piraeus that the Phocians had been
destroyed, and you, my fellow Athenians, after hearing these things, were
reasonably both vexed at those men and quite stunned yourselves, and you
voted to bring both children and women in from the country and to prepare
garrisons and to fortify Piracus and to celebrate the festival of Herakles in
the city, —after these things occurred and such confusion and such tumult
surrounded the city, at that time this wise and clever and lovely-voiced man,
though neither the council nor the people elected him, set off on an embassy
to the man who had done these things, taking no account either of the illness
for which he earlier excused himself on oath, nor of the fact that another
ambassador had been chosen in place of him, nor that the law commands
that the penalty for such acts be death, nor that it is outrageous for him,
after announcing that there was a price on his head in Thebes, at the very
time when the Thebans, in addition to holding all of Boeotia, had also
become masters of the land of the Phocians, to walk right into the middle of
Thebes and the encampment of the Thebans. (19.125-7)

This seemingly interminable sentence is ostentatiously removed from both the simplicity of
conversational speech and the theatricality of Aeschines' speech, and it leaves little doubt as
to who is truly co@os kai devos.

Another example of Demosthenes' strategy of demonstrating his own superiority in
the realm of rhetorical composition while simultaneously mocking Aeschines' theatrical
talents is found at the very moment that Demosthenes directly confronts Aeschines'
accusations of sophistry and logographia. Demosthenes argues that, while Aeschines calls
other men sophists and logographers, seeking to commit hybris against them, he himself is
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liable to the same charges (19.246). For he quotes lines from Euripides' Phoenix, even
though he himself has never acted the part. Instead, he should have quoted some lines
delivered by Creon in Sophocles' Antigone, since he has often delivered them and knows
them by heart — after all, it is a great honor for all third-string actors to play the role of the
tyrant. He then goes on to quote from Creon's patriotic speech about his intolerance for
unpatriotic citizens. Ober takes this passage as evidence that the masses looked down on
specialized education and book-learning.?3® Thus, in his interpretation, Demosthenes would
be reproaching Aeschines for digging up some tragic lines from a written text rather than
simply delivering lines that he already knew from memory (which would have been
perfectly democratic). But if that were Demosthenes' point, then it would make little sense
for him to proceed to quote lines from a tragedy that he likewise did not perform and
likewise must have dug up from a text. Demosthenes (with some justification) presents
Aeschines as very much concerned with demonstrating and justifying his theatrical talents,
as well as with denigrating and marginalizing Demosthenes' more forensic talents. So
Demosthenes is suggesting that, when Aeschines quoted from the Phoenix, he was offering
a demonstration of his acting abilities and seeking to contrast those abilities with
Demosthenes' dishonorable talents as a speech-writer. But the fact that Aeschines did not
choose to perform some relevant passage that he had previously learned for the stage, but
instead dug up a different one and memorized it specially for his trial speech, suggests some
pretension not just to theatrical ability but also to forensic, logographic ability. In that
contest, Demosthenes implies, Aeschines loses. Thus his point, at least in part, is that he
himself has dug up a better, more persuasive passage — one which supports his argument
that Aeschines is a hypocrite, a talentless logographer, and even a bad actor. So it appears
that Demosthenes' defense against the charge of logographia amounts to a demonstration
of his own superiority in that very field: 'I may be a logographer, but you are a worse one.'

If Aeschines is represented as always engaged in a kind of theatrical competition
over who has the loudest and the prettiest voice, Demosthenes, in turn, is represented by
his opponent as always engaged in a competition for ability in rhetorical composition and
sophistication. Just as Aeschines tried to lead the jury astray with his powerful delivery,
Demosthenes will try to lead them astray with his subtle and 'sophistic' arguments. Already
in the speech against Timarchos, Aeschines warns the jury that some of Demosthenes'
students are present at the trial, and that he has promised them that he will transform the
contest and the audience's attention without their noticing, thus conducting his profession
at the jury's expense (épyoAaPcov ¢’ Uuds 1.173). Note that, like Aeschines,
Demosthenes is here accused of using the courtroom as a platform for an émidei€is, but
there is the added charge that he hopes to gain financially from his display. The jury
members are invited to imagine what Demosthenes would say as he returns home after the
trial and brags about how he tricked everyone:

ATy ayv y&p auTous a1md Tév Tepl Tinapxov aiTidv, EméoTnoa
Pépcov el TOV kaTiyopov kai Oilimmov kai Peokéas, kai péPous
EMNPTNOA TOTS AKPOWMEVOLS, CO0B” O HEV PEUY OV KATNYOpEL, O BE
KQTNYyop&V £kpiveTo, oi 8¢ dikaoTai, v ptv Noav dikaoTal,
¢meA&BovTo, v &’ ouk floav kpitai, Tept ToUTwWV fiKouov.

For, leading them away from the charges concerning Timarchos, I brought
them over and fixed (their attention) on the prosecutor and on Philip and
the Phocians, and I stirred up fears in the listeners, so that the defendant was

238 Ober 1989: 172-3.
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prosecuting and the prosecutor was being judged, and the jury members
forgot the matters they were there to decide and listened to arguments
about matters about which they were not judges. (1.175)

Demosthenes is thus clearly breaking the rules of the game, trying to turn the contest inside
out and trick the jury into judging the wrong people on the basis of the wrong criteria about
the wrong matters. Note Aeschines' shift at the end of the passage from the word dikaoTad,
a word that refers specifically to courtroom judges, those judging on matters of justice, to
kpttai, which could be judges of any kind of competition, legal, athletic, or otherwise.
Demosthenes has transformed the dikaoTai into judges of an entirely different kind.

But it is also important to notice that at this point in his speech, when Aeschines
makes perhaps his most powerful attack on Demosthenes' rhetorical abilities,?? he does so
in a manner that simultaneously emphasizes his own rhetorical talents. In a full
demonstration of his mastery of delivery, he takes on the role of Demosthenes, most likely
mimicking his gesture and his speaking style. In the speech Against Ctesiphon, Aeschines
again quotes Demosthenes, mocking his poetic, metaphorical language and his gestures:
(3.166), and Demosthenes later complains about the triviality of that imitation (prjuata kai
OXNUATA HIMOUNEVOS, 18.232). But again, we can see that Aeschines' strategy is to
denigrate Demosthenes' rhetorical talents and mock the artificiality of his composition, and
to do so in a way that simultaneously emphasizes his own talents, by demonstrating his
expert control of voice and gesture.

Like Demosthenes, Aeschines also seeks to emphasize the agonistic nature of the
trials, often using athletic metaphors; though often, instead of presenting himself as the
undisputed champion, as Demosthenes does, he refigures the contest as one between, not
Demosthenes and himself, but between Demosthenes and the dfjuos. In the speech against
Timarchos, after warning the jury about Demosthenes' deception and sophistry, he
compares the trial to a horse race (while also throwing in a military metaphor for good
measure):

UnéTepov &’ EoTIV Epyov TTPoOS TaUTa avTITETAXBaL, Kal TTavTaxD)
TapakoAouBouvtas undaur] TapekkAivelv auTov ¢av, undt tols
eEaycoviols Adyors Suoxupileobar GAN’ cdotep ev Tals immodpopials
els TOV TOU Tp&yuaTos autov Spduov eiceAavveTe.

But it is your job to array yourselves against these tactics, and to follow him
everywhere and not allow him to deviate anywhere, nor to give any
authority to his extraneous arguments; but just as in the horse races, keep
steering him onto the proper track of the matter. (1.176)

Here the charge is very clearly that of cheating in a contest, and the jury is exhorted to
remember that part of their duty as judges is to compel the contestants to follow the rules.
But in order to do so, they must also array themselves (dvTiTeTax8a1) against the would-
be cheater; thus a new contest emerges, this time between the judges and one of the
competitors.®° Again, in the speech against Ctesiphon, Aeschines compares Demosthenes
to a wrestler and a boxer. He says that Demosthenes will ask the jury to forgive the
arrangement of his speech, promising to address the illegality of Ctesiphon's proposal at the
end. But he advises them: ur| ouyxcpeite, und’ ayvoeib’ 6Tt mdAaiopa ToUT ¢oTi
SikaoTnpiov ('do not give in to him, and don't be ignorant of the fact that this is a

239 Carey 2000 ad loc. notes, "the taunt stung," since Demosthenes responds to it at 19.242.
240 The idea that the real contest is between the jury and one's opponent is a topos in the orators.
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'wrestling throw' of the courtroom,' 3.205). The jury is observing and judging a kind of
wrestling match in which one of the wrestlers is attempting to throw and pin, not his
opponent, but the whole arena. Aeschines continues with an expansion of the metaphor:

COOTrEP OUV £V TOTS YUHVIKOTS &Yy GOV Op&TE TOUS TIUKTAS TrEPL TS
oTédoews aAAjAois Siaywvilopévous, oUTw kai Upels SAnv Thv fuépav
Umep Tijs méAecos Tepi Ths TAEews aUTed ToU Adyou pdxeobe, kai ur
£aTE aUTOV E6w ToU Tapavduou meptioTacbal, &AN éykabrjuevol kai
gVeSPEVUOVTES €V TTj Akpodoel eloeAaUveTe aUTOV eis ToUs TOU
TpdyuaTtos Adyous, kai Tas EKTPOTas aUToU TGV Adycov EMITNPEITE.

Just as you see boxers in athletic contests competing with each other for
position, so must you also fight with him all day long on behalf of the city
over the arrangement of his speech, and not allow him to shift outside of the
question of illegality, but lying in ambush as you listen, you must steer him
into arguments about the matter at hand and watch out for the digressions
of his speeches. (3.206)

The participles éykabruevor and évedpevovTes, both of which mean to 'lie in ambush,’
might suggest the feints of a boxer, but it also may be that, yet again, Aeschines has mixed
in some military metaphors.?’ When he says that the jury needs to fight against
Demosthenes regarding the arrangement of his speech, the verb paxeofat could refer
either to boxing or to a military battle, and the dual meaning of T&Eis (an 'arrangement' of
any sort, but in particular the drawing up of a battle line) may suggest warfare as well. He
also returns here to his metaphor of chariot racing, by repeating the verb eioeAatveTe,
'steer’ or 'drive.' Such a profusion of agonistic metaphors helps to characterize
Demosthenes, once again, as unfairly and illegitimately competitive.

The notion that rhetorical skill, as a distinctly agonistic skill, was comparable to
athletic and military skills was nothing new. As we saw above, Plato and Isocrates both
compare the misuse of rhetoric to the misuse of pankratic and other athletic and military
skills. Aristotle, who tried in some sense to rehabilitate the art of rhetoric from Plato's
attacks, also addresses its dangerous powers, but notes that it is a common feature of all
good things, with the exception of virtue, that they can be used either for good or for bad
(Rhet. 1355b). Furthermore, Aristotle continues, it is strange if not being able to defend
oneself by means of the body is shameful, while not being able to defend oneself with logos
is not shameful. But it is worth remarking here on the difference between the way these
kinds of athletic and military metaphors are used in oratory and the way they are used in
tragedy and comedy. As we saw in the last chapter, a speaker in the tragic agon is more
likely to refer to his own speech than that of his opponent as a kind of athletic feint or a
military maneuver. And in comedy, we can observe some similar cases.** In the speeches
that were actually presented to a jury, on the other hand, the dictates of good taste surely
required that one boasted of one's own rhetorical skill in more subtle ways; and at any rate,
the kind of rhetorical skill that could be described by athletic or military metaphors was a
matter of reproach, not boasting. Demosthenes and Aeschines use these metaphors to
suggest both violent force and deceptive cleverness in their opponents. In an explicitly
epideictic format such as the tragic agon, such metaphors could be used to bolster claims of
one's own epideictic superiority, whereas in a trial, where the epideictic element of the
competition must be very carefully negotiated (and contested), they are far more useful as

241 Gwatkin ad loc.
22 F.g. Eq. 264, Nub. 1047.
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tools of reproach. The accusation that one's opponent is overly 'athletic' in his manner of
speaking is a calculated attempt to divert the jury's trust toward one's own rhetorical style,
and is thus itself a transparently agonistic rhetorical move (and I suspect that the audience
would have appreciated it as such).

Just as Demosthenes found more or less subtle ways to vaunt his own skills and
present himself as the long-standing victor in a series of rhetorical contests with Aeschines,
likewise Aeschines feels compelled to show that Demosthenes is not just a sophistic, tricky,
wrestler of an orator, but also a much worse orator than he himself. So he also describes a
past rhetorical contest in which he soundly defeated his current opponent; and this time the
decisive factor in the contest was rhetorical delivery. His story begins just before the
ambassadors are to address Philip during the first embassy to Macedonia. They are having
a discussion about what they should say to Philip, and Cimon (otherwise unknown)
expresses his fear that Philip will defeat them with the 'pleading of his case' (6Tt poPoito
un SikatoAoyoupevos Teptyévorto Nuedv 6 Oilimmos, 2.21). The word
SikatoAoyoUpevos is perhaps a hint that the contest being narrated here is a kind of
comparandum for the present trial. In response to Cimon, Demosthenes announces that he
possesses 'unstinting torrents of arguments’ (T y&s 81 Adywv éxev apbovous) and that
he will speak about Athens' claims to Amphipolis and about the beginning of the war in
such a way as to 'sew up Philip's mouth with a dry reed' (¢doTe dmoppdyev 16 OiAiTmou
oTéua 6Aooxoive aPpodxw) and will persuade the Athenians to take back Leosthenes (a
general convicted of treason and taking refuge in Macedonia) and Philip to give Amphipolis
back to the Athenians. Demosthenes is thus consumed with arrogance (Umeppavia, 2.22) in
regard to his own rhetorical abilities. Whereas Cimon is afraid of defeat, Demosthenes is
overly confident that he will be able to reduce Philip to silence. Furthermore, as Aeschines
claims the story will demonstrate, Demosthenes suffers from 'excessive envy' (pBdvov
UmepPaAAovTa) s frightful cowardice (Sewnv Sethiav), and bad character (kakoriBeiav),
and he engages in such plots against his fellow ambassadors and meal-mates that one would
not lightly engage in against one's worst enemies. Demosthenes, 'who has left no part of his
body unsold, not even the place from which he emits his voice,' (6 8¢ oudtv &mpaTov
Excov pépos Tou oOpaTos, oud’ 86ev TV peovnv TpoleTal, 2.23)*#4 dares to rail against
bribe-taking. The double entendre of the last insult recalls Aeschines' characterization of
Timarchos and suggests that Demosthenes is likewise a prostitute; but the emphasis on
'voice' instead of 'mouth’ makes it clear that the real prostitution that Demosthenes has
engaged in is the selling of speeches, not of sexual favors. Demosthenes cannot accuse
anyone of bribe-taking because the very nature of his profession, as a logographer, consists
of taking 'bribes' for the writing of speeches.

The real contest, however, that Aeschines wants to relate is of course not the contest
between Demosthenes and Philip, but the one between Demosthenes and himself, the
contest over who is most able to persuade Philip, and thus who is the best prjTwp; oddly,
Philip is thus figured as the judge. Aeschines primes the jury to attend to the contrast:
akovoaTe 81 ToUs Te NueTépous Adyous oUs eiTTopey Utép UUAdVY, Kai TaAw ols TO
néya dpelos Tijs méAecos eipnke Anuoobévns (‘indeed, listen to the speeches that I made
on your behalf, and in turn those that Demosthenes, 'the great benefactor of the city," has
made,' 2.24). He begins by narrating his own speech to Philip, which is a model of good
arrangement and thoroughness (TTp&TOV pév...oUdtv TapaAeimwy, AN e@etiis
ATaVTA UTTOUIHVTOKV...8euTepoV BE..., firstly...leaving out nothing, but recalling
everything in order...and secondly...,' 2.26). For everything that Aeschines said, he offered

243 Perhaps there is some word play in the suggestion that Demosthenes' p8dvos is evidenced, in part, by his
boast of having &@Bovol mnyai Adywv.
244 An insult that Aeschines repeats at 2.88.
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evidence (2.31). Far from flattering him, he 'did not hesitate to speak against Philip himself,
reproaching him for continuing the war against the city' (kai T&Aw oUk ddkvouv KaT’
auToU Aéyeww OAitrmrou, EmTiucdY 8T1 T EkSoxT|v EoijoaTto Tpds Ty TOAW ToU
ToAépou, 2.30). In order to highlight his powers of delivery, he switches into direct speech
a couple times, allowing the jury to transport themselves to the occasion of his performance.
In one passage, he relates a rather far-fetched story in which Philip's mother delivers an
emotional plea to Iphicrates, the Athenian general, to be a friend to her children. Aeschines
takes on the role of Philip's mother and delivers part of the speech that she was supposed to
have made to Iphicrates (2.28).

When Demosthenes' turn arrives, 'everyone pays close attention as though about to
hear some supreme demonstrations of rhetorical power' (kai T&vTes TTPOCETXOV CO§
UmepPoAds Tvas Suvdpewds akouodpevol Adywv, 2.34). Demosthenes' arrogant
boasting had ensured that the embassy would be an epideictic contest, that is, a contest over
'speech-making ability," SUvapis Ady v, since, as Aeschines learned later, his boasting had
been reported to Philip and his associates, thus setting the stage. Demosthenes' dismal and
embarrassing effort takes up about one sixth of the space it took Aeschines to describe his
own speech (which, incidentally, he had to cut short), and it is worth quoting in full:

oUTw ¢ AMAVTV SIaKEIHEVWV TTPOS TNV akpdactv, BéyyeTal TO
Bnpiov TolTo Tpooiuiov okoTewdy Ti kai TeBunkds SetAia, kal pikpoOv
TPOAYAYCV &GVw TAV TTPAYUATWY, eEaipuns éoiynoe kai SinTroprion,
TeAeUTGV 8¢ ékmiTTel ToU Adyou. i8cov 8¢ autov 6 GiAimrmros cog
Biékerto, Bappeiv Te TapekeAeveTo Kai un vouilew, chomep v Tols
BedTpois, i ToUTo oiecbai Ti TeTovBéval, AAN’ ouxi Kai kaTd
HIKPOV avapipvijokeobat kai Aéyev cos TpoeideTo. 6 8 cos dmag
eTapdxin kal TV yeypaupévwy dieapdAn, oud’ avaAaBeiv £t autdv
eduvniBn, dAA& kal AW émixeprioas Aéyew TauTov Emabev. cos &’ v
Ol T, HeTaoThval Nuas 6 kijpug ékéAeuey.

And thus, with everyone ready to listen, this creature here gave voice to
some kind of prologue that was obscure and dead with cowardice, and
continuing a little further, keeping above the matters at hand, he suddenly
fell silent and was at a loss, and finally lost his lines altogether. Philip, seeing
the state he was in, told him to take courage and not to imagine that he
thought he had bombed, as though in the theater, but to relax and
remember his speech little by little and say what he had planned. But once
he had been befuddled and had stumbled from his written composition, he
was no longer able to collect himself, but even when he tried to speak again,
he suffered the same thing. And since there was silence, the herald told us to
depart. (2.34-35)

Aeschines, far from trying to minimize, or apologize for, his own theatrical talents, argues
compellingly that the job of a rhetor is indeed very much like that of an actor, and thus that
he is far superior to Demosthenes. While he himself gave a bold and commanding
performance, Demosthenes suffered from stage fright and memory lapses, lost his lines,
‘bombed,” and was completely at a loss without his script (Tédv yeypaupéveov).2s

245 For the last criticism mentioned above, that Demosthenes was helpless without his notes, we could
compare Alcidamas, who, as another rhetorical expert seeking to set his own brand of expertise apart from his
competitors, emphasized the importance of extemporaneous speaking.
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Although Aeschines is more than happy to use the precedent of this contest to
demonstrate his rhetorical superiority over Demosthenes, his description of the events
leading up to the embassy meeting, when Demosthenes boasted of his own abilities, serve to
place the responsibility of initiating the contest on Demosthenes. One is reminded of
Theseus in The Suppliants, when he (questionably) accuses the herald of initiating the
contest, as if to justify the combative tone of his own rhetoric. The ability to compete
verbally, to defend oneself, or more importantly to defend the interests of the city, was
certainly a virtue; but the compulsion to compete, to turn events that should properly be
cooperative into contests, was clearly frowned upon.

From our examination of the legal feud between Demosthenes and Aeschines it is
clear that popular Athenian attitudes to the ethics of rhetorical skill and rhetorical
confrontation were rather complicated; and there is no need to imagine that Greek popular
morality was any more consistent in this area than in any other.>® But rather than simply
viewing them as undecided on the subject, or as having mixed feelings, we should rather say
that the Greeks, or the Athenians at least, had a very powerful ambivalence, that their
attitudes were quite confident and strong, only they were simultaneously positive and
negative. The comparison that the Greeks themselves regularly made between rhetorical
skill and other kinds of athletic and military skills might help to explain this attitude to some
extent. Legal debates were, in no small measure, competitions for status and honor and as
such were very much like athletic contests — except that the stakes were often much higher,
and cheating was more difficult to agree on or to detect. Likewise diplomacy was every bit
as important as warfare in Athens’ ongoing struggles with its international competitors.
Thus the cowardice that Demosthenes revealed on the ambassadorial stage was no less
harmful or shameful than cowardice on the battlefield would be. Rhetoric may have been
the most important, the most honored of all agonistic skills in the late 5 and 4™ centuries;
and thus a politician could be blamed just as much for being bad at it as he could for using
it to deceive the people. Or, even better, as we see in the characterizations of Demosthenes
and Aeschines, he could be blamed for both faults.

While the topoi that involve exploiting fears about the dangerous powers of rhetoric
are very well recognized, I hope to have shown that the agonistic ethic of forensic oratory
could produce a kind of epideictic contest where such topoi were subsumed under the
broader strategy of demonstrating one's rhetorical superiority. Given the virulence of both
Demosthenes' attacks on Aeschines' theatrical abilities and Aeschines' attacks on
Demosthenes' logographic abilities, one might expect each to try to deflect those attacks,
the one by minimizing the theatricality of his speech, and the other by speaking in as simple
and conversational a style as possible. But that is not what happened. Instead, each man
met the challenge head on and sought to maximize his own talents and to crush his
opponent.

4. Reward and recognition

In the last section, we saw that an important aspect of the legal feud between
Demosthenes and Aeschines was the fact that each sought to portray his opponent as an
unfair and illegitimate competitor who was always trying to hijack the contest with his own
brand of rhetorical display. Thus part of their competition ended up being about the
proper rules and boundaries of rhetorical competition itself. As Barker points out, "[w]here

246 As Dover regularly reminds us.
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a debate is drawn up, for what reasons, and with what consequences when it is dissolved, all
make a difference: its form is always a matter of trial, contest and negotiation."* In an
athletic competition, although of course there may be disagreements, arguments with the
judges, etc., every attempt is made to fix the rules before the match begins. Contests of
words are very different in this respect. Of course there are various procedural rules that
are fixed ahead of time: for example, each litigant only gets one or two speeches (depending
on the kind of trial), each must stop speaking when the water-clock runs out, etc. But aside
from these procedural rules, the acceptability of the strategies employed is judged mainly in
terms of their persuasiveness. If a litigant manages to persuade the jury that the criteria for
judgment should be what he wants them to be, then he has successfully defined the 'rules'
for this particular contest. But his opponent will also be trying to contest that version of the
contest and assert his own version. And the one who most successfully defines the contest
will have an enormous advantage. In the speeches on the crown, however, we actually see
the procedural rules themselves being contested — the rules not just for the present trial, but
for the much broader societal competition for honor. And again, the element of spectacle,
display, is central to the debate. Furthermore, even as the contest system itself is discussed
and critiqued, below that surface argument we see an acknowledgment, and an agreement,
that the real contest for honor is the one currently taking place in the courtroom, and the
real (figurative) crown will be awarded to whichever contestant demonstrates that he is the
superior PT)TwWP.

This trial, more than any other, is explicitly about elite competition for honor.
Ctesiphon has made a proposal that the demos present Demosthenes with a crown in the
Theater of Dionysus during the city Dionysia to honor him for the benefits he has
conferred on the state with his words and actions (6Tt SiateAel kai Aéycwv kai TP&TTwY
T& &ploTa TG dMU, 3.49). Much of Aeschines' speech is taken up with his substantive,
rather than procedural, arguments against the legality of the proposal. The proposed crown
is illegal because it is based on a false premise: Demosthenes has not benefited the state with
his words and actions, but rather has caused it a great deal of harm. But he also argues that
the proposal violates two procedural rules for the awarding of such crowns: (1)
Demosthenes must first undergo his dokimasia for the office that he currently holds before
any awards can be given; and (2) a crown conferred by the demos cannot be presented to its
recipient in the theater, as Ctesiphon has proposed. While this last point may seem rather
trivial, Aeschines makes quite a lot out of it; he uses it, in fact, as a sort of springboard to
launch into a critical assessment of Athenian practices in regard to the awarding of honor in
general. In addition to Aeschines' personal interest in keeping the actors, producers, and
spectators free from the annoyance of such unnecessary ceremonies (3.43), he is also
concerned that those who are crowned in the theater may receive greater honors than those
who are crowned in the assembly (ueiCoot TiuaoBat), since the former are seen by all the
Hellenes. And thus the lawgiver has prohibited the demos from crowning a citizen on the
tragic stage to prevent people from 'collecting crowns and proclamations through
contributions and thus acquiring false prestige' (iva undeis épaviCwov oTepavous Kai
knpUyuHaTta weudii prthoTipiav kTaTal, 3.45). This use of tAoTiuia is similar to the use
of T6 IAdTIMOV that we saw in Iphiginia at Aulis; and again, we notice that the word only
appears with this kind of objective sense, as something that can be acquired, in contexts
where it is being acquired by illegitimate means. That is to say, when giAoTidia refers not
just to a motivation or a character trait, but to a kind of commodity that can be acquired, it
is usually being stolen, not earned. Accordingly, Aeschines admonishes Demosthenes earlier
in the speech not to snatch prthoTipia forcefully: pry &pmale Tiv prhoTiwiav (3.23).

247 Barker 2009: 19.
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Clearly, part of Demosthenes' plan to steal ptAoTipia is to scheme his way onto the tragic
stage, where the display will make his honor greater.

As Aeschines later suggests, the system of awarding honors, which is so fundamental
to the greatness of Athens and to the education of the youth, has been corrupted and is in
danger of being destroyed entirely. There are three main problems, which are closely
related: (1) as noted above, rule-breakers, who scheme for pithoTipia, succeed too often;
(2) too many honors are given away, so that they have ceased to be a scarce commodity and
consequently no longer have any protreptic force; and (3) the awarding of gold crowns has
resulted in an excessive concern with display and recognition, as well as with material
reward.

Aeschines conveys his understanding of the proper functioning of the contest system
through a discussion of the purposes of punishments and rewards. He alludes to the
'results-oriented' nature of the Athenian legal system when he notes that there are laws
against cowardice, despite the fact that cowardice may be a natural, congenital trait. 4
Such laws may seem unfair, but they are practical:

kaiTol Baupdoeiev &v Tis YUV &l eiot puoews ypaai. eiciv. Tivos
gveka; v EKaoTOS UGV TAS €K TAV véucwv Cnuias poPoupevos padAAov
1) Tous ToAepious aueiveov &y wvioTrs Utep Tijs Tatpidos umdpxmn.

Yet one of you might wonder if there are laws concerned with nature. There
are. For what reason? So that each of us may be more afraid of the penalties
of the laws than of our enemies and may thus remain a better competitor on

behalf of our fatherland. (3.175)

Like punishments, rewards are also supposed to make bad citizens better, but in addition
they serve to motivate the good citizens, which they can only do if they remain scarce. If the
Athenians do not put a stop to the unstinting rewards and the indiscriminate distribution of
crowns, those who are honored will bear them no gratitude and will not set right the affairs
of state (3.177). The proof that Aeschines offers is that the past generation was far better
than the current one, and in those times distinctions were much more scarce and the mere
name of excellence was more valued (TOTe pév fjv omdvia T& kaAd Tap’ Nuiv kai To Ths
apeTiis dvopa Tiuov, 3.178).

Aeschines goes on to compare the situation to the crowns awarded to Olympic
athletes:

oieo®’ &v ToTe, & &vdpes ABnvaiol, éBeAfjoal Tva éTaokeiv eis T&
‘OAUumia, 1) GAAOV TIVa& TGV OTEPAVITRV AY VWY, TAYKPETIOV 1) Kai
&AAo T1 TGV BapuTtépeov &BAwvY, el 6 oTépavos e8iBoTo un TS
KpaTioTe, AAA& 1A Siampafapéve; oudeis &v oT’ nBEAnoey
ETTAOKETV. VUV &’ ofpat Bix TS oTdviov Kal TO TEPIUAXNTOV Kai TO
KaASv kal TS delpvnoTov €k Ths vikns é6éAouciv Tives T odbuaTa
Tapabéuevol kai Tas peyioTas TaAaimapias Siakivduvelelv.

Do you think, my fellow Athenians, that anyone would ever want to train for
the Olympic games or for any other contest where crowns are awarded, a
pankration or some other rather serious sport, if the crown were given not to
the best, but to the one who schemed for it? No one would ever want to

28 See Adkins 1960 for the idea that Greece was a 'results-oriented' society.
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train. But as it is, I think, on account of the scarcity, the great contestation,
the distinction, and the eternal glory of the prize that comes from victory
some are willing to sacrifice their bodies and subject themselves to the
greatest hardships. (3.179-80)

He tells the jury to imagine that they are 'athletic judges of political excellence'
(&ywvobétal ToAiTikijs &peTiis) and to understand that if they award prizes to the few
and the worthy, in accordance with the laws, then they will have many competitors for
excellence (TroAAovus &ycwvioTas E€eTe Tijs ApeTrs), but if they please the schemers, they
will destroy even the decent natures. The athletic analogy is of course more than just an
analogy. The very name of a legal trial, an agon, shows that such trials were already seen
very much along the lines of an athletic contest; and the present trial is especially similar to
an Olympic event, since it is possible that the winner of this trial will end up actually being
crowned victor. The contest for excellence, for which the jury members are supposed to
imagine themselves as athletic judges, is at once the present legal contest and the larger on-
going political contest in which Aeschines and Demosthenes have been long-standing rivals.
And whether the contest is thus viewed narrowly or broadly, the jury's primary
consideration should be how to produce the most competitors, &ycwwiotai, for excellence;
just as the rationale for the punitive laws against cowardice was likewise to produce more
competitors for the city. Demosthenes, the schemer, has set an example for bad
competition, and punishing him is the only way to produce more virtuous competitors for
the city.

Aeschines' critique of the contest system, however, goes far beyond merely
complaining about the unfair scheming for crowns and the consequent overabundance of
them. He suggests that the very nature of a golden crown as a reward may have a
corrupting influence and, even further, that too much recognition per se may be a bad
thing. He compares Demosthenes to a number of great Athenians of the past, none of
whom, despite their far more impressive achievements, ever received a gold crown. Were
the people not appreciative? Rather they believed that they should honor them not
through written proposals but through the memory of those whom they had benefited (ou
Y&p ¢povTo Belv £v Tols ypduuaot Tiudobat GAN’ év T pvijun Tév el TemovboTwvy,
3.182). Those who defeated the Persians at the Strymon, during the ten years war, were
honored with three stelai, but their names were nowhere inscribed on them, in order that
the epigram might not seem to belong to the generals, but to the people. Miltiades
requested that his name should appear on the painting which commemorates the battle of
Marathon, and the people refused. They thought it sufficient to put his image first — yet
everyone knows his name. The men who restored the democracy from exile in Phyle
requested to be honored with olive wreaths, not with gold: back then a crown of olive was
more valuable, but now even a gold crown is despised (TéTe pgv y&p fv 6 Tou 8aAAou
oTEPAVOS TiHlos, vuvi 8¢ kai 6 xpucous kaTameppovnTal, 3.187). We see in this critique
a kind of play on the Adéyos/ €pyov contrast. Crowns, along with written proposals for
crowns (Tois ypd&upaot) and commemorative epigrams, are mere symbols that may be
entirely empty; while a truly honorable deed will automatically find immortality through the
living memory of the people.? If a name that would otherwise be forgotten is etched in
stone, then an unmerited honor has been granted. Thus, in Aeschines' idealized version of
the contest system, rewards and recognition are to be kept modest, and the names of the
honorees should be inscribed nowhere.

249 A rather philosophical point that could be compared to Plato's critique of writing in the Phaedrus.
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What is more, the competitors do not actually compete with one another at all, but
only with the standards of excellence itself. In anticipation of Demosthenes' complaint that
he should not be compared with the past generation, just as Philammon the boxer was not
expected to defeat boxers from the past but only his contemporary competitors, Aeschines
scoffs that everyone knows that those two types of competition are not comparable:

OoTEP VUGS &y voouvTag OTI TOTS HEV TTUKTALS ECTIV O &y oV TTPOS
aAArAous, Tols & aElolol otepavolobal Tpds aUTHV TV APETNV TS
Kal Eveka oTepavouvTal.

as if you were not aware that, for boxers, the contest is with each another,
but for those seeking to be crowned, it is with virtue itself, and it is for the
sake of that that they are crowned. (3.189)

Of course, the 'everyone knows' topos should probably be taken as an attempt by Aeschines
to conceal the fact that he is saying something that is not completely obvious. The idea that
politicians were not in competition with each other but only with some ideal of virtue would
surely have sounded much more like philosophy than common wisdom to the average
Athenian; and the notion that Demosthenes and Aeschines in particular were not in a
personal competition with each other would have seemed preposterous.

Isocrates makes a brief mention of the increasingly relaxed standards for the
awarding of crowns (In Callim. 65), but Aeschines' rather involved critique shares more
with Plato and Plutarch. In the Laws, Plato indicates some degree of approval for the
contest system when he suggests that soldiers ought to be crowned as a reward for their
successes; while if they are found guilty of any offense, they should be barred altogether
from any kind of competition for honor (943c¢). In the Republic, however, he offers his
'Phoenician tale' in part as a means of resolving some of the very problems that concern
Aeschines (414b-417b). While the guardians of the republic are to receive all kinds of
honors, and even a kind of cult status after their death, Plato is adamant that they should
receive no gold, since gold has been the cause of so many evils. Instead they are to imagine
that they already have a more pure, divine gold inside of them in comparison to which
earthly gold would seem cheap. Plutarch suggests that this passage is entirely about the
need to neutralize the negative effects of ptAoTiia, which can 'puff men up' and make
them intolerable and unmanageable. The gold that the guardians have in their souls
represents the virtue, &peTr, that comes from their birth and strives toward its natural
fulfillment. He goes on:

oUTtw Tapapuboueda Ty prhoTipiav, AéyovTes év tauTois Exelv
Xpuoov adiapbopov kai akrpaTtov kal &xpavtov UTd pdvou kai
MCOHOU Tiury, &pa Aoyioudd kai Tapabecoprioel TGV TETPAY HEVCOV
MUV kal TemoAiTevpéveov auavdpevov: 1o un Setobal ypapouéveov
TIUGV 1} TAQTTOUEVWY 1) XAAKOTUTTOUHEVCOV, €V ais kai TO eudokipnoiv
AANSTPIOY EoTIV

Let us soften ambition (ptAoTipia) in this way, saying that men have gold in
themselves, honor (Tiur}) that is incorruptible and pure and undefiled by
envy and blame, which grows along with the reasoning and contemplation of
our actions and policies; and that for this reason there is no need of honors
that are written or sculpted or fashioned in bronze - honors in which the
glory too is external. (Praec. Ger. Rei. 820c)

87



Thus, in addition to the distrust of material commemoration, both Plutarch and Aeschines
also agree that competition should be imagined, in some sense, as taking place with oneself
and not with one's rivals. For Aeschines the competition is with virtue itself, and for
Plutarch the prize of the contest is already inside the competitor. One is also reminded of
Euripides' own "Phoenician tale,’ where locasta likewise critiqued the harmful, 'empty’ kind
of prthoTiuia by seeking to identify proper Tiurj with T6 {oov. In all three of these critiques,
there is no attempt to abolish competition or itAoTipia altogether, but rather a correction
of the contest system is sought through a kind of redefinition of the terms, with the result
that the interpersonal, rivalrous aspect of competition is reduced to a minimum.

So Aeschines' strategy is to suggest that, apart from some rather thorny questions
about the legality of Ctesiphon's proposal, a much more serious consideration for the jury is
that the entire structure of Athenian society, with its system of honor-based sanctions, is in
danger of being destroyed by these bad habits. He offers them an ideal vision of Athens, in
which a benefactor's confidence in the lasting appreciation engendered in the people by his
good deed obviates any need for material commemoration, and in which there is no
personal competition among citizens in the political arena, but only competition with one's
own internalized standards of excellence.

But of course Aeschines is not a philosopher, and he is not offering these theoretical
analyses for mere intellectual speculation. His strategy, as noted above, is to characterize
Demosthenes as an illegitimate competitor, who deserves to be disqualified, not only from
the present legal trial, but from the larger Athenian political competition, in which he is
about to receive a crown. But there is more to it than that. In offering his own version of
what contests should be like, how competitors should compete, and how victors should be
rewarded, he is seeking to define the present contest. If the jury members decide that he has
offered a more compelling version of competition generally than Demosthenes has, and that
he has described (and exemplified) a better version of what a competitor should be like,
then they cannot fail but 'crown' him victor, regardless of whether or not Demosthenes
deserves his crown. After all, if they endorse Aeschines' version of the contest system, they
will agree that nobody deserves an actual crown, so they will be compelled to return the
only verdict that results in a wholly figurative crown.

The bulk of Demosthenes' defense speech is devoted to demonstrating that he has
in fact always spoken and acted in the people's best interest, and that Aeschines has done
quite the opposite. But he also responds to Aeschines' complaints about the corruption of
the contest system by broadening the scope and introducing the arena of international
competition. In his speech, Athens becomes a competitor in her own right who is engaged
in a contest with the rest of the world, not just for power or survival, but also for honor —in
fact, primarily for honor (19.66, 97). Demosthenes presents an alternate explanation of
what the primary function of the contest system is: it is not only a means of producing
citizens who will take risks on behalf of the state and on behalf of virtue itself, but it is also a
means of determining how the state conducts itself in this broader, international contest.
Leaving out any mention of the various self-correcting mechanisms of Athenian democracy,
including ostracisms, public examinations, and prosecutions such as the present one,
Demosthenes seeks to establish a direct one-to-one correspondence between the state's
virtue and the virtue of its leading citizen. The fact that, in the arena of political
competition, Demosthenes has been the perennial victor and has thus been responsible for
shaping the state's course of action means that his level of honor must exactly parallel the
state's level of honor; and thus, any aspersion on his conduct is likewise an aspersion on the
state's conduct.
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Demosthenes' defense speech on behalf of Ctesiphon, On the Crown, has long been
considered perhaps the greatest piece of Greek oratory that has survived, and it has
attracted a great deal of attention from scholars.?s° But here I only want to note that, far
from agreeing with Aeschines that the contest system is broken, Demosthenes suggests that
(thanks to him) it has never been better. While there have been many good politicians in
the past, none has devoted himself so entirely to the city's welfare as has Demosthenes; and
while many past politicians have been crowned, he himself'is the very first whose own
crowning has coincided with the city's crowning (19.94). He does suggest that the contest
system can suffer from excessive personal competitiveness (ptAovikia), but insists that he is
not guilty of such a trait and in fact has always devoted himself to trying to minimize it in
the polis. He invites the jury to deprive him of all his possessions if the accusations that he
makes against Aeschines are motivated by enmity, £x6pa, or private competition, tAovikia
idla (19.141). And later he uses the same term to draw a very strong connection between
the competitiveness of the individual politician and that of the collective polis. When it was
announced that Philip had captured Elatea, a council was quickly convened, and the herald
asked, "who wishes to speak?" As the city called with its collective voice (Tfj ko] peovi],
19.170) for someone to speak on behalf of its salvation, though all the generals and all the
rhetors were present, no one came forward except Demosthenes. In the speech that he then
delivered, he asked the jury to listen without any competitiveness to his arguments about
making an alliance with Thebes:

&v pévtol Telohi T guol kai TPdS TE OKOTETY, AAAS ur| PrAovikelv Tepi
v &av Aéyw yévnobe, ofpal kai T& Séovta Aéyev SSEe kai TOV
EPEOTNKOTA KivBuvov T1) TdAel BiaAUcew.

If however you are persuaded by me and apply yourselves to an examination
of my arguments rather than to hyper-competitiveness, I believe both that I
will appear to say what is needed and that I will remove the danger that is
upon the city. (19.176)

Thus, the hyper-competitiveness that can so often cause a competitor to behave improperly
can also be found in the judges of contests. But what exactly would it mean in this context
for the judges to apply themselves to ptAovikeiv? Yunis' translation (which is consistent
with the word order) suggests that it would just mean that they were quarreling with
Demosthenes' arguments. ' And indeed, it is not uncommon to accuse an audience of
hyper-competitiveness in exactly that way - Thucydides has Cleon make such a charge, and
Andocides has a client do so as well (1.9). But although Demosthenes may primarily be
referring to that kind of competitiveness, it seems to me that there is also an implicit
warning against competitiveness in regard to the broader international issues.?s* The
Athenians would be exhibiting pthovikia if they were to refuse an alliance with the
Thebans because of the wrongs that they had suffered from them in the past. They would
be overly concerned with always being 'victorious' over Thebes and would thus fail to
recognize that cooperation and mutual assistance would be to their advantage in the much
more serious contest with Philip. Demosthenes claims that he was able to steer Athens away
from a petty kind of competitiveness toward the truly honorable course of action. But the

250 Although Yunis 2000: 97 noted that it had recently "fallen on hard times." See also Dyck 1985, Rowe
1966, and bibliography in Yunis 2001. Both Rowe 1966 and Yunis 2007 argue for a 'tragic' reading of the
speech, which immediately suggests an epideictic element.

251 Yunis 2005 translates, "apply yourselves to considering what I say rather than to quarreling with it."

252 Aeschines uses the word in the context of international rivalry at 2.75.
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ambiguity of his use of the word @iAovikia in this passage only strengthens the connection
between the competition between Athens and its rivals and the competition between
Demosthenes and his fellow-citizens, exemplified by his narrated speech to the assembly, as
well as by his current trial speech.

In a later passage, Demosthenes argues that he should not be blamed for everything
that happens to the city, but only for those things that fall under the job description of a
politician. In addition to sensing the course of events ahead of time and communicating
those insights with the people, the politician must also try to minimize the inherent flaws of
governments:

Kal €11 Tas ékaoTaxol PpaduThiTas, Skvous, dyvoias, rAovikias, &
ToAITik& Tals méAeotv TpdoeoTIV dTdoals kai avaykal’ GuapThiuaTa,
TaU0’ cos eis EAdxioTa ouoTelAal, kai TouvavTiov eis dSpdvolav kai
pAiav kai T ToU T& SéovTa Tolelv Opurv TTpoTpéyat.

And further to reduce as much as possible the delays that are everywhere,
the hesitations, the ignorance, the contentiousness — facts of political life and
necessary flaws that are present to all states — and to turn them in the
opposite direction toward harmony and friendship and the desire to do what
is needed. (19.246)

Here Demosthenes has shown himself to be not only free from any personal @iAovikia but
also committed to rooting it out in the polis. And again, the petty competitiveness that he is
talking about is not the kind that takes place between citizens, but the kind that motivates a
whole polis in its relations with other poleis. What may appear at first sight to be a criticism
of democracy in particular (since we are used to seeing the flaws that Demosthenes
mentions as particularly associated with democracy) turns out to be rather the opposite.
These flaws are by no means particular to Athens, but are present in all poleis. The good
fortune of Athens, as competitor on the international stage, is that it has the kind of contest
system in place that allows a man who is capable of steering the state toward harmony and
friendship — a man like Demosthenes — to emerge as victor.

In all five of these speeches, we see a kind of theorizing (albeit of a decidedly self-
interested, strategic variety) about the rhetorical contest system in which Athenian
politicians were engaged. Each litigant maligns the speaking style of his opponent and seeks
to demonstrate his own rhetorical superiority, in an attempt both to define the rules of the
contest and to offer the jury a more compelling account of how a patriotic competitor
should behave. The boundaries between forensic rhetoric and the other genres are either
exaggerated or intentionally blurred, according to the advantage each litigant feels he can
secure. And each man acknowledges more or less openly the importance of 'display,’'
epideixis, to the contest, even as part of his own display will be to mock his opponent for
being overly interested in display. Some of these features appear in more subtle forms in the
speeches of the other orators, but the speeches between Demosthenes and Aeschines are of
particular importance for our understanding of Greek attitudes about rhetorical
competition and character.
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Chapter 4: Private Competition and Public Interest in Thucydides

1. Introduction

As we saw in the last chapter, one of Demosthenes' strategies in his speech On the
Crown was to minimize the importance of the interpersonal competition between himself
and Aeschines and to focus the jury's attention rather on Athens' competition with other
states. In so doing, he was in some sense blending all three genres of rhetoric: not only
forensic and epideictic, but also deliberative.?? While there is nothing preventing litigants
from discussing public interests (and of course they often do), it is immediately apparent in
the very nature of a trial that both litigants have a strong private interest in the outcome.
Furthermore, almost every element of the procedure of an Athenian trial emphasizes the
contest as a confrontation between two individuals, each with his own personal interests at
stake. In a deliberative contest, on the other hand, any number of viewpoints might be
expressed, and it is the collective interests of all the citizens that are at stake. Thus, there is a
sense in which deliberative agons should be less competitive than other agons; or rather, the
speaker's competitive efforts should primarily be directed at the external enemies of the
polis, not at his fellow citizens. In reality, however, the interpersonal competition in the
assembly is often as fierce as anywhere. Before discussing the kind of deliberative
competition (or competitiveness) that we find in Thucydides' History, it will be helpful to
examine the somewhat peculiar ethical status of deliberative rhetoric by looking at
Aristotle's comments on the differences between deliberative and forensic rhetoric.

One distinguishing feature of deliberative rhetoric (T6 oupBouAeuTikdv) that
Aristotle mentions is that it is concerned with future events (Rhet. 1358b). While the judges
of a court case must decide what happened in the past, the judges in an assembly must
decide what should be done in the future. But earlier in the work, when he is criticizing the
writers of rhetorical manuals for focusing exclusively on forensic rhetoric, he says more
about the differences between the two genres. First he suggests that the judgment of the
lawgiver is more secure than the judgment of either juries or assemblies, since the lawgiver
considers matters in general, while the judge and the assemblyman consider particulars;
thus concern for their own private advantage often prevents them from seeing the truth,
and their judgment is clouded by considerations of their own pleasure and pain (...TTpOs
oUs kal TO PIAEIV 1181 kal TO pioeiv kai TO (B1ov oupgépov ouvrpTnTal ToAAAKIS,
¢hoTe unkéTt dUvaochal Becopeiv ikavads TO AAnBEés, GAN’ émokoTelv Tij Kploel TO (Slov
NdU 1) Autmpdv, 1354b). This concern with one's own advantage, however, turns out to be
of some benefit in deliberative rhetoric because, in the assembly, it is explicitly understood
that the judges will be making a decision on the basis of their own interests (Trepi oikeicov),
while in forensic contexts they are supposed to be deciding about the interests of others,
which is a much more difficult task. Thus, theoretically, a speaker in the assembly need not
try to captivate or mislead his audience members, but need only demonstrate that what he
says is true, provided that it can be shown to be attractive to their interests.. A litigant, on
the other hand, should properly discuss only the facts of the case, but he will always want to
improve his chances by inappropriately appealing to the sympathies and personal interests
of the jury members. Aristotle sums up by saying that deliberative is less harmful than
forensic because it is more shared (kowdTepov). The implication is that the shared nature

253 Although the two speeches are largely concerned with public policy and public interest, they are of course
essentially forensic in their focus on the past rather than the future.
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of the task, i.e. the fact that the interests of the entire group, including those who will
pronounce judgment, are at stake will result in a more honest and transparent discussion.

But even if the explicit understanding that the assemblymen will be considering
their own interests encourages speeches to be more transparent and relevant to the case,
nonetheless surely their judgment might still be clouded by TO 1810V cupgépov. Aristotle's
use of the word kowdTepov, however, gives some indication of how this problem might be
resolved. We may recall that he says that judgments are often clouded by consideration of
specifically private pleasure and pain (16 {810V 18U 1) Autmpdv). But in the best versions of
deliberative rhetoric, not only will the fact that the judges are expected to be concerned
with their own interests (oikela) serve as a guard against deceptive digressions, but also the
fact that these interests are not private, but are shared, public interests will minimize the
clouding of their judgment. So on the one hand, not only does the assemblyman's explicit
concern with his own interests help to make deliberative rhetoric a more honest art, but the
communal nature of those interests also make it more noble, more political (kai kaAAiovos
kal ToArTikewTépas) and less harmful (kakoUpyov) than forensic (1354b). But on the
other hand, Aristotle says that the assemblyman is in the same boat as the juryman in that,
unlike the lawmaker, his judgment does get clouded by private interest — and we might
suspect that his judgment would be even more clouded than that of the juryman, to the
extent that the line between public and private interests, both of which are one's own
(oikela), would be even more difficult to draw than the line between one's own, private
interests and the private interests of another. And indeed, as we will see from the debates in
Thucydides, this ideal that the attitude and demeanor of the speakers in the assembly
should reflect a fundamental agreement with their fellow citizens (since, despite whatever
disagreements they have, their concern is as much with the interests of one another as it is
with their own) is not often realized.

A further complication with deliberative rhetoric emerges from Aristotle's comment
that, in connection with deliberative rhetoric's concern with future events rather than past
events, it aims to persuade of the advantage or harm of a position rather than of its justice
or injustice. It may seem at first that Aristotle only intends here to make the uncontroversial
observation that assembly speeches are concerned with policies, which might be either
beneficial or harmful, whereas trial speeches are concerned with crimes, and thus with
justice and injustice. But he makes it explicit that, when questions about the just and the
unjust (the proper objects of forensic) or the noble and the shameful (the proper objects of
epideictic) are brought into deliberative rhetoric, they are relevant only in so far as they
relate to the advantageous or disadvantageous (T&x 8 &AAa Tpds TolTo
ouptrapalapBdvel, 1 Sikatov 1) &8ikov, 1) kaAov 1 aioxpdv, 1358b). The broader
implication of his statement is that deliberative rhetoric has a different ethical status from
forensic, in that it is explicitly focused only on interests and advantages and has no essential
regard for justice. Indeed, in the EN, after noting that justice can be used in two different
senses — either in the broader, general sense of 'perfect virtue in relation to others'?s or in
the narrower, specific sense of 'only taking one's share'?ss — Aristotle equates the general
meaning of justice with 'political justice' and suggests that justice of that sort can only
properly be realized between 'free and equal persons who share their lives in the interest of
self-sufficiency'.?5® This qualification would seem to limit the general kind of justice to
interactions among fellow-citizens and to create some difficulties for the performance of
justice among different poleis.

254 EN 1129h, adTn pév olv 1) SikaiooUvn &peTr) pév éoTt TeAelia, AAN’ oUx &rAcs dAAG TTpds ETepov.
255 1130a-b. Particular justice is further divided into 'distributive’ and 'corrective'.
256 [134a. TOUTO 8¢ EoTv [£Ti] KOWwwvddv Biou Tpds T elval alTdpkeiav, EAeubépov kai fowv.
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Once Aristotle begins his section on deliberative rhetoric, however, he changes his
terminology is such a way as to blur the lines between advantage/disadvantage and
justice/injustice. Now he uses the more general, more ambiguous terms 'good' and 'bad’
(&yab& 1) kakd) to describe the objects of deliberative rhetoric. And ethics are brought
back into deliberative rhetoric in a more fundamental way when he explains that the
ultimate goal that everyone seeks, the ultimate 'advantage,' is happiness, the essential
component of which is virtue.”” Now we seem to be on the same footing as the ENN, where
deliberation is described as the function of practical reason. Furthermore, if deliberative
rhetoric is the most political of the rhetorical genres, then Aristotle's Politics might give us
the impression that it also must be the most ethical. What makes humans political animals,
and sets us apart from the rest of the animals, is our ability to speak. More specifically, while
other animals have the ability to express pleasure and pain with their voices, human speech
(6 Adyos) alone can express 'the beneficial and the harmful, and thus the just and the
unjust’ (TO oupgépov kai TO PAaBepdv, cdoTe kai TO dikatov kai TO &dikov, Pol. 1253a).
Here it seems that questions of advantage and questions of justice are very closely related;
and in fact we might say that our first ethical observations are concerned with advantage
and harm, and it is only from those observations that we are led to considerations of justice
and injustice. At any rate, if it is precisely our ability to make ethical judgments and
statements that makes us political animals, then one would surely expect our political
discourse to be a fundamentally ethical discourse. But the problem remains that, by
'political animals', Aristotle is only referring to our associations within the polis, with our
fellow-citizens, not with our behavior toward those from other poleis. Indeed, questions
about international virtue and international justice are still left open.>s®

In the debates that Thucydides depicts, we often see these ethical ambiguities
explored. The tension between TO ouu@épov, the 'expedient’ or 'advantageous,' and T
dikatov, 'the just,' is a theme in several of the debates, as we will see, and exactly as
Aristotle suggests, there is often a reluctance directly to consider questions of justice in
deliberative contexts. When questions of moral responsibility are brought up, the speaker
often insists that they are not the real substance of the argument, but only a sort of
afterthought to the much more important considerations of advantage and disadvantage. Of
course the two kinds of consideration most famously come to a head in the Melian dialogue.
But Thucydides offers us a much more elaborate problematization than Aristotle does of
the sense in which deliberative rhetoric is concerned with advantage and forensic rhetoric
with justice, and of how that distinction relates to the distinction between private and public
interests. Thucydides does not locate the problem with deliberation so much in a
misunderstanding about the true nature of human happiness (as we might expect Aristotle
to do) as in the unhealthy competitive ethos that motivates the speakers and the judges
alike. This competitiveness is part of the "human thing' (1.22) that will always have to be
reckoned with. Indeed, the politicians often address the problems associated with excessive
competition in the assembly, or in society generally, and they sometimes even offer

257 Rhet. 1360Db. It is perhaps telling that, as components of happiness, Aristotle lists both 'the bodily virtues'
(one of which is SUvauis &ywwvioTikr, 'competitive power') and 'virtue' tout court, but seems not to have
listed examples of the latter (the list that we have in many of the manuscripts appears to be a gloss from EN).
Indeed, he suggests that it is more appropriate to treat virtue in his discussion of praise, i.e. in the section
concerning epideictic rhetoric (1362a.13). Thus, it would appear that virtue (which, of course, includes
justice) is in fact fundamental to deliberative rhetoric, in so far as it is fundamental to the notion of
'advantage,' and yet it is more appropriately kept under the surface, as it were.

28 However, in the Politics (1271b), Aristotle does criticize the Spartan constitution for being overly
productive of war and conquest and less encouraging of peace. But the main points of his criticism are (a) that
the Spartans mistakenly consider the goods that they win through &peTr] better even than &peTr itself, and
(b) that they only thrive during times of war because they have no knowledge of how to live peacefully.
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solutions. But it is always clear that these theoretical critiques are little more than elements
of a competitive rhetorical strategy (even if they do contain some truth) and should thus be
viewed with suspicion by Thucydides' readers.

Heath (1990) argues, on the one hand, that Thucydides characterizes only the
Athenians with the tendency to dismiss justice as a consideration, while non-Athenian
speakers consistently do consider questions of justice, and on the other hand, that such a
tendency does not reflect the actual practice of 5th century Athenian assembly speeches.
While he may be right that the Athenians are particularly associated with such a tendency,
he is compelled to minimize several Athenian appeals to justice and several non-Athenian
appeals to expediency in order to make the distinction a clean one.? And I think the
evidence is too sparse to be conclusive about whether or not this tendency is historically
accurate.?® After all, given the characterization of Cleon in both Thucydides and
Aristophanes, it is possible that this tendency was thought to be particularly associated with
him, and perhaps it was particularly common in deliberative speeches during the period
when he was most influential. As for an explanation of why Thucydides chose to
characterize the Athenians this way, Heath expresses his own uncertainty, offering only the
possibility that Thucydides may have wanted to represent what the speakers thought rather
than what they actually said (and thus conveying their yvcoun, as he promises to do at
1.22). I think there is probably some truth to that suggestion. But it also seems clear that
Thucydides uses his speeches to explore various ideas and themes. He is a theorist as well as
an historian, and if he is able to develop certain themes without straying from the rather
vague notions of yveoun or Ta déovTa, then he will do so.2*!

If Thucydides is a theorist, it seems equally clear that he is, at least in some sense,
also a moralist. The question about the extent to which Thucydides has any interest at all in
morality — whether he is a full-fledged realist or merely presents the realist position in order
to refute it — is a much vexed one to say the least.?®* But if he has inspired such varied
interpretations about his thoughts on the place of morality or justice in deliberations on
international relations, then surely one of the points that he is trying to get across is that it
holds a decidedly problematic and unstable place. Garst suggests that "if Thucydides'
history has a unifying thread, it is the contingent and problematic nature of the political
institutions and environment sustaining Athenian political power and hegemony."* [ would
add that Thucydides seems to insist, by constantly returning to the themes of justice and
expediency in his representations of deliberative debate, that the 'problematic nature' of
those political institutions has to do particularly with problems of morality. And he makes it

259 For example, he takes Diodotus' speech to be limited to arguments from expediency (as many do), but
Orwin 1984 demonstrates that justice is just as important a consideration, even if (as Orwin argues) it is only
introduced with some degree of stealth.

260 For example, Heath 1990: 396 uses Gorgias 454b5-7 as evidence that justice was the primary topic of
deliberative rhetoric, but as Dodds 1959 ad loc. points out, Socrates is setting a trap here, and he is more
accurate at Phdr. 261c-d.

261 De Romilly 1963 (1st ed. 1947) notably redirected the current trend of Thucydidean scholarship, which
was primarily concerned with problems of composition, and explored the theme of imperialism, arguing that
Thucydides' conception of imperialism developed throughout the process of composition. Ober 2001 offers a
good interpretation of Thucydides as political theorist.

262 Williams 1998 is a monograph devoted to ethics in Thucydides, and she briefly summarizes the positions of
past scholars on pp. 3-6. For the idea of Thucydides as a 'realist' (which suggests amorality), see Doyle 1990
and Ober 2001 (who explains that realist models "take states as quasi-individuals, as primary actors in the
international arena that tend to mimic the behavior of rationally self-interested, profit-maximizing, risk-
managing individuals in the marketplace -- that is, in crude terms, as individuals as they are understood by
modern market-centered economic theories").

263 (Garst 1989:18.
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equally clear that the highly competitive rhetorical context of these deliberations has a
complicated but undeniable effect on the way morality figures in the debates.

There are several points where Thucydides offers his own opinions about the ethics
of competition, and though his comments are for the most part critical, there is no doubt
that he also recognizes the importance, even the indispensability, of at least some kinds of
competition. Near the end of the preface, he famously writes that he has composed the
work as a possession for all time rather than as a competition piece to listen to for the
moment: KTTUA Te &5 aiel uaAAov T} dyviopa & TO Tapaxpijua akovelv EUykelrTal
(1.22).2% Thus competition is particularly associated with the immediacy and the
transitoriness of listening, while the materiality of Thucydides' book, which will allow it to
be possessed by generation after generation through all time, distinguishes it at least from
the more familiar kinds of verbal competition. Of course, even as he denies that his book is
an &y wviopa, he is claiming for it a kind of superiority over other pieces of writing, which
will be forgotten as soon as they are heard. So Thucydides' own disavowal of competition
here may itself be seen as a competitive stance. The effect of his use of &ycovioua here is to
suggest that his own work is being offered as an alternative to useless (or indeed,
destructive) competitive speech (or writing). Just as the contestants in the agons that he will
depict strive to define the parameters of good eris and differentiate it from the bad eris of
their opponents, Thucydides, even if he cannot provide an explicit definition of good and
bad competition, offers his own work as a demonstration of the good kind.?%

Again Thucydides criticizes competition (or at least 'bad’ competition) in his
assessment of Pericles' superiority to the politicians who came to prominence after his
death. Pericles held the people in check 'freely’ (kaTeixe TO TATB0s EAeubBépeas),*® and
he led them rather than being led by them (oUk fiyeTo paAAov Ut autol fj autds fye),
since he did not cater to the people's pleasure in his speeches in an attempt to acquire
power illegitimately, but, holding power honorably, he contradicted them even somewhat
angrily:2®7 1 TO UT) KTCOHEVOS £ OU TIPOONKOVTV THv dUvaptv Tpds 1doviy Tl
Aéyew, GAN’ Excov e Ag1cdoel kai TPods dpYTv Tt AVTEITTETY, 2.65.8). When he saw them
over-reaching with hybristic confidence, he struck fear into them (kaTémwAnooev £mi TO

264 Sifakis 1998 compares aycdviopa here with Ar. Poet. 1451b-35-38. He argues that &y cov, &dywviCecbal,
aywvioTikos, cte. often just have to do with performance, especially theatrical performance, and do not
always convey any sense specifically of competing. Thus he translates &y coviopa here as "a piece for public
performance” (p. 27). I would be inclined, however, to reason in the other direction. If this word group can
refer to any kind of public performance, theatrical or otherwise, then instead of assuming that the notion of
‘contest' must be absent, we might rather see this fact as an indication that it was taken for granted that public
performance always implied competition. Lateiner 2007 examines all of Thucydides' uses of &ycv and
related words and sees innovation in his extension of the original meaning of the word ("regulated peaceful
contest", 341) to include the "destructive and publicly profitless competitions of civil strife and factional
politics” (340). He sees a direct reference to such profitless contests here in Thucydides' preface: "Such a
word and the image then describe the literary opposite of Thucydides' enterprise, namely a 'rehearsal for a
prize' or glitzy declamation for a moment's listening, not his intended (and proven) permament intellectual
contribution to the study of human affairs." See also Barker 2009: 262. Many scholars have seen in this
passage a veiled attack on Herodotus (cf. Hornblower ad loc.).

265 There is a parallel here with Euripides, who likewise demonstrates his own ability to stay above the fray and
appreciate the arguments from both sides, while simultaneously placing the tricks and strategems of rhetorical
debate in a critical light.

266 2 65.8. For ¢éAeubépaos, Hornblower offers "like free men".

267 TP OPYTV Tl is often taken to mean 'so as to provoke their anger', which would make it exactly parallel to
TpPos Bovrjv T1, but it does not give the right sense (since even corrupt politicians could speak frankly if they
were willing to incur the wrath of the demos). Connor 1984: 60, n. 25 suggests 'in response to their passion,’
which would make good sense, but that is not the way pog épy1iv is used elsewhere, either in Thucydides or
in any other Greek text (as far as I can tell). Thucydides uses the phrase twice elsewhere (3.43.5 and 8.27.6),
and in both passages it means 'angrily.' Here the adverbial 11 softens the force a bit.
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poPeiobat), and when they were unreasonably frightened, he emboldened them. His
authority and influence, in fact, were so dominant that Thucydides says that Athens was
only a democracy in name, but more accurately was 'rule by the first man' (2.65.9). In
comparison, the statesmen who followed Pericles acted in accordance with 'private
ambitions and private profits' (kaT& Tas idias prhoTipias kai (Sia képdn). All were equal
and were eager to fill the vacancy that Pericles had left and to become the 'first man,' and
thus they began to concede matters (of state) to the people, in accordance with their
pleasure: oi 8¢ Uotepov {ool uaGAAov avtol mpds dAAAous SvTes kai dpeyduevol TolU
TP TOS EkaoTOS YiyveoHal éTpamovTo kab’ fdovas T drjuw kai T& TPAayUaTa
gvdidévai (2.65.10). Not only is competition here critiqued, but likewise the very equality
that is the hallmark of democracy and is the condition of democratic competition is also put
in question. Further, Thucydides makes a distinction between the competition between
politicians, the challenge of which seems to be to flatter the demos more effectively than
one's opponent, and the competition between statesman and demos, since Pericles'
rhetorical opponent, against whom he made his arguments (&vTelmeiv), was the demos
itself.

In his description of the Corcyrean revolution, Thucydides' agonistic language
suggests that there is often a fine line between competition and stasis. In the midst of this
upheaval, in which words no longer held their usual meanings, people found it more
pleasurable (f}310v) to punish their enemies by first winning their trust, in part because they
considered a defeat through deception to be a competitive display of cleverness (Euvéoews
ayoviopa, 3.82.7). Note that the word for 'competitive display' here, &ycovioua, is the
same word he used to describe the writings of his predecessors. The cause of all of these
horrible things, Thucydides tells us, was 'rule through over-reaching and ambition'
(TdvTeov 8" auTdv aiTiov apx 1 dix TAeoveiav kai prhoTipiav, 3.82.8). And from
these things came the zeal of the men who had been put in a state of excessive
competitiveness (Ek 8" aUTAV Kkai &5 TO PIAOVIKETV kKabloTapéveov TO Tpdhupo).2*
Language was the primary locus of this hypercompetitive ethos, not only in respect to the
aforementioned reinterpretation of ethical terms, but also in the cynicism with which both
democrats and oligarchs alike used 'pretty' language in order to win their prizes:

ol yap év Tais TOAEOL TPOOTAVTES HETA OVOUATOS EKATEPOL
gUTtpeTroUs, TTAT}Bous Te icovouias TToAITIkis kKai aploTokpaTias
OOPPOVOS TTPOTIMNOEL, T& HEV Kowd Ady e BepatrevovTes &BAa
gmoloUvTo, TavTi 8¢ TPdTw aywwilduevol AAAwY Treptyiyveohar...

For in the cities, the men of prominence on both sides used pretty language,
arguing for the superiority either of the political equality of the masses or of
the moderation of the aristocracy, to win the prizes, caring for the common
good only in word but in every way competing to defeat one another...

(3.82.8)

Note in particular the hypocrisy of exploiting the concepts of 'equality' and 'temperance' for
unfair and intemperate purposes (and as we will see, these are rhetorical strategies that
speakers in other, less explicitly factional debates employ as well). These men were always

268 Note the close relationship here between the love of honor (ptAoTia), or 'ambition,’ the desire to have
more than one's share (TAeovegia), or 'greed’, and the love of victory (ptAovikia), or 'competitiveness.' The
three terms could each be translated appropriately as 'competition' or 'competitiveness,' but each picks out a
different aspect of it. On TAeovegia, see Williams 1980, who argues that Aristotle does not quite get it right.
For gihoTnia, see Whitehead 1983 and Viano 2003.

96



ready to fulfill their immediate desire for victory (éToipot foav TiHv aUTika @rAovikiav
gkmumTAGvatl); and in general, they had no concern with piety, but were much more
interested in harming their opponents with the attractive artifice of language (eUmpemeia
Adyovu). Again, we see competition associated with immediacy (Trv aUTika prAovikiav),
rather than long-term reasoning, as well as with the manipulation of language.

In the three verbal contests that we will examine, Thucydides represents the
speakers as (more or less directly) addressing the problems of competition in deliberative
discourse and either offering solutions to these problems or defending their own
competitive endeavors (as e.g. Alcibiades does). Further, each debate presents a different
profile of a particular kind of hyper-competitive speaker: Cleon, the vengeance-minded
bully; Alcibiades, the glory-obsessed athlete; and Athenagoras, the rabble-rousing dissident.
Finally, in each debate, different aspects of competition are confronted, and in fact, there is
a kind of thematic progression, and escalation, spanning these three debates: the first,
between Cleon and Diodotus, deals with competition largely in terms of rhetorical genre;
the next, between Nicias and Alcibiades, explores the parallels between verbal and athletic
(as well as military) competition; and the last one, between Hermocrates and Athenagoras,
raises the stakes by returning to the theme of the relation between verbal competition and
political stasis. Throughout, the concrete, physical effects of such competitive discourse are
highlighted by Thucydides through his creative manipulation of the logos and ergon
dichotomy, but the exact parameters of good competition and the means of distinguishing it
from bad competition are left blurry.>*

2. Cleon vs. Diodotus: competition and rhetorical genre

Thucydides' preoccupation with questions about competition in discourse is
revealed not only in the contents of many of the speeches in his History, but also by the
manner in which he presents them. As scholars have noted, Pericles' speeches always stand
alone, without any opposing speech to challenge them.?”° And indeed, Thucydides'
statement that Pericles was able to lead the dfjuos suggests that whatever opposition his
proposals met with, it was not formidable enough to present any real obstacle.”* The
politicians who came to prominence after Pericles' death, on the other hand, were, in
Thucydides' view, 'led by the &fjuos' and were always competing with one another for the
prominent position of authority in the polis; accordingly their debates are represented by
pairs of opposing speeches. Thus Pericles' true leadership is represented by univocal,
uncontested persuasion, and the fickle leadership of the dfjuos is represented by the sort of
heated argumentation that we see, e.g., in the debate between Cleon and Diodotus.
Thucydides' description of the post-Periclean political climate appears to be similar to some
of Plato's criticisms of rhetoric generally, e.g. from the Gorgias. When public speakers are
forced to compete for the approval of the &fjuos, they end up engaging in flattery and
become followers rather than leaders. Socrates suggests that the politician who best appeals
to the desires of the citizens, rather than to their real advantage, will inevitably win, and he

269 See Parry 1981 for a detailed analysis of the logos/ ergon theme in Thucydides.

270 See e.g. Shanske 2007: 43-44, who notes that it is very unlikely that there was in fact no vocal opposition to
Pericles' speeches. Thucydides does, however, present speeches that are complementary (i.e. on the same
topic) to Pericles": e.g. his first speech (1.140-44) 'answers' the Corinthians' speech to the Peloponesians
(1.120-24).

271 However, as other ancient sources, especially Plutarch, make clear, Pericles actually was embroiled in the
same kinds of debates and rivalries (particularly with Cimon) that Thucydides attributes to the later
politicians. See Podlecki 1998: 35-45.
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says of his own fate, kpivoUpatl yap cos v maidiols iatpds Gv KpivolTo KaTnyopolvTos
owyototou (‘for I will be judged as a doctor would be judged among children with a cook as
prosecutor,’ 521¢). Thucydides also suggests that this kind of flattery is connected with the
excessive ambition and competitiveness of the speakers: they wish to win above all else, and
their best chance of winning is to ignore the truth and appeal to the pleasure of the
audience (Trpos ndovrjv, 2.65).

Thucydides, after making this contrast between the political climate during Pericles'
time and the political climate after his death, goes on to describe Cleon as by far the most
persuasive man to the people at that time (T Te drjuc Tapd TOAU év T TOTE
mlavwTaTos, 3.36.6). But instead of the servile, flattering speech that we might expect
from the politicians of this period, Cleon is described as also the 'most violent of all the
citizens' (BiaidTaTos TGV MoAITGV), and indeed, his speech seems to be quite the
opposite of flattery. Furthermore, if Cleon's conduct as a politician is meant to serve as a
contrast to that of Pericles, then why are there so many verbal parallels between the
speeches of the two men??7 Perhaps Cleon's reminiscences of Pericles are meant to suggest
that Cleon, in some sense, wanted to be a Pericles, that he wanted to make such an
impression on the people that they would be immediately persuaded and would see no need
to consider any competing viewpoint, just as Pericles had been able to do. At any rate, if we
want to examine the 'paired’ or 'opposing' speeches in Thucydides, we will have to
recognize that there are sometimes multiple levels of pairings and oppositions: while Cleon's
speech is most directly opposed to Diodotus', it is also meant to be contrasted with the
speeches of Pericles.

Furthermore, there are a number of reasons to think that Thucydides is inviting his
readers to consider the contrast between the two politicians and the two types of political
climate that they each exemplify specifically in terms of the problems associated with
competitiveness in political discourse. Pericles has no real competitors to speak of, as is
apparent from the fact that, even when Thucydides mentions that opposing viewpoints were
indeed expressed, he sees no need to offer them to his readers for a hearing. This is not to
say that there was no freedom of speech during Pericles' time, or that he was somehow
tyrannical (hints of which some scholars have seen),””s but only that there was no other
citizen at the time who could offer Pericles a real challenge. As we noted, the competition
during that period was rather between Pericles and the dfjuos; and despite the people's
attempt to assert its authority by fining Pericles, Thucydides is decisive in pronouncing
Pericles the ultimate victor. The hyper-competitiveness, on the other hand, of the political
climate characterized by the speeches of Cleon and Diodotus is emphasized not only by the
tone and format of their speeches but also by the content. The entire first half of Cleon's
speech, in fact, amounts implicitly to a powerful (and extremely competitive) critique of
competitive discourse.

There are a number of parallels between the speeches of Cleon and Diodotus. Both
speakers make arguments about the importance of conducting assembly debates in a less
competitive and more prudent manner. And both offer suggestions for how to reduce that
competitiveness by describing the way deliberation ought to be conducted. Finally, both
diagnose the problem of competitiveness by way of contrast with the other rhetorical

272 Connor 1984: 79, n. I lists all of the parallels, as well as the scholarship on the issue. Most notably, both
Cleon and Pericles refer to Athens as a tyranny (3.37.2 and 2.63.2), and both claim to be unchanging in their
opinions (3.38.1 and 2.61.2). Connor suggests that the "immediate effect is surely to establish a contrast
between Cleon's superficial resemblance to Pericles and his advocacy of a policy whose orge (passion) (N.B.
3.38.1) contrasts sharply with the gnomeé of Pericles." See also Connor 1971: 119-133.

273 For a recent argument that Thucydides paints Pericles in a negative light, as overly enamored of power, see
Foster 2010.
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genres. But whereas Cleon suggests that deliberative rhetoric is currently too much like
epideictic, Diodotus suggests that it is too much like forensic. Thus, each offers a different
solution to the problem: Cleon argues that the epideictic element must be reduced, and
Diodotus argues that the forensic element must be reduced.?*

We can identify three main strands of argument in Cleon's attempt to persuade the
Athenians to stand by their decision from the previous day's assembly to put to death the
entire male population of Mytilene (though these strands are not presented discretely in this
order). First, he argues that the whole population is guilty of committing injustice against
Athens, and therefore justice demands that they be punished (3.39.1-2). Second, he argues
that such punishment is in the interest of the Athenian empire, specifically as a deterrent to
other allies who might be considering revolt (3.39.3-4). And finally, he offers a rather
complicated critical analysis of the way that assembly debates are conducted, suggesting
that, if the Athenians follow through with their change of heart and decide not to punish all
of the Mytileneans, then that decision will have resulted from various flaws in the
deliberating process (3.37-38).

The first two points are explicitly connected in his argument. Indeed, he claims that
punishment is the only way that both advantage and justice can be combined. But also, his
model for the quarrel between the two poleis is clearly that of a court trial. And just asin a
court trial one party must win and one party must lose (zero-sum), Cleon argues that, if the
Athenians fail to pronounce the Mytileneans guilty and to punish them as they deserve,
then they will be condemning themselves:

TelBépevol pev éuoi Té Te dikala &5 MuTiAnvaious kai T& EUupopa Gua
TojoeTe, GAAws 8¢ yvdvTtes Tols ptv oU xapielobe, Uuds 8¢ auTous
uaAAov Sikaichoecbe.

If you are persuaded by me, you will do in respect to the Mytileneans both
what is just and what is advantageous at the same time, but if you decide
otherwise, you will not be doing them a favor but will rather be condemning
yourselves. (3.40.4)

So alongside his argument for the expediency of punishment as a deterrent, he appears to
make the assumption that, in this situation, just as in a court trial, there must be a winner
and loser, and that thus the Athenians must decide which they would prefer to be.
Ultimately, he subordinates justice to advantage, arguing that, even if punishment is not
(morally) right, the advantage that it brings nonetheless justifies it.”> Otherwise, the
Athenians should just give up the empire and 'act the gentleman' without any danger: €i
Taveohal Tijs apxiis kai €k ToU axiwduvou avdpayabifecbat (3.40.4). This mocking use
of the verb avdpayabiecbal is clearly an agonistic taunt; it is an attempt to play on the
class prejudices as well as the competitive impulses of the dfjuos. His intent seems to be to

*74 See MacLeod 1978 for the forensic tone of Cleon's speech. He analyzes this debate as an example of
symbuleutic oratory and suggests of Cleon and Diodotus that "the rhetoric which they employ to convince
their hearers is for the historian a way of discovering to his readers the limits, or the failures, as well as the
powers, of reasoning (p. 64)."

275 3.40.4. €1 8¢ 81 Kal oU pooTikov uws aflolTe TolTo Spav, Tapd TO eikds Tol Kal Tovode EuUPpdpws
Bel koA&LeoBau ('but even if it is not appropriate, nevertheless deem it right to do this, indeed outside of
decency we still must punish these men for our advantage'). Cleon has just identified Sikaia and EUngpopa as
the two positive features of his proposal, and now he says that, even if punishment is not Tpoofijkov, and is not
consistent with TO eikdg, it still must be carried out Euu@opews. Thus Tpooiikov and TO €ikds clearly refer
back to dikaia, but they take it beyond the strictly forensic sense that Cleon reserves for it. And it is this
broader kind of justice, associated with general 'decency,’ that Cleon will go on to mock.
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make the dfjuos think of virtues like moderation and decency in this situation as nothing
more than the weakness and cowardice of the aristocrats.?”®

As commentators have pointed out, Cleon's conception of justice (or the conception
that he would like his audience to have) is the sort of retributive, 'eye for an eye' conception
that appears in Greek tragedy. The Mytileneans must be punished &&icos Tijs adikias ('in a
manner worthy of the injustice,' 3.39.6). And as Winnington-Ingram argues, Cleon also
invokes the definition of justice offered by Polemarchus in the first book of the Republic,
namely 'helping friends and harming enemies.?”7 This is the ethical principle on which
Cleon relies when he expresses his astonishment that anyone could possibly oppose
punishment by arguing that 'the injustices of the Mytileneans are beneficial to us, and our
sufferings are harmful to the allies' (T&s pgv MuTiAnvaicov adikias uiv ceeAipous
oUoas, Tas 8" NueTépas Euppopas Tois Euppdxots PAdPRas kabioTauévas, 3.38.1).
However, in addition to the fact that this statement is not offered explicitly as an instance of
justice, it is also a bit more complicated than the principle of helping friends and harming
enemies. There is no doubt that Cleon is continuing to appeal to a retributive ethics here.
No opponent will be able to prove that we have not been harmed by the Mytileneans, and
therefore it goes without saying that we should harm them in return. But where we would
expect Cleon to suggest that the Athenians ought to harm their 'enemies' (¢x0pofs), he
instead uses the word 'allies’ (Euppdixots). Strictly speaking, the Mytileneans are no longer
allies of Athens, so he appears to be implying that it would be a good idea for the Athenians
to harm, not only the Mytileneans, but the rest of their (actual) allies as well. Indeed, one
would think that the word oUppaxos would much more readily be assimilated to 'friend’
than to 'enemy."””® But Cleon's statement reminds us that, for him, the 'allies' of an empire
are always enemies, or at least potential enemies. So I would suggest that, rather than
simply invoking Polemarchus' definition of justice here, Cleon is so carried away with his
retributive sense of justice, he is so fixated on the importance of retaliation, that he has
twisted the principle by blurring the categories of 'friend" and 'enemy' and thus widening
the field of those for whom punishment is deemed appropriate.

Of course it would be wrong to say (as some commentators have) that Cleon's
retributive sense of justice is opposed to 'what is morally right.”” Rather, it amounts to one
particular, very narrow conception of moral correctness. He does claim that advantage
should trump justice (as does Diodotus), so that, even if it is wrong to punish the
Mpytileneans, the Athenians should do so nonetheless. But his insistence that punishment is
the only just (as well as advantageous) course of action makes it clear that he intends such a
conditional statement to be taken primarily as counterfactual (‘'even if it were unjust, we
should still punish them'). Aristotle can be useful here as well. As we saw, in the EN (1130a-
b), he distinguishes between two types of justice. Justice in the broad sense incorporates all
of the virtues and merely regards them from a particular point of view, namely the point of
view of the other people who are affected by one's actions. But there is also a narrowly
defined justice, which has to do with retribution and the distribution of goods. And it is this
narrow justice — in particular its retributive element, which is the particular purview of the

276 Note that Pericles uses the same verb in a similar way at 2.63.2. See Adkins 1960: 234 for the "violent
change of usage" of this verb (along with agathos and areté) as it began to refer more often to the 'quiet’
virtues.

277 Winnington-Ingram 1965: 72-73. He connects Cleon's conception of justice to both tragedy and Plato.

278 Cf. e.g. Plato's (Phil. 14b7) use of ouppdixew as a key word in his attempt to redirect competitive energies
toward the cooperative pursuit of truth: viv y&p ou 3rjrou Tpds ye auTd ToUTo PrAovikoUuev, &Traws
ayco Tibepal, TalT €oTal T& VIKOVTA, 1} TaUO” & oU, T 8 &AnbeoTéTe Sl ToU CULHAXETV TUES
AUPL.

279 See Hornblower ad Ioc.
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law courts — that Cleon invokes. Thus, we might say that he operates with a decidedly
forensic notion of justice.?®

Now we come to the third strand of Cleon's argument, which I believe is more
closely connected with the first two than has usually been noticed. Alongside these
indications that Cleon favors a more forensic notion of justice, we are treated to his diatribe
against the epideictic elements that have infiltrated deliberative debate. Cleon views the
assembly as a place where both speakers and listeners are engaged in a contest of cleverness
and are more concerned with winning than with arriving at the most advantageous policy.?
From contests of this kind the city gives the prizes to others and takes the dangers for itself
(1) 8¢ TOAIS £k TGV TOIEVEE Ay oveov Ta pev dBAa tTépois Bidwotv, autn 8¢ Tous
KiwdUvous avaépel, 3.38.3). The assembly members, who are bad 'contest organizers," are
to blame, as they have become accustomed to being spectators of words and hearers of
deeds (aiTiol 8 UHETs Kakdds aywvoBeTolvTeS, oiTIves elcdbaTe BeaTal uev TGOV
Adywv yiyveoBal, akpoaTtai 8¢ TGV €pycv, 3.38.4). Not only does this criticism suggest
a reversal of the proper, natural way to deliberate, but the language clearly suggests that
the assembly has become too much like a dramatic competition. And alongside this
reference to the epideixis of the theater, Cleon also invokes the epideixis of the sophists
(3.38.7).

Further, the audience of these epideictic contests is not merely there to pronounce
judgment, but is actively engaged in the competition itself:

o1 8’ &moToUvTeS Ti) €€ aUTV Euvéoel duabéoTepol HEV TV VoUWV
aglovow elval, dduvaTtddTepol 8¢ ToU KaAdds eimévTos péuyachal
Aéyov, kpitai 8¢ dvutes amd Tol foou paAdov 1j dywwvioTai Opboivtal
T& mAeico.

But those who are untrusting of their own cleverness consider themselves to
be less learned than the laws and less able to find fault with the speech of
someone who has spoken well/nobly, and as judges from a position of
equality rather than competitors, they manage more things rightly. (3.37.4)

Thus, Cleon's solution is that the common people should stop learning about the art of
rhetoric so that they will only be judges (kptTai) and not competitors (&dycwwioTtai). One
might imagine that Cleon has in mind the sort of agons that we examined from the plays of
Euripides, which would lend themselves to fostering some degree of rhetorical expertise in
the audience members, who would then consider themselves capable of critiquing the
speeches and thus, in a sense, competing with them.?® He also suggests that the politicians
should behave the same way, though he does not elaborate at all on how that might be
accomplished (the assumption seems to be that they will take their lead from the demos,
once it has renounced its competitiveness): ¢35 oUv xpr) kai Nuds TotolvTas ur SewdTnTi
Kai Euvéoews ay vt émaipopévous Tapd 8OEav TG UpeTépe TAT0el Tapatveiv (‘thus
we also ought to do the same and not give advice to you, the masses, contrary to our beliefs,
carried away by cleverness and the contest of wits,' 3.37.5).

280 For Cleon's sense of justice, one might think of Pindar's (P. 10.44) use of Utrépdikov, 'exceedingly just,' to
describe Nemesis.

281 Those who suggest (e.g. Saxonhouse 2006) that Cleon is opposed to free speech per se go too far, though
he is of course opposed to revisiting decisions once they have been made.

282 See Ober 1989: 154 for the idea that the theater served as a kind of training ground for the audiences of
lawcourts and assemblies.
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In a seemingly paradoxical turn, in addition to reproaching the people for their
rhetorical competitiveness, Cleon also characterizes them as slavish: SoUAot dvTtes TéOV
aiel atémwv (‘being slaves to whatever is different,' 3.38.5); &wAS Te akofis 18ovi
T)OOWUEVOL Kal 0OPIOTAV BeaTals toikdTes Kabnuévols paAAov 1j epi TOAews
BouAeuopévols (‘and, put simply, defeated by the pleasure of listening and sitting there
more like viewers of sophists than men deliberating about the polis," 3.38.7). Thus, the
apparent inconsistency between the servile, flattering sort of speech that Thucydides has led
us to expect from Cleon and the violently competitive speech that he delivers is mirrored in
Cleon's criticisms of the 8juos: on the one hand, they are consumed with @tAovikia and
seek at all times to show their superiority to anyone who voices an opinion, but on the other
hand, they are slavish and resemble those who sit passively listening to sophists. This kind of
competitiveness, Thucydides seems to suggest, which is not only described by Cleon as
characteristic of the 8fjuos but is also exemplified by him, cannot really achieve any kind of
victory; it is not real leadership, and despite its outward manifestation, it actually reflects a
kind of passiveness (being led by the people) and is ultimately intended to appeal to their
pleasure. Accordingly, Cleon links the audience members' @iAovikia with their perpetual
defeat: their desire for victory is closely connected to the fact that they have already been
defeated by the pleasure of listening. From the point of view of rhetorical strategy, we might
say that Cleon is appealing to the audience members' competitiveness, to their powerful
aversion to any sort of defeat, in order to convince them to renounce that very
competitiveness ("if you do not want to be a loser, then stop trying to win").

Finally, we should note that the contrast between the behavior that he demands of
the Athenians toward one another and the behavior that he demands that Athens display
toward other states is fairly stark. Instead of always seeking their own advantage, the citizens
should give up trying to be experts in public speaking so that they can judge &mwo ToU {cou.
Gomme notes that &wod Tol {oov could mean either 'impartial’ or 'on level terms' with the
politicians (or with one another). Perhaps the ambiguity of the phrase serves to conceal the
inequality that Cleon is actually recommending, since he suggests that the audience, in
order to refrain from themselves becoming competitors (&ycoviotai), should not learn the
kind of rhetorical skills that will enable them to criticize the speeches of the politicians (who
presumably will retain such rhetorical skills). That is to say, his recommendations may result
in assemblies that are 'impartial,' but they will certainly not be 'on level terms." At any rate,
as we have seen in the Phoenician Women, T6 {oov has connotations of fairness and justice:
it suggests the refraining from Aeovegia. Further, the quality that he demands of his
fellow citizens is ccoppoovvn (which he interprets, rather narrowly, as 'obeying the laws');
but when it comes to dealing with the allies, he only has derision for notions of 'decency’
and the like.

Diodotus is equally concerned about the competitive nature of assembly debates,
but his analysis is different from, and complementary to, Cleon's, and accordingly he
suggests a different solution. Cleon had claimed that both the audience and speakers were
too caught up in contests of rhetorical display, but Diodotus, near the beginning of his
speech, locates the problem in the honors and dishonors that are awarded to the winners
and losers of debates. Since everyone wants to gain the honors and avoid the dishonors,
each tells the audience what they want to hear rather than what is really to their advantage.
His suggestion is akin to Aeschines' complaint about material honors like crowns and
inscriptions. Thus, both Cleon and Diodotus agree that in the current climate politicians
say whatever they have to in order to win, but Cleon identifies the cause of the problem in
an overabundance of training in, and enjoyment of, competitive rhetorical skills, while
Diodotus identifies the problem in the incentives and disincentives that are offered for
winning and losing. Picking up on Cleon's language, Diodotus argues that, instead of
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employing such underhand strategies as trying to frighten the audience, a speaker should
persuade the assembly &1o ToU {oou that he speaks better/ gives the better advice
(&uewov AéyovTa, 3.42.5). In order to effect such a change, the honors and dishonors,
which spur the speakers to consider their private interests above those of the polis, should
be dispensed with, and everyone, both persuader and followers, should be held responsible
(UtrevBuvov, 3.43.4). Then everyone would be in it together, as it were, and the assembly
would judge ccoppovéoTepov (3.43.5).

He goes even further than Cleon in arguing that the deliberators should not be
concerned with justice, but only with advantage. In fact, it seems that one important part of
the deliberative contest is to see who is better able to convince the people that he is more
capable of resisting the dictates of decency, charity, and justice and focusing exclusively on
advantage; and in this respect, Diodotus is the winner. As Gomme notes, Diodotus criticizes
Cleon's brand of realpolitik for not being so objective as it might seem; and in so far as
Cleon's proposal is motivated by anger and a desire for vengeance, it is, in a sense, more
concerned with justice than with advantage, even if it is only the narrow, forensic sense of
justice that is a motivating force. Diodotus is clearly referring to justice in a wider sense
when he says that, by killing the Mytilenean 8fjuos, the Athenians will be treating their own
benefactors unjustly (&8ikrjoeTe ToUs evepyéTas KTeivovTes, 3.47.3). But his
understanding of justice is more ambiguous when he asserts the principle that it is much
more advantageous (EuppopcdTepov) 'for us willingly to be treated unjustly than unjustly
to destroy those whom we should not' (kévtas fuéas adiknbivat 1j dikaicwos ous ur) Set
Sagbeipat, 3.47.5). Gomme suggests that his use of &dikndijvat and Sikaicos here "refer
to Kleon's argument for justice, not moral right and wrong." But, of the former passage, he
says that Diodotus "cannot after all keep justice, the moral question, altogether out of the
argument." Thus, according to Gomme's interpretation, Diodotus equivocates by using
justice both in Cleon's narrow, forensic sense, and in the broader ethical sense; and
consequently both speakers will have failed to keep justice out of their considerations, and
both will have made valid criticisms against the other's being motivated by justice, albeit
each by a different kind of justice.

Strauss (followed by Shanske 2007) goes even further and argues that Diodotus,
"with an unheard of frankness," is engaging in the very kind of deception that, as he
explained at the beginning of his speech, is required from any politician who wants to
successfully persuade the people. His deception lies in the fact that he tricks the people into
voting for the just course of action, all the while pretending that he is not concerned with
justice.?® Orwin (1984) is perhaps a bit more subtle than Strauss in his analysis of Diodotus'
stealthy insertion of moral arguments into his speech. But I do not believe that these
charges of equivocation and deception are entirely warranted.?® It seems to me that, when
Diodotus equivocates between justice in a broader sense and justice in Cleon's narrower
sense, it is entirely pointed and overt. Rather than saying that Diodotus is unable to keep
justice out of the argument, we should say that he expands the meaning of justice, thereby
revealing the narrow oversimplification of Cleon's use of the word. Cleon had warned
against being motivated by pity and fair-mindedness, in short, by considerations of 'moral
right and wrong,' but had explicitly encouraged the Athenians to treat the Mytileneans
justly in accordance with his own narrow, retributive sense of the word. The kind of justice,
on the other hand, that one might associate with appropriateness, Tpoofikov, or decency,
TO €iKkOs, or 'acting the gentleman,' GvdpayabifeoBal, he pronounced decidedly
disadvantageous and wanted nothing to do with. So he is guilty of chopping up the meaning

283 Strauss 1964: 233.
282 Rather than signaling deception in his own argument, I think Diodotus' complaint about the pressure to be
dishonest in political debates may rather point forward to Nicias' second speech in his debate with Alcibiades.
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of the word to suit his purposes. Diodotus, on the other hand, with his broader conception
of justice as 'fair treatment', can acknowledge that it would indeed be just to punish the
Mpytileneans who led the revolt but can also insist that it would be unjust to punish the
innocent demos. Cleon may have argued that the demos was not in fact innocent, but if he
really believed that, then why did he feel the need to insist on a kind of justice that has no
room for appropriateness or decency? So by the end of his speech we see that, when
Diodotus says that one cannot have both expediency and justice, he is making a direct
attack on Cleon's argument, and he intends 'justice' to refer to Cleon's narrow definition.
When he later shows that it is his policy that is not only more expedient but also more just,
he is being subtle, no doubt, but not exactly deceptive.

Diodotus' charge, however, that Cleon has used justice only in a very narrow sense
is part of a much broader strategy of locating the problems of deliberative rhetoric — the
competitiveness, the deception, and the bad decisions — in a different kind of generic mixing
than the one in which Cleon located them. The problem is not that deliberative has become
too epideictic, but that it has become too forensic. Even at the beginning of his argument,
one can see hints of this strategy of replacing Cleon's complaint about the conflation of
deliberative and epideictic with his own complaint about the conflation of deliberative and
forensic. As we saw above, Diodotus argues that the problem of competitiveness in the
assembly is not so much due to the enjoyment and over-valuation of clever speaking, but to
the rewards and punishments that the winners and losers receive. There is a hint here that
assembly debates have become too much like court room trials, where rewards and
penalties await the winners and losers, and the personal stakes between the litigants are
extremely high. Thus all of the extraneous, deceptive strategies associated with sycophancy
and the like are imported into the assembly.

Diodotus proceeds to make his concern much more explicit: oU yap Tepl Tris
gkefveov adikias NIV 6 Ay dv, el cwppovoiuey, AN Trepi Tijs UETEPas eUPouliag
('for the contest for us is not about the injustice of those men, if we are temperate, but
about our own good counsel,’ 3.44.1). Just as Cleon described the contest as overly
epideictic and overly concerned with rhetorical skill, Diodotus complains that it is overly
concerned with injustice, i.e. that it is overly forensic, when it should be deliberative. And,
precisely in accordance with Aristotle's discussion of deliberative rhetoric, he goes on to say
that considerations of justice are not at issue: fjv Te yap AmOPrVed TAVY &BIKOUVTAS
auToUs, ou Bi& ToUTo Kai &TmokTeival keAevow, ei ur) Euugépov (‘for if T show that they
altogether are committing injustice, not for that reason will I demand that we kill them, if it
is not advantageous,' 3.44.2 ). And, again in accordance with Aristotle, he reminds the
assembly that deliberation is concerned with the future rather than the present (vouiCeo 8¢
Tepi ToU péAAovTos 1udas udAAov Pouleveshanl 1) ToU TapdvTOS).

Diodotus continues with his strategy of condemning the elements of forensic
rhetoric that have infiltrated the assembly, and he even associates those elements with the
‘attractive artifice' of Cleon's speech:

Kai oUKk &E16d Upds T eUTpeTel TOU ékeivou Adyou T xprioipov Tou
gnoU amcdoachal. Bikaidtepos yap cov auTtol 6 Adyos Tpds Thv viv
UpeTépav dpymv &5 MuTiAnvaious Tax' &v EMOTACAITO" TUETS 3¢ OU
Sikaldueda mpds avuTous, choTe TAVY dikaicov deiv, dAA& Bouleudueda
TEPL AUTAIV, OTTLS XPNOIHwS EEovotv.

And I do not think it right for you to push away the usefulness of my speech

for the attractive artifice of his. For because his speech is more just with
respect to your present anger at the Mytileneans it may perhaps pull you in;
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but we are not pronouncing judgment on them in a law court, such that we
require considerations of justice, but we are deliberating about them, to
figure out how they will be useful. (3.44.4)

The attractiveness (To eutrpeés) of Cleon's speech does not have so much to do with
rhetorical sophistication or cleverness as it does with its appeal to the anger of the
Athenians. Diodotus even goes so far as to say that it is more just (Sika1dTepos) than his
own, by which he surely wants to suggest that it is ultimately more concerned with strict
justice than with advantage, that it is more of a forensic speech. Finally, later in the speech
he again reminds the assembly that they should not behave like jurymen (SikaoTés,
3.46.4), and we might even see here a response to Cleon's argument that the assembly
members should refrain from learning rhetorical techniques and should be judges (kpitai)
instead of competitors (&ycwviotai). Diodotus interprets Cleon's language to imply that
the assembly should be made up of one particular kind of kpiTai, namely SikaoTai.

Thucydides' apparent identification with the views expressed by Diodotus (evidence
for which many commentators have noted) suggests that there may be lessons to be learned
from Diodotus' claims about the role of justice in deliberation. As we noted above, he is in
agreement with Aristotle that justice and injustice should only be considered instrumentally.
But, importantly, this separation does not seem to demand that deliberative rhetoric
necessarily always be so ethically problematic as one might expect. Rather, it is Cleon, the
one who is quite fixated on questions of justice and injustice, who argues for the morally
indefensible course of action. Diodotus, on the other hand, by focusing only on advantage,
arrives at the conclusion that the morally just course of action also happens to be the more
expedient. So not only is there here a suggestion that 'justice pays, but also a suggestion
that the more practical advantages of justice can only be recognized if one attempts to
consider matters at some distance from the overly competitive, overly litigious ethos of
Athenian society, in which all actions are considered in terms of honor and dishonor,
recompense and punishment.

In addition to their different uses of the word dikaios, and related words, there is
also a somewhat similar distinction in their different uses of words related to ccoppoocuvn.
Just as Cleon had an entirely forensic notion of justice, while Diodotus understood it as a
much broader ethical term, Cleon likewise defines ccoppoouvn as little more than 'obeying
the laws," while Diodotus uses it in the broader sense of 'behaving moderately' or, as
Rademaker interprets it, "attending to good advice."*% I agree with Rademaker that these
are the basic senses of the term as each uses it, but I would add that there is often an
agonistic connotation to cw@poouv, and when it is invoked in this debate by each
speaker, it is meant to serve as a kind of correction to the hyper-competitiveness of the
assembly. For Cleon, the solution is obeying the laws, by which he (somewhat deceptively)
means standing by any decision once it is made. And for Diodotus, as we saw, the solution is
to make the contest about careful deliberation rather than about justice and injustice.

3. Nicias and Alcibiades: athletic persuasion

In the last section, we saw how Thucydides represented an ethical dilemma
concerning Athens' policies toward other states through an interpersonal rhetorical
competition between two statesmen. The position that Thucydides presented as both the

285 Rademaker 2005: 208.
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more just and the more advantageous narrowly won out. Later, in the most pivotal moment
of the entire war, when the Athenians are on the verge of sealing their fate by embarking on
a catastrophic expedition to Sicily, Thucydides once again represents their deliberation
through another rhetorical contest between two statesmen.?®® And once again, not only is
the decision made through this contest, but the competitors themselves make competition
and its problematic influence on politics a particular point of contention. But this time,
different aspects of competition are explored. The debate is waged not so much over the
issues of rhetorical genre and the undue influence of epideictic and forensic, as we saw in
the Mytilenean debate, as it is over the relationship between verbal and athletic
competition, and the unstable balance that each kind of competition seeks between private
and collective interests.

In this debate, three kinds of competition — athletic, military, and rhetorical — are
presented as interrelated. The debate is about the decision to engage in a military contest
(and Alcibiades does indeed characterize the war as a contest). It is conducted, of course,
within the context of a rhetorical contest. And Alcibiades' passion for athletic competition
(horse-racing) becomes an important topic of the debate. While his engagement in this kind
of athletic competition cannot help but serve as an analogue for his engagement in the
rhetorical and military competitions, it is also related to them in a more direct way. One of
the main points of contention in this debate is whether Alcibiades' private competition
disqualifies him from serving as a commander of the expedition, on the grounds that it
harms the public interest: he, of course, maintains rather that it gives him a powerful claim
to the position. Thus the broader, elitist competitive ethos of 5th century Athens seems to
be under scrutiny here, and the outcome, i.e. the decision to invade Sicily, does not give the
reader a terribly favorable impression.

When Nicias stands up to speak against the expedition, he is in the unenviable
position of trying to change the minds of his fellow Athenians, who have been taken in by
the seductive and deceptive speech of the Egesteans (¢maycoyd ouk &Anbi, 6.8.2). Right
from the beginning of his speech, he sets forth the reason for his opposition to the
expedition in language that is at once practical and normative, arguing that the Athenians
should not, with hasty deliberation, embark on a war that is oU TTpoorikovta (6.9.1), a
word which, as Hornblower notes, suggests both the mere fact that it does not involve the
Athenians and the ethical implication that to become embroiled in it would amount to a
kind of improper over-reaching (or TAeovegia). What is more, just as we saw in the
Mpytilenean debate, Nicias likewise immediately implicates flaws in the deliberative process.
The Athenians are making a hasty decision not on the basis of well-reasoned arguments but
because they have been persuaded by foreigners. Thus rhetoric has immediately been made
a problem. Later (6.12.1) Nicias will explicitly argue that these foreigners are lying (as
Thucydides has just told us) and exaggerating their resources, but so far the complaint only
amounts to an insistence that the Athenians should persuade themselves about matters of
such consequence — their reasons should be their own. But if persuasion has already been
introduced as a problem, and the warning has been subtly made that those who do the
persuading will often be motivated by their own interests rather than by those of the
audience, then Nicias will need to address his own motivation for speaking as well.

The argument that he makes to show that his motivations are pure is perhaps
honest and honorable, though it is also somewhat convoluted and thus lacking in persuasive
force.® The contrast he makes is between private honor and public welfare, which is a

286 Connor 1984: 162 n.1T notes that both this debate and the Mytilenian debate are actually re-deliberations
of an original debate that Thucydides has left out (but only in the former debate did cooler heads prevail).
287 See Tompkins 1972 for Nicias' style, which he notes is full of 'concessions and reversals.' Further, his
sentences are more complex than Alcibiades' "paratactic style.'
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theme that will continue to be explored throughout both his speech and Alcibiades'
particularly 'athletic' speech:

kaiTol €ywye Kai TIHEUAl €k ToU TOloUTOU Kai 1000V ETEPIV TEPT TG
ELAUTOU OCOUATL OPPLIBG, vopilwov duoiws adyabov moAitny elvar &g

av Kai ToU ocOpaTds Ti Kal Tijs ovoiag TpovorfiTal paAloTa yap &v O

ToloUTOS Kai T& TTjs TOAewos 81 éauTtodv PovAoito dpbolcbai.

And yet I myself both gain honor from this sort of thing and fear for my own
body less than others, though I nevertheless believe that whoever takes some
forethought for his body and his property is a good citizen; for such a man
in particular would, on account of his concern for himself, wish for the
affairs of the polis to go well. (6.9.2)

In characteristically condensed fashion, Thucydides has Nicias address two kinds of
personal interest recognized to be of particular importance in politics: honor and survival.
Nicias is motivated by neither. He is arguing for the policy that brings him less honor, so
that certainly cannot be a motivation. And even if his policy does serve the interest of his
own personal safety, it will only do so incidentally, since he is exceptionally unconcerned
about his own life. He then goes on to offer a brief defense of the 'personal safety’
motivation, this time expanding it to include the safety, not only of person, but of property
as well. He suggests, quite reasonably, that the interest of the citizen's individual
preservation coincides with the interest of the state's preservation. Commentators have
suggested that Nicias is here trying to appease certain members of the assembly, and they
note that Nicias' own membership in the propertied class compels him to try to forestall the
accusation of cowardice in this way.?*® But perhaps the more important point here is that,
while he excuses those who (unlike him) are motivated by self preservation, he does not
excuse those who are motivated by personal honor — which of course points to
Alcibiades.?® He goes on to say that he has never spoken contrary to his opinion (TTap&
yvaouny) for the sake of being honored above others (TTpoTip&oBat), and accordingly he
will now say what he thinks best (BéATioTa). We should note that the prefix Tpo- in
mpoTiuaobal indicates that he pictures a speaker who is interested not only in gaining
honor, but specifically in gaining more honor than others; thus he seems to refuse to accept
the view of deliberative debate as a competition in honor.2%

In just a few lines, then, Nicias has presented a list of possible private and public
motivations for those who engage in political deliberation. If a man is motivated either by
safety or the preservation of his property, then his motivations are essentially private, but
they are nonetheless justifiable because they happen to be private interests that also align
with public interests. Honor, on the other hand, is presumably a strictly private motivation
in Nicias' estimation and is thus less justifiable.?* But best by far is the man who, qua citizen

288 See e.g. Kohl 1977: 11-12, who also notes: "Wie Alkibiades zu Beginn seiner Rede 6, 16 bei dem ihm
besonders am Herzen liegenden Thema (86Ea) rechtfertigend verweilt, so hier entsprechend Nikias bei der
Frage seiner Tapferkeit und seiner ovoia.”

289 The idea that it is reasonable, and even admirable, to take the safe course by avoiding risk and bloodshed
but is inexcusable to risk everything for the sake of honor is the exact opposite evaluation from that expressed,
e.g., in Tyrtaeos 12. Indeed, Nicias comes across as decidedly unheroic (even if his position on the issue of the
expedition is the correct one).

290 We might also note that he uses the less agonistic word BéATioTa instead of kpaTioTa, which we saw
Demosthenes use.

29t Though we might imagine that honor should be equally aligned with public interest, since it is bestowed by
fellow citizens and thus indicates the city's approval of private achievements.
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or statesman, is susceptible to none of these motivations but cares only for what is best. And
what is best, T& BéAToTa, is not qualified in terms of either honor or safety, private or
public; it is just 'what is best,' pure and simple.?%

Nicias ends his exordium with a return to the theme of Aeove€ia, as he laments
that his speech would be too weak to convince the Athenians if he were to try to persuade
them to preserve what they already have. By characterizing his own speech as
hypothetically weak (&oBevris), Nicias is, in a sense, refusing to engage fully in the
rhetorical contest. But at the same time, by characterizing his fellow citizens as over-
reaching and not content to preserve T UmdpxovTa, he further refines the list of
motivations that he laid out earlier. Preservation of self and property was offered as the
second best kind of motivation in political deliberation, and now it becomes clear that the
national character of the Athenians is such that they are incapable of limiting themselves to
that consideration — they always want more. In fact, we should probably understand T&
umapxovTa, those things that the Athenians refuse to be content with preserving but
desire constantly to increase, as including honor in addition to wealth. Thus Nicias figures
Alcibiades as, at least in part, a product of the Athenian character, although he remains
extreme in his obsession with private honor and total disregard for the public good.>®

In the central argument of his speech, Nicias expands on his claim that the
expedition would involve over-reaching and would endanger the possessions that the
Athenians already have. And he also further develops his investigation of national character
that was prompted by his complaint about the Tpdtol of his fellow Athenians. In contrast,
he describes the Spartans as honor-motivated, but only to the extent that they wish to
preserve the honor that they already have, or to regain the honor that they have recently
lost. Nicias concludes this main section of his speech by expressing his advice in the same
agonistic terms that we saw Diodotus use:

€OOTE OU TrePl TGOV €v 2ikeAia Eyeotaicwv nuiv, avdpdv BapPBapwv, 6
Ay v, el cppovouuey, GAN 8trwos TéAw Bt” OAryapxias
gmPBoulevoucav oEéws pulagdueda.

Thus the contest for us is not about the Egesteans in Sicily, foreign men, if
we are temperate, but is about how we will guard against a polis that,
through its oligarchical government, is fiercely plotting against us. (6.11.7)

Here ocoppovoupev does not simply mean 'wise' or 'prudent.’ Rather it is the opposite of
mAeovegia. If we are temperate, then we will fight the contest over our own state; otherwise
the contest will be about the barbarians.?%

We might want to say that Nicias' reference to the 'contest' serves as a kind of segue
into the next section (6.12.2), in which he critiques the 'athletic' motivations of Alcibiades
and men like him. Once again, the critique is quite condensed, packing a number of points
into a single sentence. But the main points of his criticism seem to be the following: (1)
Alcibiades is concerned only with himself (T éauToU pévov okotddv); (2) he wants to be

292 A category that is fairly useless if not further defined. Clearly the implication is that one should have no
personal motivation whatsoever, so T& BEATIOTa may involve any kind of advantage, honor, wealth, good
moral feeling, etc., so long as it applies only to the city and not to the individual.

293 The notion that honor, or concern for the high opinion of others, is an inherently bad motivation would
surely have struck an ancient Greek audience as an extreme position to take. Thucydides presents his readers
with the two extreme poles in this debate and lets them try to determine the proper middle ground.

204 Thucydides pairs agon and sophrosune in a similar way at 3.44.1 and 5.101 (cited by Kohl 1977: 53 as
similar uses of agon, though he does not comment on the link with sophrosune in all three). Hornblower 1991
ad loc. points out that, given the themes of this debate, agon here does not simply mean 'the issue before us'.
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marveled at (Bavpaoci], EAAapmpuvecbat); (3) he wants to get money from the war; (4) he
is profligate in his personal life (t& 8¢ {81a dvaloiv); and (5) he is too young either to lead
or to deliberate (vecoTepos, vew Tépw). To stress Alcibiades' selfish interests, Nicias makes
two contrasts between public and private in chiastic order. Alcibiades wants privately to
shine at the peril of the state; such men treat the people's things unjustly and waste their
own things. The chiasmus emphasizes the connection between Alcibiades' concern with
personal honor ('shining’) and his inability (or lack of desire) to preserve his own wealth;
and this connection recalls both Nicias' list of motivations and his complaint about the
national character of the Athenians. As we noted above, Alcibiades is characteristic of his
polis in respect to his restless refusal to be content with preserving himself and his property
— he always needs more.2% But for Alcibiades, this TAeovegia is a direct consequence of his
desire for personal honor, which requires a great deal of wasteful expenditure, in particular
on horse-racing. So here we have a further explanation for why the personal honor
motivation is worse than that of personal preservation: while the latter at least coincides
with public interests, the former can even undermine it.

Aside from the fact that persuasion was raised as a problem right at the outset of
Nicias' speech, so far the theme of competition has been largely limited to military and
athletic arenas, and thus it has been left to the reader to make a connection between these
kinds of competition and the kind that is currently being exemplified by the debate, i.e. the
competition of public discourse. But now Nicias draws attention to the present rhetorical
contest by directly addressing his own partisans (or at least those he hopes will be his
partisans). He thus characterizes the present debate as not simply an intellectual exercise or
an objective weighing of options, but very much an interpersonal, adversarial event; and
one not only between the two statesmen but between the two groups that they represent, in
this case, the young and the old. In this context, he reintroduces the problem of persuasion
and ties it to the problem of honor as a motivation:

oUs £yco Opcv Vv EvBaEde TG auT avdpl TapakeAeuoTous
kabnuévous poPoupat, kai TOls TPeoPuUTEPols AvTITTapakeAevoual ur
kaTaloxuvbival, € Tw Tis TapakddnTtal Tévde, STreos ur doEel, Eav Ui
ynoeilnTal moAepelv, paAakos elvat...

I am afraid as I see those men [i.e. young men] now sitting here summoned
by the same man [i.e. Alcibiades], and, in opposition, I summon the older
men not to be ashamed, if one of these men is sitting next to him, lest he
appear to be soft if he does not vote for war... (6.13.1)

Against the exceedingly competitive national character of the Athenians, who always yearn
for more, exemplified in its worst form by Alcibiades, who always needs more money to
waste it on seeking more honor, Nicias hopes to rally the older generation. Alcibiades, he
argues, is too young, not only for the command of the expedition, but even for deliberating
about it!*% At the same time, he recognizes that the men of the older generation may incur
shame if they express their support for the safer course. As Nicias knows very well, this kind
of shame, itself a major component of the pihoTipia that holds such sway over men's
decisions, is easily exploited by those who have personal, selfish reasons to go to war.

295 This of course matches the Corinthians' description of the Athenians in the Spartan assembly (1.70), but
the Corinthians describe the Athenians' rapacity as entirely selfless; indeed they say that the Athenians
sacrifice their own bodies as if they were not at all their own: €11 8¢ ToTs pEv ocOpaoIY AAAOTPIWTETOLS
UTtep s TOAecos xpddvTtal (1.70.6).

296 6.72.2: kAl TO MPA&YUa péya elval kai pr| olov vecw Tépe BouleUoaohal Te kai 68w peTaxepioat.
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So in this first speech, Nicias has brought together several different aspects of
competition and has made distinctions between personal and international competition,
between different potential objects of competition, namely possessions and honor, and
between moderate preservation and over-reaching; and he has connected these competitive
motivations to military, athletic, and rhetorical contexts. As Hornblower points out, it is not
accurate to say (as some have) that Nicias favors total inaction or pacifism.?” Likewise, he
does not entirely reject competition; rather, he puts into question the motivations that drive
his fellow citizens in their competitions, whether athletic, rhetorical, or military.

Alcibiades' speech, on the other hand, is perhaps the most sustained defense of
competitiveness, in all of its contexts, that we have in Greek literature. He offers several
arguments for the public benefits that competition (both athletic and military) provides; he
argues for the distinctions, the privileges, and even the feelings of superiority enjoyed by
victors; and he even seems to suggest that, when it comes to competition, there is a near
complete coincidence of private and public interests.>%®

Alcibiades begins his speech with a SiafoAfis AUois, immediately drawing attention
to the antagonistic nature of the debate. He has been attacked for his personal
competitiveness and must now defend it, fittingly, in this rhetorical competition. Rather
than arguing that Nicias is mistaken in any way about his motivations, Alcibiades sets out to
show that his personal ambitions are in fact beneficial to the state. But at the same time, he
also seeks to reinforce the impression that he is superior to others. Right from the beginning
(6.16.1), he argues that it is more 'fitting' for him to 'rule' (or hold the command) than it is
for others. On the one hand, the word Tpoorjkel is meant to offer a kind of refutation to the
charge of over-reaching; but on the other hand, u&AAov étépcov suggests that it is
precisely his superiority that prevents his actions from being properly characterized as over-
reaching. Thus a major part of his defense, it seems, will be to try to impress the audience
with his greatness. By beginning his speech with an extended boast about his Olympic
victories, he in a sense proves Nicias' point about the connection between his athletic
passion and his political interests. His speech immediately appears as a sort of rhetorical
chariot race, another opportunity to be marveled at and to shine, and thereby to score
another victory. Furthermore, his own language makes a clear connection between his
worthiness to lead the expedition (&E1os, 6.16.1) and the worthiness of his athletic pursuits
(&iwos Tis vikns, 6.16.2). Indeed, one gets the impression that Alcibiades wants implicitly
to make the argument that victory is self-justifying, whether in a military, an athletic, or a
rhetorical context, and since he has shown himself to be a winner in one arena, likewise he
ought to win this debate and be given command.

Alcibiades does however also respond directly to Nicias' criticisms regarding
personal honor as a motivation in his private exploits, and by extension, in his public policy.
He claims that the activities for which he is maligned bring both 86€a to him and his family
and advantage (copeAia) to the state. In particular, his victories make Athens appear more
powerful to the rest of the Greeks, indeed even more powerful than it actually is: oi y&p
“EAAnves kai Utrep SUvapv peileo nucov thv méAw évduioav Téd U SlampeTrel Ths
‘OAupTriale Becopias ('for the Greeks considered our city greater, even beyond its power,
because of my magnificence in the festival at Olympia,' 6.16.2).2% He goes on to boast that

297 See his note for 6.18.6.

298 We might compare this aspect of his argument with Demosthenes On the Crown. Forde 1989: 79-80:
"Honor traditionally links the self-interest of the statesman with the public good of the community, allowing
their interests to coincide: the statesman reaps honor for actions that benefit the city. Alcibiades seems to be
the first to take this uncompromisingly into the realm of private life, making his private life part of his public
project and his quest for honor."

299 See Immerwahr 1973 for dunamis as the unifying theme of the whole work.
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he entered seven chariots in the races, which no private citizen (id1coTns) had ever done,
and came in first, second, and fourth. His summary explanation of how such an impressive
achievement is not really motivated by private honor is sophistic in the extreme. Only by
convention are such things equated with honor: from the actual deed, power too is
imagined (voue HEV yap TIun T& TolalTa, €k 8¢ ToU Spwopévou kai duvapis Gua
UtrovoeiTal, 6.16.2). Here véue is contrasted with ToU 8pcopévou (which, considering
Thucydides' penchant for using neuter participles as abstract substantives, should probably
be taken as equivalent to €épyov), thereby making a kind of hybrid of the véuos/ guots
opposition and the Adyos/ €pyov opposition.3*° Thus, convention is contrasted with deed.
But Alcibiades then goes on to further complicate the opposition by saying that the liturgies
and other activities through which he 'shines’ in Athens are by nature envied by his fellow
citizens, though, again, they create the appearance of strength to foreigners (Tots pév
aoTols pBoveiTan puaEl, TTPodS B¢ Tous Eévous kai aUTn ioxus paiveTal, 6.16.3). Now
we see that the real contrast is between the conventional honor that Alcibiades receives and
the natural envy that is directed at him by the rest of the Athenians. There is thus an
implication that, by winning all of these victories, he is actually making a great sacrifice on
behalf of the state. The honor that he receives is not even entirely real, but is only
conventional — what he really wins by these victories is envy. Yet he perseveres selflessly in
order to increase his polis' reputation for power among would-be adversaries.3°!

The emphasis of Alcibiades' argument, as Kohl notes, is on the benefit to the state
that his competitive displays provide, and that benefit is the appearance of power, SUvaus/
foxus, as opposed to actual power. Commentators have also noted that the 'appearance’ of
power that Alcibiades claims to produce matches very closely Nicias' suggestion that the
Athenian fleet only make a display of their power to the Sicilians (SeifavTes Trv SUvau,
6.11.4) rather than actually invade the island. But if a 'mere’ appearance of power
constitutes the 'real' benefit, then what kind of meaning does the Aéyos/ €pyov opposition
really have? In this debate, Thucydides almost seems to be deconstructing the dichotomy
and collapsing the two terms: speech and appearance are kinds of action, with very real
consequences, and, as we will see, purely physical deeds contain an element of rhetoric and
persuasion. In the Apology, Socrates compares the benefits that his fellow citizens derive
from him to those that they derive from athletic victors, and he describes that difference as
one of 'actual', as opposed to merely 'apparent’, benefit.3°2 Neither Nicias nor Alcibiades, on
the other hand, is able to maintain such a clean division.

Alcibiades is the complete competitor, and he is making the case for the timocratic,
or rather the 'philotimic' man. Naturally, such a man will strive for personal honor, but, in
his defense, he will also (incidentally) be benefiting the state by making it appear more
powerful; and, at any rate, he will have to put up with the envy that comes with that honor.
But if such a life involves all of the dangers and stresses that come from being envied, then

300 Gomme, Andrewes, Dover ad loc. take voue to refer only to 'thinking' rather than to 'convention' and
thus do not see the kind of strong opposition with ék ToU dpcouévou that I am suggesting. But I suggest, as we
will see, that Alcibiades does indeed want to suggest here that Twur, in reality (as opposed to convention),
amounts only to the burdensome @8évos of one's peers.

301 Kohl 1977: 88-9 argues (against Heinemann 1945) that there is no real opposition between voue and
Uoel here because 'honor' and 'envy' refer to the same thing from different viewpoints, and Alcibiades is
arguing that 'honor' is a good thing - indeed he is trying to justify the privileges that he enjoys — thus, he must
embrace 'envy' as well. But, in keeping with the notion that the advantages of honor are somehow less real, he
goes on to suggest that men like him are disliked during their lifetimes (presumably because of 8dvos) and
do not really enjoy the benefits of the reputation that they have earned until after their death. I am generally
not convinced that we ought to expect Alcibiades' argument to be entirely logical or consistent. Kohl also cites
passages from Pindar and Epicharmus to show that envy was not considered entirely bad; but those passages
only show that it was considered better to be envied than to be pitied.

302 Pl. Apol. 36d, cited by Kohl 1977: 85, n. 1, along with Xenophanes 2.



perhaps more justification is needed for why one would choose it. Alcibiades' explanation
reveals a certain continuity between him and the heroes of Homeric epic. He has set
himself above his fellow citizens, and he argues that, just as a man in misfortune is
disdained, so he should be able to disdain others if he is flourishing: &AN’ cdomep
BUoTUXOUVTES OU TTpooayopeudueda, év TG Opoiw Tis avexéobo kai UTTO TV
eUTIPaYOUV TV UTTEpPPOovoUpevos (‘but just as we are not spoken to when we are in
misfortune, likewise one should put up with being looked down on by those who are
successful' 6.16.4).3°3 But while, in life, he will potentially have greater amounts of both
privilege and risk, pleasure and pain, the real goal is immortality. Alcibiades explains that
such men are painful to others while they are alive, but as soon as they die, everyone wants
to claim them as their own relations and fellow-citizens. Thus, it seems that one of
Alcibiades' primary defenses for his hyper-competitive (and profligate) lifestyle is that he
aspires to some kind of hero-worship.3°4

Here we should consider the similarities between the athletic competition that
Alcibiades is describing and the rhetorical competition in which he is currently engaged. He
claims that the effect of his athletic display is that it leads the other, non-Athenian Greeks to
overestimate the power of Athens; and yet he himself, along with most of his fellow citizens,
appears to have an unrealistic and inflated sense of the military power of Athens, as
subsequent events in Sicily will confirm. Is it perhaps the case that, along with Athens'
potential enemies, he has duped the Athenians as well with all those victories? or that he
has even duped himself? And now he is giving a speech that amounts to yet another
competitive display. Indeed, he is once again bringing his seven chariots and his illustrious
victories before the eyes of the Athenians, as it were, and once again causing them to
overestimate their own power.

Another way to put this connection between athletic and rhetorical competition is to
say that Alcibiades, when he seeks to persuade the assembly of the public benefit of his
personal pithoTipia, ends up describing his athletic pursuits as a kind of persuasion. Nicias
had complained that the Athenians were persuaded by the Egesteans, who had not been
entirely truthful; in fact, their deception lay in the fact that they gave a false impression of
their own resources, and thus of their 8Uvauis (6.12.1). And now we find Alcibiades
describing his chariot racing as serving the same basic function as the Egesteans' deceptive
speech. Likewise, his current speech is another persuasive, competitive display, only this
time, the false appearance of power that it produces will manifestly prove to be to the
detriment of its intended beneficiaries.3° Thus Thucydides appears here to intertwine some
of the problems that attend on persuasion with those that attend on competition in non-
verbal contexts.

Alcibiades goes on (6.16.6) to characterize the battle at Mantinea as yet another
competition, and this military 'contest' (&ycwvioacBai) he likewise links to verbal
persuasion by suggesting that it was largely due to his rhetorical abilities that the battle was
such a success.3°® His confidence in his own persuasive abilities leads him to the topic of the

303 One might compare Sarpedon's speech at I 12.310 ff., though Sarpedon is only noting the connection
between privileges and risks that characterize the life of the elite warrior — he does not include disdain for
others as one of those privileges.

304 Perhaps he is not imagining an actual hero cult for himself, but as Gomme, Andrewes, Dover point out (ad
loc.), the best examples of such fabricated claims to kinship are in regard to mythological heroes (such as
Andocides' claim of descent from Odysseus: Hellanikos Fr. 170). See also Grethlein 2010: 159-60, who
argues that Thucydides uses the Trojan war as a foil for the Peloponnesian war.

305 At the same time, Alcibiades also underestimates the power of the opposing forces in Sicily, assuming that
they are likewise exaggerating their own power (6.17.5).

306 Though, as Gomme, Andrewes, Dover note ad loc., the Spartans won the battle and thereby consolidated
their power, so it was hardly a success. Hornblower ad loc. notes the athletic connotations of &ywvicacBau.



persuadability of the Sicilians. He presents an image of a Sicilian assembly, which surely
should function in part for the reader as a reminder and a point of comparison for the
present Athenian assembly. Alcibiades says that the Sicilians will easily come over to the
Athenians' side if they hear anything ka6’ n8ovrjv (in accordance with pleasure,' 6.17.4),
especially if they are experiencing factional discord. The idea of persuading ka6’ 118ovrjv of
course describes exactly the feature of public discourse that most concerned Plato (we may
also recall from the last chapter that Plato likewise associates rhetoric with athletic and
military skills). Further, when Alcibiades mentions the Sicilians' susceptibility to speeches
delivered ka8’ 1dovnv, we will certainly want to consider the way in which this description
may apply equally well to the current Athenian assembly, in which Alcibiades, by telling the
Athenians what they want to hear, in accordance with their TpdTol, is surely speaking ka®’
ndovnv. Further, when Alcibiades suggests that the factionalism in Sicily will prevent them
from listening to a speech with 'united thought' (L& yvcoun), we might consider the kind
of generational factionalism that Nicias sought to exploit. Of course, Alcibiades' claim that
the Sicilians will be easily won over is proved false; while Nicias' warning that they rather
will band together out of fear turns out to be prophetic. So, perhaps with some intentional
irony on Thucydides' part, Alcibiades' comment about their persuadability is actually much
more applicable to the Athenians themselves.

Alcibiades ends his speech with a flourish, in which he attempts to confront directly
the generational 'factionalism' and at the same time to provide a kind of general encomium
of the 'good' kind of competition, which bears most directly on the 'competition' of the
proposed Sicilian expedition, but also implicitly serves as a further defense of his own
personal competitive pursuits. There are really two arguments here. Alcibiades moves
skillfully in a single sentence from the importance of the unity of the youth and the elderly,
indeed of all classes of society, to an argument for the importance of competition for the
sake of technical progress and of vitality generally: &yconilopévnv 8¢ aiel mpooAryeobai
Te TNV umelpiav kai TO uuvecbal ou Adyw aAN’ €py o n&AAov Euvnbes e (‘but
[the city] in competition will always acquire more experience and will be more accustomed
to defending itself, not in word but in deed,’ 6.18.6). Indeed, the two themes are introduced
together right at the beginning of the sentence, when he tells the assembly not to be
dissuaded by the admpayuoovvn kai idotaots (‘inaction' and 'dividing’) of Nicias'
arguments. The only implicit connection made between the two themes is that they both
affect the strength and preservation of the polis. Alcibiades does not make the sort of
connection that we might expect: namely, that internal competition prevents a society from
uniting and more effectively competing against its real enemies. But perhaps that sort of
argument would lack persuasive force coming from a man who was notorious for being
extremely competitive with his fellow citizens. So instead, the contrast that he makes is
between division, didoTaocts, and competition (in this case, the &ycov of war); and these
terms are assumed to be antithetical in some sense. Alcibiades ends his speech with a
sentiment that recalls Cleon's speech, arguing that the most stable course for men is to
abide by the véuot (as well as the 181, the national character) even if they are bad (6.19.7).
Surely this echo of Cleon marks Alcibiades' plea for unity as disingenuous at best.

Thucydides will go on to emphasize after the debate that the Athenians were
thoroughly consumed by the competitive zeal that Alcibiades recommends: the soldiers e.g.
zealously competed with each other (uey &An) omoudt] Tpos dAArAous GuAANBEY
6.31.3). But it happened that, while they were engaged in competition (eris) among
themselves according to each man's station, that competition appeared to the other Greeks
more like a display (epideixis) of power and wealth than preparation for war (EuvéBn 8¢
TpPds Te 0pas auToUs dua épv yYevéobal, @ Tis EkaoTos TPOooeTAXON, Kai €5 TOUS
&AAous "EAAnvas emidei§iv uadAAov eikacbiivat Tiis Suvduecos kai eéEovoias 1) i
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ToAepious Tapaokeunv, 6.31.4). This comment suggests that Alcibiades' conflation of
athletic and military competition is flawed and dangerous. Just as he argued that his display
of power at the Olympic games qualified him for command, the Athenian army mistakes
competitive display for effective military preparation.

When Nicias sees that he has lost the debate, he decides to try one more time with a
slightly different strategy. He will try to give the Athenians some apprehension about their
ability to conduct the expedition by describing the enormous preparations and resources
that it will require. The only thing that I want to note about this final speech is that, as
commentators have noted, it is not entirely honest, and thus it serves as an illustration of
Diodotus' complaint about the fact that politicians are compelled to lie. In particular, in
keeping with Alcibiades' conception of competition as a (mis)representation of power, it
amounts to an attempt to exaggerate the dUvapis of the enemy. In this way, Thucydides
presents us with a rhetorical competition which, just like an athletic competition, involves
competing presentations of the appearance of dUvauus. But as the subsequent events show,
Nicias' attempt to exaggerate the power of the enemy perhaps falls short even of doing it
Jjustice.

4. Hermocrates and Athenagoras: competition and oT &otg

The debate at Athens is soon followed by a debate at Syracuse, which, as has been
noted especially by Connor, serves as a kind of foil for Athens.37 Indeed, Thucydides
suggests in Book 8 that one reason the Syracusans were so successful in fighting against the
Athenians is because they are similar in character (udAioTa y&p dpoidtpoTol yevduevol
&ptota kai TpooemoAéunoav, 8.96.5). And one area in which, I suggest, the comparison
between the two poleis is invited with particular emphasis is in the area of competition, the
problematization of which Thucydides continues to develop in these especially agonistic
Sicilian books.?*® Aside from Athens, Sicily is perhaps the most appropriate setting for a
representation of specifically verbal competition, given that it is the legendary birthplace of
the art of rhetoric. And Thucydides explicitly notes that the Sicilian poleis that the
Athenians encountered on their expedition were not only similar in character but also had
the same kind of democratic government as Athens (dnuokpaTtoupévals Te, COOTEP Kai
auTol, 7.55.2). But even if the reader is made to understand quite clearly from this debate
that Sicily, like Athens, is a very competitive place, s/he may still be perplexed, as many
commentators have been, about the vehement and seemingly irrelevant content of the most
competitive section of the debate, namely Athenagoras' political outburst. In the midst of a
debate about whether or not the Athenians are on their way to invade Sicily and what
preparations the Syracusans ought to make, a diatribe on the superiority of democracy to
oligarchy seems more than a little out of place.

One explanation that has been suggested is that Thucydides composed this debate
at a relatively late date and was here foreshadowing the later stasis in Syracuse that brought
Dionysius I to power. It may very well be that Thucydides has in mind these later
developments, but that does not mean that Athenagoras' diatribe is any more relevant or

307 Connor 1984: 170-6 lists the similarities between this debate and the one between Nicias and Alcibiades
and, more generally, the similarities between Thucydides' characterization of Syracusan and Athenian
democracy: "The view of Syracuse that is provided by this debate is like an unexpected reflection in a mirror
(p. 172)." See Robinson 2000 for the historical evidence of Syracusan democracy.

308 Gf. Hornblower's note for 6.11.6. He also notes the use of kaAdv &ycovioua at 7.56.2 and 7.59.2 and
aywv at 7.56.3.
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appropriate in tone to the context of the debate in which he is engaged. Indeed, one gets
the impression that, despite the value of many of the points that Athenagoras makes (in
particular the ironic point that Athens would never be so stupid as to embark on the
campaign), there is a real dishonesty in his political attack. Thus, Bloedow's suggestion that
Athenagoras' speech amounts to "a fabrication of a fabrication of rumors" seems to me
rather plausible.3°® So while it may be that Thucydides is motivated to some extent by
subsequent events in Syracuse, nonetheless the point of this outburst is probably to be
found precisely in its irrelevance to the discussion.

As far as subsequent events are concerned, it seems to me that Hermocrates' later
exile is much more likely to be in Thucydides' mind than the rise to power of Dionysius L.
Hermocrates is presented as eminently reasonable, and there is no indication whatsoever
from his speech that he has any association with a particular political party. So it seems
plausible that Athenagoras' attack might be Thucydides' attempt to represent the kind of
trumped up charges that (in his analysis) were later responsible for getting Hermocrates
exiled, nominally for 'aiming at tyranny.'3"® Of course Alcibiades would then serve as a
parallel, since Thucydides says that he was likewise wrongly suspected of aiming at tyranny.
The competitive situation in Syracuse, however, is then even worse than in Athens, since
Alcibiades at least really was excessively ambitious and bold, whereas we have no indication
that Hermocrates is anything other than thoughtful and cautious.

At any rate, the notion of a late date of composition is certainly not a satisfactory
explanation for his inclusion of the whole debate here. Further, it has been noted that (in
Euripidean fashion) the debate does not seem to have any effect on the Syracusans'
preparations or on the course of events generally. After the debate, a general steps in and
simply dictates what is to be done. So it seems that Thucydides wants here to represent
another deliberative scene in order to further explore how politics can be done, and more
specifically, to offer a kind of mirror (as Connor puts it) of the preceding debate at Athens.
The Syracusan debate was, in fact, already introduced by Alcibiades, and we noted there
that his description of how he imagined it would go already invited the reader to reflect on
the similarities and differences between the political climates in the two poleis.3”” And when
the debate arrives, what we see is a kind of development of the theme of competition, but
now the contest is performed under the looming dark cloud of full-blown political stasis.
Athenagoras presents us with yet another profile of a hyper-competitive speaker; indeed, he
appears to be the least honest, most shameless and dangerous rhetorician yet.3'

Hermocrates begins his speech with some familiar reflections on the problems of
persuasion (6.33.1). The first word is &moTa, which is cashed out by Hermocrates'
acknowledgement that he may seem &@pcov if his arguments are not believable, even
though he has persuaded himself (1reiBcov) that he knows these matters more clearly than

309 Bloedow 1996: 151.

310 This would accord with Xenophon's assessment of Hermocrates' exile (Hell. 1.1.27 {I.). Note also that
Xenophon describes Hermocrates as a kind of teacher of rhetoric (1.1.30: kékeivous £8idaoke keAeUcov
Aéyew Ta pgv &mo ToU Tapaxpiida, T 8¢ Poulevoauévous).

31t It should be noted that there are also similarities between the debate at Syracuse and the Mytilenean
debate, since a comparison is invited especially by the similarities between Cleon and Athenagoras. Connor
1984: 171 notes that Athenagoras is introduced in a similar way to Cleon and that "his speech is the
demagogue's characteristic blend of facile argument, personal invective, and self-advancement." Andrews
2009: 12 adds that "both speakers have deftly exploited fundamental principles of democratic ideology."
Gomme, Andrewes, Dover ad Ioc. list further parallels.

312 Forde 1989: 40, among others, notes that Athenagoras, Diodotus, and Euphemus, the three characters
who deliver important speeches in Thucydides' History but are otherwise unknown, all have "unusually
significant names." So Athenagoras, 'Athenian speaker,' could be a name invented by Thucydides.
Hornblower (note for 6.35.2), though, finds epigraphic evidence that it was 'a good Syracusan name' and
doubts that it would have been taken as an invention.
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others. So he has begun with a competitive stance by referring to his ability to successfully
persuade (in this case, himself) and his superiority to others in respect to knowledge of the
situation. But his complaint (or deflection) about the likelihood of his appearing foolish
looks back both to Diodotus and forward to Athenagoras. Diodotus had pointed out (at
3.42.3) that, if a speaker is charged with auaBia, and is unable to persuade the listeners,
then he will leave seeming unintelligent more than unjust; but if the charge of injustice is
added, then he will be suspected even if he does persuade. So Hermocrates may appear
somewhat naive in only anticipating the charge of folly, when Athenagoras will indeed make
the far more serious charge of injustice the central theme of his attack.

Hermocrates also raises in this first sentence the important theme of fear, which
likewise looks back to the Mytilenean debate as well as forward to his opponent's speech.
He is not frightened and will speak out. On the one hand, perhaps he should be frightened,
since the charges against him will be more serious than he anticipates, and, as we know,
those charges will eventually get him exiled. But more importantly, fear will become a
central theme when Hermocrates is accused by Athenagoras of being a fearmonger. We will
recall that Diodotus likewise accused Cleon of being a fearmonger, but in that case there
seemed to be some justification, whereas in this case, we the readers happen to know that
Hermocrates has his facts right about the Athenian campaign. In fact, Hermocrates advises
his fellow Syracusans not to be afraid (un ékmAayfj 6.33.4), since, he boasts, he himself has
no fear that the Athenians might succeed (oU y&p...poBoUuat). On the contrary, he
foresees a great prize for the Syracusans in the impending contest (kGAAioToV Epyov,
6.33.4; O Ay v, 6.34.4) And the strategy that he advocates is rather to strike fear into the
Athenians (katamAayévTas, 6.34.6; kKaTamAayeiev, 6.34.8). Unfortunately for him,
however, he gives Athenagoras a sort of opening to intentionally misinterpret him as a
fearmonger at the very end of his speech, when he says that the best scenario would be for
the Syracusans to be persuaded to take courage (i.e. to have no fear), but if they will not do
that, then they should make their preparations with fear (ueTax poBou, 6.34.9) — though,
even then, that fear is only intended to be a motivation for making adequate preparations,
and, once the fighting is underways, it will be replaced by contempt (kaTappoveiv).

Hermocrates' speech is certainly competitive, and, as his initial claim to know the
facts better than others shows, he is aware of the fact that persuasion can only be effected
by the speaker who demonstrates that his argument is superior to those of the other
speakers. Yet, we might say that his speech is strikingly civil. Alone among all of the paired
speeches in Thucydides, Hermocrates makes no attack on, or even any mention of;, his
opponent. Rather, most of his agonistic language is directed against the Athenians. And of
course, this civility is one of the reasons that Athenagoras' outburst comes across as so
exaggerated, and even abusive (the other reason being that Hermocrates is right about the
facts, and Athenagoras is wrong).

Scholars have identified a number of parallels between Athenagoras' speech and
other speeches in previous debates.3”® Some emphasize his pernicious demogoguery, and
others emphasize the reasonableness of several of his arguments. As always in Thucydides,
the 'weaker' argument contains a number of points that the reader will easily be able to
agree with — otherwise, the disagreement itself that led to the debate might appear
implausible. Similarly, we were predisposed to disagree with Cleon, and yet many of his
criticisms of the conduct of the assembly appeared to be valid. But surely the connection
between the reasonableness of much of what Athenagoras says and the virulent, over-
zealous ends to which he puts it is exactly what Thucydides wants to point out. We might
say that Athenagoras is the culmination of the competitive, demogogic speaker, and thus he

313 Hornblower (note for 35-40.1) notes similarities with Cleon at 3.38, Pericles at 2.37, and Alcibiades at
6.18.6.
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appropriates the strategies that we saw in Cleon, Diodotus, Nicias, and Alcibiades in order
to argue for a position that, as we know, is completely at odds with the facts. Does he even
really believe that he has the facts right? Or is he willing to risk allowing his city to meet an
attack without adequate preparations in order to take advantage of a political opportunity?
If it seems somewhat anachronistic for Athenagoras to imply that there is already a full-
blown stasis in Syracuse between the oligarchs and the democrats, perhaps that is because
he is in the process of trying to produce such a stasis.

The first sentence of Athenagoras' speech is an unveiled attack: Toug pév
Abnvaious 8oTis un BouAeTtal oUTw kKakdds ppovijoal kai UToxelpious Nuiv yevéobat
¢vBa&de EABSVTas, 1) BetAds éoTv F T1) TTOAelL ouk elvous (‘whoever does not wish the
Athenians to reason so poorly and to put themselves in our hands by coming here is either a
coward or is not well-disposed to his city,' 6.36.1). We saw this topos — by which anyone
who disagrees with the speaker's position is said to be necessarily motivated by one of two
things — in the Mytilenean debate, where Cleon said that his opponents must be motivated
by confidence in their rhetorical abilities or by bribes (3.38.1). Similarly, Diodotus argued
that his opponents must either be foolish or bribed (3.42.2); and at the end of his speech,
Athenagoras will use the topos again with exactly those terms (1] dpuabéoTaToi éoTe OV
gy oida EAArvaov, fj &8ikcoTaTol — 'you are either the most foolish of the Greeks I
know, or the most unjust, 6.39.2). The charge that he makes here at the beginning of the
speech, however, namely that of cowardice, is more relevant to the debate between Nicias
and Alcibiades, where it nonetheless was only hinted at indirectly; in fact, the closest
Alcibiades came to accusing Nicias of cowardice was his reference to Nicias'
ampaypoouvn, which is a considerably more civil word than 8etAia. In an agonistic
context such as this debate, charges of cowardice or weakness carry an extra sort of punch,
in that they are a fairly transparent means of directly dominating one's opponent. But
Athenagoras then proceeds to add the charge of foolishness as well — in this case, his
opponents are foolish for thinking that their cowardice is not obvious. It is clear, he argues,
that they are only stirring up fear in the populace in order to cover up their own fear with
the communal fear (ol yap 8edides idia T1 BovAovTal Ty AW &g EkTANEY
kabioTaval, 8mws T Koo péPw ToV opétepov émnAvydlwvTal, 6.36.2). And he
then proceeds to demonstrate his own lack of cowardice through a blustering survey of all
of the advantages that the Syracusans hold over the Athenians, ending with TocoUTw TNV
NUeTépav TTapaokeunv kpeioow vouiCw ('by that much do I believe that our preparations
are better/ stronger,' 6.37.2). We should note that, like Alcibiades, he is here
misrepresenting the SUvaps of his polis to his own fellow citizens (since, if they had
decided to make no preparations at all, they would have been in trouble), and likewise that,
in so doing, he is speaking ka8’ ndovriv.

In the political diatribe that follows, it becomes clear that Athenagoras did not really
intend his argument about the two possible motives of his opponents to be disjunctive; it is
not that they are either cowardly or unpatriotic, but that they are both. After repeating his
(ironic) assertion that the Athenians are too smart to risk everything on this campaign, he
launches into a blistering attack on the motives of his opponents:

kal evBévde &udpes oUTe SvTa oUTe &v yevdueva AoyoTtololaoi, ols
£y oU viv TTpdToV, AAN’ aiel émioTaual fjTol Adyols ye Toloiode kai
71 ToUTCOV KakoupyoTEépols 1) Epyols Boulopévous kaTamAnfavtas TO
Uuétepov TAT00s avutous Ths TOAews GPXELV.

And here men are making up stories about things that are not and could not
come about; not now for the first time, but always I have known that these
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men terrify you, the masses, with speeches such as these and by even more
harmful ones than these, or with deeds, because they themselves want to
rule the polis. (6.38.2)

This explanation for his opponents' fearmongering is just as extreme and virulent as the one
that he previously gave, but it is also perhaps contradictory. If they are frightening the
populace so that they can move in and take control, that sounds like almost the opposite
motive as that of trying to frighten the populace in order to conceal their own fear. But
Athenagoras is not concerned with consistency, just as he is not concerned with the facts of
the matter; his only concern is to crush his opponent with the most devastating arguments
possible. He pushes Diodotus' formulation of the kinds of charges that harm the
deliberative process a step further, and instead of merely accusing Hermocrates of
foolishness, he comes right out and calls him a coward; and instead of suggesting that he is
motivated by some sort of self-interest, he accuses him of trying to take over the entire polis.
And he makes these two arguments with no regard for their apparent incongruity. Further,
when he later says that he is 'afraid’ (8é8oika, 6.38.2) that these plotters may end up
succeeding, we may see a kind of humorous hint from Thucydides of Athenagoras'
hypocrisy: maybe he is actually the one who is afraid; and in his alarmist suggestion that
reports about the Athenian invasion are part of a conspiracy to overthrow the government,
surely he is the real fearmonger as well.

To emphasize further his hypocrisy, Athenagoras proceeds to bemoan the &ydves
that Syracuse has so often taken upon itself (instead of engaging in contests with external
enemies):

TolydpTol 81" auTd 1) TOALs NGV Ay dkis pév ouxalel, otdoels d¢
ToAA&s kai Adyddvas oU TTpods Tous ToAepious TAéovas 1) Tpds aUTrv
avaipeital, Tupavvidas ¢ €éoTiv dTe kal duvaoTeias adikous.

And thus on account of these things our city is rarely at peace, but takes on
many staseis and contests, not more of them against the enemy than against
itself, and sometimes tyrannies and unjust dynasties. (6.38.3)

It seems to me that Thucydides is surely well aware that the scene he is describing would
best be referred to as a rhetorical &ycv, and thus that when he has a speaker use the word
ayav in the context of such a competitive speech, he must intend for the reader to reflect
on the relationship between what the speakers are talking about and what they are doing.
When Cleon reproached the assembly for being overly preoccupied with rhetorical agons,
it was clear that he himself was exemplifying exactly the sort of thing he was criticizing. And
the same can surely be said in respect to Athenagoras — although in this case, the stakes are
even higher, since Athenagoras' use of the word &y cov does not signify a mere rhetorical
contest, but is directly identified with, or at least associated with, stasis.

He goes on to explain how he will deal with these plotters, and we should note that
the very first action that he boasts of in his list of participles is that of persuasion (1eifcov,
KoA&Lwv, eEAéyxwv, puldoowv, BiB&okwvy, 6.38.4). Like Cleon, perhaps the main pillar
of his solution to the problem of excessive competition is to have everyone follow him (fjv
Ye Upels e0¢ANTe EmeoBan, 'if] that is, you are willing to follow') and refrain from dissenting
from him in any way. From these echoes of Cleon, we then move to echoes of Nicias and his
intergenerational didoTaots, as Athenagoras chastens the youth for wanting positions of
authority before they are old enough, and generally for wanting special privileges (6.38.5).
Then immediately we see parallels with Alcibiades in his next point about the importance of
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the joint participation of the three classes that he identifies: the rich, the intelligent, and the
many (ToUs TAouaious, Tous EuveToUs, Tous ToAAoUs, 6.39.1; for Alcibiades it was TO
pavAov, TO péoov, and TO Ay akpiRés, 'the lowly, the middle, and the altogether
precise,' 6.18.6). As with Alcibiades, this plea for unity is not terribly convincing.

In the closing section of Athenagoras' speech, he accuses his opponents of being
either stupid or unjust (fj duabéotaTol...fj ddikTaTol), urges them to renounce their
wicked ways, and expresses confidence that their machinations to enslave the city will be
fruitless (6.40). He also reiterates his confidence in the superiority of Syracuse over Athens,
and in so doing, he perhaps undermines the basis of his entire speech by allowing for the
(remote) possibility that the reports about the Athenian invasion are actually true (kai €
gpxovTtal ABnvaiol, 'even if the Athenians are coming,' 6.40.2). However, he concludes
with an elaborate description of how the city will react if the reports are not true (as of
course he assumes they are not):

Kai el uj TL av Ty dAnbés éoTiv, chomep ouk olopal, ou TPds TaS
UueTépas ayyeAias kaTamAayeioa kai éAopévn Uuds &pxovTtas
avbaipeTov Souleiav émPaleital, auTh 8 €@’ autis okoTToUoa TOUS Te
Adyous &g’ UndY s Epya duvapévous Kpvel kai THv UTTdpxouoav
gAeuBepiav oUxi ék ToU akovelv dpaipebrioeTal, ¢k 8¢ ToU épyc
PUAacoouEvT ur ETITPETEW TElp&oeTal olELv.

And if none of these things is true, just as I believe none is, [the city] will not
be terrified at your reports, elect you as leaders, and impose upon itself a
chosen slavery, but will itself examine things by itself and will judge the
speeches from your side with the understanding that they have the power of
actions and will not be deprived of its existing freedom by way of listening,
but will try to preserve it by way of protecting it with action and not giving
in. (6.40.2)

Again, his identification of words and actions is surely self-referential and is at least as
applicable to his own speech as it is to that of Hermocrates: speeches are like deeds, and
their effects can determine whether a city enjoys freedom or is enslaved — which one
Athenagoras himself is actually promoting with his own speech is a question that he himself
invites. In his idealized image of the deliberative &ycov, Athenagoras also stresses the
importance of judgment' and 'self-sufficiency': the city will itself make a judgment by itself.
But there is perhaps a contradiction when he elaborates this theme of self-sufficiency
through a contrast between listening (ék ToU akovetv) and not giving in (ék 8¢ ToU...un
emTpémew). It is through listening to the opposing view that the city would be deprived of
its freedom — so not giving in here amounts to not listening. Clearly he is exploiting the fine
line between listening and obeying (&xovc certainly can mean 'obey' in Homer; cf. LSJ
II.2). The implication, however, is that, in order to remain autonomous and to preserve its
freedom, the city must not even listen to the opposition; but how then will it make any kind
of informed judgment at all? And the complex use of the Adyos/ €pyov opposition is
worth noting here as well. On the one hand, the oligarchs' words have the same power as
deeds; but on the other hand, (mere) listening is to be distinguished from holding firm and
protecting 'in deed' (Epyw @uAacocouévn). Since the oligarchs' words are not mere words,
but are equivalent to deeds, likewise the assembly must not respond with mere listening, but
with judgment and action (which, in fact, apparently precludes listening).

If Syracuse were the same sort of democracy as Athens, it seems likely that
Athenagoras would win this &ycov and Alcibiades' predictions about the factionalism and
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gullibility of the Syracusans would be proven accurate.3# But after the debate, one of the
generals steps forward and peremptorily dictates that it will certainly do no harm to make
some preparations. Further, he pronounces a judgment on the debate that clearly applies
only to Athenagoras' speech: SiaBoAas pév oU odppov oUTe Aéyev Tvas &5 GAATIAous
oUTe ToUs akovovTas amodéxeobat ('it is not temperate either for people to cast
aspersions on each other or for those listening to accept them,' 6.41.2). Unlike Athenagoras,
the general does not try to dissuade the people from listening to the arguments that he finds
harmful, but only says that those listening should not accept such arguments. And his use of
the word od@pov, I would argue, marks his objections to Athenagoras' speech as having to
do with excessive competitiveness. Indeed, the general is the voice of reason, reminding us
of what deliberative contests are for (deciding about what should be done) and what they
are not for (the competition of individuals or factions over power and influence).

In conclusion, Thucydides' paired speeches show an affinity with Aristotle's
discussion of deliberative rhetoric both in their concern with defining deliberative rhetoric
in distinction from the other branches and in their exploration of the problematic ethical
status of deliberative rhetoric. While it may be a given in both authors that assemblymen
are concerned with advantage rather than with justice, it is by no means clear that a sharp
line can be drawn between the two; and if deliberative rhetoric is the most political of the
branches of rhetoric, then it can never really ignore justice without dire consequences. But
one extremely important element that Thucydides brings to the discussion is the
importance of competition. In the debates that he presents, it is competition that drives the
speakers to formulate and demonstrate their own accounts of proper deliberative rhetoric,
which indeed they only distinguished from the other branches by way of demonstrating the
inappropriate and unfair strategies of their opponents. Likewise, questions about how and
to what extent justice, or morality, should play a part in deliberation are raised primarily to
support one's own policy against those of one's rivals. Like Aristotle, Thucydides does give
us rhetorical (as well as political and ethical) theory, but, for the most part, he presents that
theory as it is produced by political actors vying for influence in the messy reality of actual
assemblies. The reader thereby comes away with the impression that such theorizing is
usually just one part of the competitive rhetorical activity that it seeks to understand. But
while the debates that Thucydides presents primarily demonstrate for the reader various
examples of bad, harmful competition, he does offer some hints of his conception of good,
healthy competition. Although the contestants themselves will inevitably be passionate and
self-interested, and will often be deceptive, nonetheless, if there is an intelligent, reasonable
individual who can stay above the fray, consider both sides, and offer either judgment or
analysis, then the outcome can be beneficial. The Syracusan democracy serves as an
example of this alternative kind of competition, as does Thucydides' own History.

314 Hornblower (note for 6.41): "This speech, among other things, reminds us (by closing down the debate
peremptorily) that this is not quite Athens after all."
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