THE VIRTUOSO PASSAGES IN DEMOSTHENES' SPEECHES

LioNEL PEaRrsoN

SPEAKING before the Athenian Assembly, whether on the Pnyx or in
the theatre of Dionysus, was not a task to be undertaken lightly by an
inexperienced speaker. Plutarch tells the story of Demosthenes’ failure
at his first attempt and the advice given him by friendly critics who found
him discouraged and disheartened. He had been unable to hold the atten-
tion of his audience because they could not follow his argument through
his confused long sentences; in addition, his voice lacked carrying power,
his articulation was poor, and he ran short of breath.! Plutarch’s informa-
tion came from Demetrius of Phalerum, who told the story of his subse-
quent practice with pebbles in his mouth, supposing that this was a
means of improving his articulation and making his speech more distinct.?
But Cicero shows the better practical judgment when he tells us that it
was a device to improve his breath control® (he could not take a deep
breath for fear of swallowing the pebbles), and in the Lives of the Ten
Orators it is recorded that he paid the actor Neoptolemus a substantial
sum to teach him how to speak long sentences without taking breath.4
Actors who played in the open air certainly had to develop great powers
of breath control, and an untrained orator, who had not taught himself to
breathe properly, could not hope to make himself understood on the
Pnyx, unless he spoke in the briefest of sentences, divided into very short
phrases.

When Demosthenes first spoke in the Assembly he was apparently
content to speak in short phrases, taking breath at frequent intervals.
His early, so-called Thucydidean style, as seen in Orations 14, 15, and

lkaitol 76 Ye wp@Tov EvTUYXAYWY TH dfuw BopbBois TepémTTe KAl KaTeyeNATO
8¢’ anflecav, Tod Noyov auykexbabar Tals mepibdois kail Befacavichar Tols Efupfpact
mikplds Ayav kal kaTakbpws SokobvTos. v 6é Tis ws €oke kal Pwris dobfévea kal
YAOTTYS GobPeia kal mvebuaTos koNoBoTys, EmiTapdTTOVT R TOV YOIV TGV Neyouévwy
7@ Staocwdgfar Tas wepiddovs. (Dem. 6)

2Plut. Dem. 11. It has recently been suggested by Dr Saul M. Bien in a letter to The
Lancet (Nov.25,1967, p. 1152) that the busts of Demosthenes may depict a man with a
hare lip and possibly a cleft palate; and that Demosthenes used flat stones as obturators
to help his speech. But if Demosthenes suffered from any such physical defect, Athenian
politicians, who were merciless in such matters, would surely not have failed to draw
attention to it and take advantage of it.

3Ut memoriae proditum est, coniectis in os calculis, summa voce versus multos uno
spiritu pronuntiare consuescebat; neque is consistens in loco, sed inambulans atque ascensu
ingrediens arduo (De Or. 1.261).

v’ §has wepiddous amveboTws Néyy ([Plut.] Mor. 844F).
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16,° is very different from the fast-flowing continuous periods of the
Philippics, which an orator could not make intelligible to an audience
unless he had learnt the lesson which actors thought essential. It is the
purpose of this article to show that, as Demosthenes grew more experi-
enced and acquired a more perfect technique as a speaker, he made
greater demands on himself and wrote numerous passages which would
render an untrained orator breathless and cause him to lose command of
his audience. We cannot of course have any confidence that Demosthenes
delivered a speech like the First Philippic or On the Crown exactly in the
form in which it has been preserved. But if our present text represents his
own revised text, we may presume that he has written it in a form that
he thought would be effective if properly delivered, and in a form that
he would be willing to use himself.®

In later years, when schools of rhetoric were well established, we must
surely assume that pupils were given the speeches of famous orators to
study and that they practised their delivery. We may also perhaps
suppose that “recitals” were given by the students, as in modern schools
of music, so that the speech On the Crown would have a status equivalent
to that of a Beethoven concerto. If this is so, it should follow that some
speeches which became part of the “‘standard repertoire” were recognized
as more difficult for the performer than others, and certain passages would
be notorious for the technical demands that they made on a speaker.
Unfortunately we know far too little about the methods of teaching
actually followed in schools of rhetoric, and we know more about the
study of composition than the study of actual speaking. Perhaps the
“composers” looked down on the mere “performers.” Cicero tells us in
the Brutus (91.316) about the new technique that he acquired in the
schools of Asia Minor, which enabled him to speak effectively without
exhausting himself prematurely, but he tells us nothing of the actual
exercises that he was given or the models (the “pieces”) that his teachers
set him to study.

Speaking in the law courts, unless it was before a large jury such as
listened to Oz the Crown, would be less exacting physically than delivering
a speech before the Assembly, but speech-writers must have taken account
of a client’s ability and experience when they prepared a speech for him.
A speech-writer’s reputation would be harmed if his “beautiful orations”
were ruined by miserable performances (which lost the clients’ cases for

8Cf. L. Pearson, ‘“The Development of Demosthenes as a political orator,” Phoenix 18
(1964) 95-109.

Cf. the good remarks of A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, Demosthenes and the Last Days of
Greek Freedom (London-New York 1914) 37-39, and P. Wendland, “Beitrige zu
Athenischer Politik und Publicistik, II, Isokrates u. Demosthenes,” GGN, ph.-hist.KI.
(1910) 289-291.
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them). He clearly would not make great demands on a client’s rhetorical
skill unless he had reason to believe that it was adequate. Isaeus certainly
knew how to write speeches that persons with little experience could
deliver effectively, and when Demosthenes came into court as a very
young man to present his case against his guardians, he is supposed to
have had some instruction from Isaeus.” There was much that Isaeus
might have taught him, but he certainly would not have encouraged such
a young man to attempt difficult feats of oratory. Indeed, if we look at
Demosthenes’ first speech Against Aphobus we can see immediately how
beautifully easy it is to deliver.

Long sentences do not necessarily make a speech difficult to deliver.
They will cause the orator no difficulty if they are written in such a way
that he has the opportunity to take breath without appearing to break the
continuity.® He must be given the chance to speak slowly and deliber-
ately, when some particular point has to be made clear, using shorter
phrases, and faster at other times, so that the whole speech will not go
at a snail’s pace. He must also be encouraged to vary the intensity of his
delivery, alternating forte with piano. And it is important for less experi-
enced orators that a sentence should begin in such a way that its develop-
ment can be foreseen before it is far advanced.

A glance at the opening paragraph of Against Aphobus 1 will show how
quickly Demosthenes had learnt the elementary lessons. There are no
long phrases that would cause any problems of breath control. I have put
in more commas than most editors would permit, so as to show where
each phrase ends and the speaker can pause for a moment if he wishes,
and I have used parenthesis to mark the phrases which he can speak at a
faster pace, lowering his voice:

Ei uév &BobNer’ “"AgoPos, & dvdpes dikaoTal, 7d dikara Toiely (7 wepl &v Suedpepdueda
T0Ts olkelots EmiTpémery), obdeéy dv €der dukdv (00d¢ TpayubTwy) - dmwéxon yap dv, Tols
Ur’ ékelvwy yrwoletow tupévew (dote undepiav Huty elvar mpos Tobrov dagophv).
éredy 8’ odros Tods udv cadds €ldéTas Ta Nuérep’ EPuve, undév dayrdrar Tepi
abrdv, els 8’ Opds (rols obd&y TAV Huerépwy dkpPBls EmaTapévous) ENHAIer,

"Plut. Dem. 5; X Orat. Vit. 839F, 844B; Dion. Hal. Isaeus 1.

8Greek rhetoricians point out the difference in style between sentences that have longer
or shorter cola, and they must be well aware that longer co/a (when they cannot con-
veniently be subdivided into commata) present greater technical difficulty to a speaker.
But they do not point this out (is this because such practical details are considered
irrelevant to their theoretical analysis?). Equally they recognize the difference between
a sentence that can be divided into short colz and a povékwlos weplodos, which is so
arranged that kpéuarar % dvavola adrijs uéxpe Tob TéNovs 7@ vmrepBarw (Hermog. Inv.
4.3; Spengel, Rhetores Graeci 2.241). As an example Hermogenes quotes Dem. 1.24: {7’
obk aloxtveote el und’ & wafour’ &, el SiwaiT tkelvos, Tadra Toifioal kaLpdy Exovres ob
ToAunagere; This is a sentence which must be delivered in one breath; it is not the kind
of sentence which a speech-writer would give to an inexperienced client, and nothing like
it will be found in the speeches Against Aphobus.
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dvéykn oty & Duly, Tap' abrod Tepdofar TGV dikalwy TvyxaAvew. olda uév odv,
O &vdpes dukaortal, 7. wpds dvdpas kal Neyew ixavovs (kal Tapaokevdoacbal
duvapévovs), xalemdy éoTw els &ydva kafioTacfai, Tepl TRV SvTwy amdvTwy,
dmewpoy dvTa mwavTamaot wpayuparwy, dia THY HA\ikiav. Suws O€, kaimep wOND
TobTwY KaTadetoTepos Qv, WoANds éNwidas éxw kal wap’ Vulv, Tebiesbar TAV
dukaiwy, kal (uéxpt ve Tob T veyernuéva diefeNdeiv) kal abTos dpkobyvTws épeiv,
&a0’ duds upr’ amoledbivar TGV wpayuatwy, undé kaf’ &, unt’ dyvoficar mepl
v denaer Ty Yiidov Eveykelv.

These introductory remarks are admirably designed for a nervous
speaker, who may find himself short of breath before he reaches the end
of a sentence; the words in parenthesis are not essential to his argument,
and even if he is forced to gabble them so fast that they are scarcely
intelligible, no serious harm will be done.

The narrative that follows goes ahead quite smoothly, without any
hiatus to make him stumble, and the phrases are still short, as in the
opening paragraph. His pace may become a little faster, perhaps, until
it becomes necessary to explain the details of his father’s estate, the two
workshops, the number of slaves and their value and earning power (9).
Here he will need to speak more slowly, so that the jurors can take in
every detail and do their own arithmetic as he goes along. The pace seems
to increase in the succeeding sections, as the phrases become longer (13-
14), but it is not until 15 that he lets his indignation burst out and starts
to speak with greater intensity. He has no need to keep up the pressure
for long, because he soon calls for the depositions to be read out (17),
when he can take a rest from his exertions.?

He will not want to exhaust himself so early in the speech, and when-
ever he “stops the water” he can rest his voice, perhaps taking a sip of
water, in the style of a modern orator. He must hold himself in reserve
for the final appeal, which begins in 60. This is far more exacting than
anything that has preceded. The sentence that extends over sections 60
and 61 must be delivered without any relaxation of the intensity; the
pauses, when he can take breath, must be short, and the co/a which must
be delivered in one breath without break are longer than in the rest of the
speech:

Togabrns Toivvr obalas pow kataleidbelans donv ¢ dpxijs froboare, kal Tob TpiTov
uépous Tpdoodov abriis pepobans wevTakovTa uvds, EESv TolTOLs Tols ATANOTOTATOLS
XPnuaTwy, kal el un uiobody Tov olkov'® EBobNovTo, ATo ey TolTWY TGV TPOTLOVTWY,
&vras domwep elxev katd xwpav, Huds Te Tpédew kal T4 wpds THY TONW dioikely,

%Other “angry” passages are 38-39 and 45-46, both followed by the reading of marty-
riai. For the opportunity to rest one’s voice when evidence is presented cf. Lysias 12.61.

10410800y TOV olkov: i.e., put the estate in the hands of an enterprising business man,
who would guarantee them a fixed income and return the capital intact to them after a
period of years.
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kal 80’ & abTdV Tepieylyvero, TabTa TpoowepLmoely, Ty 8’ NNy obalav évepydv
moujoaow, oboar TabTys umrhaciav, abTols Te, €l xpnudTwy eémefbuovy, uerpl’ &E
abrdr NaBely, euol Te olv Tols dpxaiols TOV olkov &k TGV TPoTddwY pel{w Toifoal,
ToUTWY pév obdéy Emolnaav, dmodduevor 8’ &ANNots Ta wheloTov dia TGV dvdpa-
modwy, Ta 8¢ wavTawaow a¢avicavres, éuol péy avethov kal THY Uvwapxovoav
wpbaodov, aplor 8’ abrols ol uikpdv &k TQV Eudv kaTeokevbaavTo.

Here there are no phrases that can be thrown away, no remarks that
can be gabbled under his breath. Every detail is important to show how
easy it was for his guardians to meet their obligations; the re-kai and re-re
groupings must be phrased right, so that it will be clear how circumstances
and opportunities were combined in their favour; the jurors must under-
stand the whole situation and Demosthenes must be sure that he has not
lost their attention before he says ““‘they did none of these things” (the
climax of the sentence) ‘““and robbed me even of the income.” Not until
the final bitter comment, “and they built up a nice little fortune for
themselves,” can he permit himself to lower his voice.

The first speech Against Onetor also has two highly demanding sentences
for its climax (30.35-36), and in this speech Demosthenes takes the risk
of giving himself a long breathless sentence at the beginning, in which he
explains what he is going to prove (4-5).

In these early speeches and in speeches written for clients in civil suits
such sentences are not common. But if one turns to a speech written for
an active politician, concerned in a graphe paranomon, the contrast is
remarkable. Diodorus, who delivers the speech Against Androtion,!
does not of course tell the jury that he is an experienced speaker, but the
opening sentences leave the matter in no doubt. A reader who tries to
speak them in Greek will quickly be aware of their technical difficulty:

"Omep Ebkriuwr, & dvdpes dukaorai, wafav v’ 'Avdporiwvos kakds, dua 7§ Te
wohew Bonbety olerar Betv kai Sikny vmép adTod AaBelv, TolTo K&Y® Tephoopar
mowely, éav dp’ olos T’ &. ovpPélBnke 8¢, ToANG kal dewvd kal Tapd wavras Tovs
vouovs Ebkriuovos OBpiopévov, éNdTTw Tabr’ elvar 1AV éuol yeyerpuévwy &
'Avdpotiwvos mpayudrwy. odTos wév v’ els xphmara kal 16 wap' Oudv &dikws
tkmeoety émefovhellin - éué 8’ obd’ v &béfato TOV dvTwy AlpbTwy olde €ls, € Ta
kataokevaclérd’ Umd TobTov wap' bulv émoTelfn. aiTiachuevos Yép me, & kal
Neyew v dkvioeé Tis, €l py) ThxoL Tpooduolos Wy ToUTw, TOV TaTép' s &mékTov’
byw Tov éuavrol, kal kaTackevacas doeBelas ypadny obk éw’ éué, AAN' &wl Tov
Oeiov pov, ypédyas doeBely éuol ouvwbvt’ els TalTov ©s TemoukdT. Tabra, els
dydva katéornoer: 6v el ouvéln 160’ aNdvar, Tis dv dONbTep' Euod weworbs v
Umo ToUTOV; Tis Yap &v G pidos i Lévos els TabTd wor' ENGeTy HOENnOEr Euol; Tis
8’ dv elage woM\is wov wap’ éavrf yevéoBar TOV TO TowodT bGoélnua dokodyr’
elpybobai; olk éariv obdé pia.
1]n 355-54 (the earliest of the graphai paranomon speeches).
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Anyone but a practised and experienced speaker would be gasping for
breath after such an outburst. But if delivered by an orator who knew
how to manage his voice it might have a tremendous effect on the jury,
leaving them more breathless than the speaker. Diodorus does not con-
tinue in the same style; he calms down, adopts a more moderate tone and
probably a slower pace.

What is it that makes this passage technically difficult? The difficulty
lies not only in the syntactical structure but in the manner of argument,
which takes the so-called facts for granted and insists on their meaning
and their presumed consequences. What Euctemon actually suffered is
for the moment less important than his patriotic motive in taking legal
action; the details of Androtion’s accusation are less important than his
malice and the threat of utter disaster that faced the speaker. The “facts”
are in participial clauses, some of them hinted at in relative clauses,
because the object for the moment is not to establish what happened but
to establish character—to make the jury admire Euctemon, hate Andro-
tion, and pity the unfortunate speaker.

So far as delivery goes, this means that the main emphasis will not be
on omep Ebkrouwy mabav or mwapa mwavras Tovs vouovs Edkriuovos UBpiouévov,
but on 7§ mé\et Bondety oleras Setv, and ENdrrw Tabr’ elval TGV Euol yeyernuévwr.
It will not be on 7év marép’ ds améxror’ évéd (indeed these awful words
might well be uttered in a whisper), but on &ué 8’ o008’ v &défato . . . 00d¢é els,
ris dv dO\wrep’ pod; The phrases which must be delivered without any
break in the flow of words are long, and even at colon and period no
lengthy pause for breath can be taken. There must be no relaxation of
the intensity and the jury must not be given time to think; they cannot
be allowed to recognize the rhetorical trick that is being played on them—
a trick that is familiar to every reader of On the Crown.?

A non-professional speaker might prefer to start by stating bluntly
that Euctemon had been abominably treated, and that he took legal
action, as a patriotic citizen should do, whenever he sees an illegal act
committed; he could describe Androtion’s prosecution of his uncle (with
some remarks about its utter shamelessness) and then go on to say that
finding himself threatened with such terrible consequences he took certain
actions. He would want to show that there were good reasons why he was
in court, that he was taking action not because he was a sycophantes, but
because he had been injured and recognized his duty as a good citizen.
Comment or indignant exclamations could then follow. Thus he would
begin with some plain statements, without the syntactical or logical
complexities of this opening display.

12For a good account of the rhetorical technique of this speech (and its failure to prove

any of the charges that are made) see George Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece
(Princeton 1963) 216-219.
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Apollodorus, for whom a number of speeches in the Demosthenic
corpus were written (though not by Demosthenes himself) was an active
politician and so presumably a capable speaker.!® Some of his opening
appeals are more pretentious than those of the average speaker. In
Against Stephanus 1 (which is often regarded as the work of Demos-
thenes!4) the long second sentence is made technically difficult by quite
a long parenthesis, a courteous compliment to the jury, pointing out how
fortunate it is that people in trouble can count on a fair hearing. And in
Oration 49 (Against Timotheus) he makes quite heavy demands on him-
self in the second sentence, which is designed to contrast the generosity
of the banker Pasion (Apollodorus’ father) with the meanness and
ingratitude of Timotheus, who made no effort to repay what he owed.
He tells the jury- what conclusions they will reach “when I show you
what happened.” It is the same trick of taking the ““facts” for granted and
insisting on the consequences. It is a trick that cannot be played by
making simple statements; it demands rhetorical technique and rhetorical
invention.

The speech Against Leptines is the earliest speech which Demosthenes
is known to have delivered himself, apart from his youthful appearances
in court,' and it is interesting to see that, while he is exploiting the tech-
nical proficiency of Diodorus, he is still making no great technical demands
of himself. As in Against Aphobus the cola are quite short, and there are
no long parenthetic clauses or phrases in which he must retain his com-
mand of the audience while they are waiting for the grammatical sequence
to be completed. It is also worth noticing that frequently, instead of
introducing a topic with a phrase like ol éorw &dnhov é71, he will prefer the
form &oriv obk &dnhov 1080’ 87u (1) or ékelv’ dv lows eimol wpos Tadra (3). By
using the demonstrative pronoun in advance a speaker gives himself the
opportunity to take a full breath before he starts the ért clause.1®

The speech is evidently intended to be spoken quietly (which may be a
wise choice—an intense approach is not demanded on every occasion),!?
and even when he is trying to “show off the achievements of Conon,
Chabrias, and Epicerdes,”!® there is none of the breathless intensity
that marks the stirring patriotic appeals in his later speeches. He is still

13Cf, L. Pearson, ‘“‘Apollodorus, the eleventh Attic orator,” in The Classical Tradition,
Studies in Honor of Harry Caplan (Cornell U.P. 1966) 347-359.

14Though doubt must always remain. Cf. L. Pearson, “Demosthenes or Pseudo-
Demosthenes xlv (In Stephanum 1), Antichthon 3 (1969) 18-26.

15Unless he delivered Oration 51 (On the Trierarchic Crown), as Blass thought possible
(Att. Ber. 3.1. 243).

16For similar examples see 6, 7, 8, 15, 18, 31, 32.

17Blass is sometimes at faultin concluding that a speech is necessarily less distinguished
than another because it lacks emotional intensity.

18 frg. 2.11. The passages which are meant are 41-44, 68-70, 76-78.
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a long way from the technical virtuosity of the Pilippics or On the Em-
bassy.

If we turn to the Meidias, we can quickly see that Demosthenes has
now acquired much greater confidence in his technique.!® The pattern
of his attack in the opening sentences is similar to what he designed for
Diodorus in Against Timocrates, except that it includes a contrast
between himself and his adversary as well as a reminder to the jury that
his adversary has a long career of lawlessness. But it is the third sentence
that is the real test:

émeldn) 0¢ kalds kal T4 dikata mwoldv 6 dfjuos dwas olTws Wwpyidhn kal wapwEivly
kal op6dp’ tomoldacey éd’ ols Hdknuévw ol cuvhder, boTe Thvra TorodvTos TolTOU
kal Tvwy dNNwy Umeép abTod, obk émelaln obd’ améBheyev els Tas obalas Tas TolTwy
obd¢ Tds Umooxéoes, aNNa @ yvoup katexewporévnoer alrod, MoNNoi ot
wpogibvres, & avdpes dikagTal, kal TGV & 1O dikacTnpiw Vv vTwy Dudv kal
T@Y GN\wy mo\TdY fflovy kal Tapexehelovt’ émeteNdely kal wapadodvar TobTov €ls
Vuds, as uév éuol dokel, 8’ augorep’, & dvdpes 'Abnvaior, vy Tovs Beols, kal dewva
wemovfévar vouilovres éué kal dikny dua BovNouevor NaBelv v éml v EN\wy
éreféavro Bpaociv bvra kal Bdehvpdy kal obde kabekTov éTe.

He goes on to pull the situation together (oiirw de Tévrwy éxbrrwr) and to
declare triumphantly that he has kept faith with the people of Athens
and not dropped the case, despite urgent requests, offers of money, and
threats (3). It is not until now that he relaxes the tension and starts to
speak in a quieter tone, expressing his complete faith in the integrity of
the jury.

This is a difficult long sentence because the tension must be main-
tained throughout, as in the passages from Against Aphobus and Against
Androtion, without dropping the voice anywhere or making any but the
briefest pauses, since there is no clause that is complete without the clause
that follows, no point where the speaker can stop and leave his audience
satisfied. It could have been differently written and re-arranged for a
less expert speaker; indeed, a simpler and less exacting version of the
same pattern can be seen in the opening of Against Conon (Oration 54).
The purpose of this kind of sentence is to make a number of points
simultaneously, so that the hearers will grasp them not as separate details
or separate arguments, but as part of a composite design—the proper

According to Aeschines (3.52), followed by Plutarch (Dem. 12) and Dionysius of
Halicarnassus (44 Amm. 4), Demosthenes settled the case out of court and never
delivered the speech; most critics, including Blass and Weil, have accepted this account,
though a contrary opinion has been urged by H. Erbse, “Uber die Midiana des Demos-
thenes,” Hermes 84 (1956) 135-151. The question has only slight relevance to the present
discussion; but it would be interesting to know if Demosthenes was in fact able, in 348,
to deliver this exacting oration with success.
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reaction of the people, refusing to be influenced by the money and power
of individuals, the determination of law-abiding citizens that Meidias
should be stopped in his career of criminal Ayéris, the efforts of Meidias’
friends to save him by any means, within or without the law—and my
steadfast insistence on prosecuting him! This is the situation—a situation,
the jury should understand, in which justice can and must prevail. It is
perhaps more like an ideal situation than a real one—like the crowded
canvases that the great Dutch masters sometimes paint, packed with
people and events that one could not ever see at the same time or in the
same place, but which none the less form part of a designed composition.2°

In his narrative Demosthenes is generally careful to have only three
people in action at the same time, only three characters on the stage, as
though conforming to the rule of the Attic theatre.?! But in this passage,
in addition to Demosthenes and Meidias and the people of Athens, we
have Meidias’ supporters presenting their case and Demosthenes’
acquaintances urging him to prosecute. And the feelings and purposes and
motivations tumble over one another, as the aselgeia and hyéris of Meidias
threaten the safety of everyone. It is a tremendous composition—
“Demosthenes determines to prosecute.”

The opening sentences of Against Androtion present the jury with an
equally crowded canvas, to remind us that Demosthenes knew how to
write in this manner long before he wrote the Meidias. Here in addition
to Euctemon, Androtion, the people, and the speaker (Diodorus), we
have the speaker’s father and his uncle and all the people who would have
refused to associate with him if Androtion’s nefarious scheme had been
successful. We have the mischief done by Androtion, Euctemon’s
suffering and his patriotic determination to serve the interests of Athens
as well as obtain personal satisfaction, Diodorus’ sufferings and the
terrible predicament in which he was placed by the suit against his uncle;
and the final release when the lawsuit, fortunately, ended in a just verdict.
The title of this picture could be “The fortunate escape of Diodorus.”

In his attempt to present this kind of composite picture Demosthenes
chooses a syntactical form that has technical difficulties. Clauses begin-
ning with éredy are interrupted by participial phrases or parenthetic
remarks, and there is danger of losing the thread before the finite verb is

20Cf. Arg. 2.8, Ta 8¢ wpooiuia kaTadopikd, dmrepBoiy éxovra moANYY.

For example, in For Phormio. An even better illustration can be found in Against
Zenothemis, where there is a complicated story to tell with a large cast of characters
(but this speech is very possibly not by Demosthenes himself). In the narrative sections
of On the Crown there are four important individual characters, Demosthenes, Aeschines,
Philocrates, and Philip, and important parts are also played by the Athenian people, the
Thebans, and the Amphictyons. Demosthenes makes his story easier to follow by never
having more than three of these characters on the stage at one time. I hope to discuss this
characteristic of Demosthenic narrative more fully elsewhere.
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reached ; and after the long émedn clause is finished, instead of describing
what followed, the orator first describes what should have followed or
might have followed, if he had been less scrupulous or more fortunate.
But in narrative passages, where clarity may be more important than
emotional tension, Demosthenes sometimes uses this syntactical form
without creating so many difficulties for himself, as in the start of the
narrative in the Meidias, a sentence which extends over two sections
(13-14):

“When, two years ago, with numerous difficulties arising before the
festival’ (a series of genitive absolutes), “I volunteered my services, the
general public greeted my offer with enthusiasm” (three clauses intro-
duced by dpels pév), “but Meidias (Medias 8’ ovroati), so it seems, was irked
and proceeded to harass me throughout my liturgy with one outrageous
act after another.”

Despite its length the sentence is arranged in such a way that it should
present little difficulty to an experienced speaker. There are places where
a pause will be suitable, and the incidents are described in logical and
edifying sequence until the sequence is broken by the totally unjustified
and unmotivated conduct of Meidias. The sentence offers a beautiful
example of rhetorical amplificatio,?? and it is useful to be reminded that
amplificatio need not put any great strain on the speaker. But a later
passage in the speech makes much more severe demands on the speaker,
when he wants to impress on the jury the contrast between Meidias’
behaviour and the tolerant good-humour of the competitors in the festival:

obkour Sewbv, & avdpes dikaoTal, kal axéTAov TOV uév vikav dv wapa TovT' olo-
wévwy xopn Y&y TV GrnAwkdTwy ToONNGKLs TavTa Ta 8vT’ els Tds ApToupylas, undéva
Tolufjoar whwore und’ v of vopor didbacw &pacfar, &AN’ obTws ebhaBis, obTws
eboeBas, olTw perplws drakelofar dot’ dvaliokovras, dywndvras duws dmréxeobar
kal wpoopdobar Tas Vperépas Bovljoeis kai Ty wepl THY éopTy amoudy, Mediay
8’ uwTyy dvra, undév avmhwkéTa, 871 T Tpocékpovaey kal éxfpos VThpxev, TodToy
dvaligkovta, xopnyobvra, éwiripov dvta wpomphakilew kal TOWTew, Kal pATe
Tiis éopTiis uNTe TGV Vopwy unTe Ti Vuels épelTe unTe Tod Beod PpovTitey;

(21.61)

Demosthenes is not merely amplifying the wickedness of Meidias by
presenting a contrast between the generous good sportsmanship of the
choregi and the ill-tempered violence and lawlessness of Meidias; he is
taking the events for granted, and asking his listeners to contemplate the
whole picture of the festival. It is another crowded canvas, crowded with

22The behaviour of Meidias is made to appear so much the more unreasonable and
deplorable by the circumstances in which Demosthenes volunteered to serve, his
courage in coming forward when everyone was blaming everyone else, and the welcome
reception of his offer; Meidias, uovos 7&v wavTwy, took offence.
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thoughts and feelings (tolerance, generosity, the competitive spirit, piety
and respect for the law, and their opposites) as well as with events and
persons. And he must present them with this picture without any inter-
ruption, without taking breath. It is the whole picture, with its violent
contrast, that is dewov kal oxérhov, the whole uév-6¢ combination that he
wants the jury to understand and visualize. He cannot make a break
before the 8¢ clause, but at least he gives himself shorter phrases once he
starts to talk about Meidias—even if he he is short of breath by this time,
he is making sure that he will not trip over the words.

Although an orator must deliver a passage of this kind without any
pause for breath, there are usually places in every such sentence where he
can contrive to take a quick breath without interrupting the flow of the
sentence, but here Demosthenes has denied himself the opportunity,
because there is hiatus at exactly those places where he might be tempted
to take breath—after dyacfar and diakelofar, even after drphwkéra and
xopnyotvra (where the alternative of elision would also make it impossible
to take breath). When an orator has to contend with hiatus, it is as though
he were speaking with a pebble in his mouth, because true hiatus, such as
formal speech demands, enforces a short break without permitting the
speaker to take breath. A writer who has command of his language can
easily avoid hiatus if he wishes, and I have tried to show elsewhere?? how
skilfully and economically Demosthenes uses hiatus in order to create an
effect, sometimes to emphasize the word that follows the enforced break;
it should not be supposed that hiatus is a mark of carelessness.

In my fuller discussion of hiatus I have considered a number of
passages from On the Crown and On the Embassy in which (partly because
of hiatus) there are problems of delivery for any but an experienced and
trained orator.?* Rather than cover the same ground here, the present
discussion will consider some passages from speeches on the Pnyx.

According to Plutarch’s story (Dem. 6) Demosthenes failed dismally
in his first speech to the Assembly; he found himself short of breath, with
the result that “his sentences lost their coherence and his meaning was not
clear.” We are not told on what occasion this first attempt was made, but
no version of the story identifies this speech with On the Symmories, the
earliest political speech of which we have any record. Indeed, if he had
delivered that speech in the form in which it is preserved, there seems no
reason why he should have found himself short of breath; of all the
speeches in the Demosthenic corpus, the two earliest addresses to the
Assembly (Orations 14 and 16) offer the least technical difficulty. The
cola are short and the speech can be taken at a slow pace with frequent
pauses for breath.

23*“Hiatus and its purposes in Attic oratory,” AFP 96 (1975) 138-159.
E.g., 18.33, 95-105, 201-205; 19.165-166.
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We are not entitled to say anthing positive about the rhetorical style
which prevailed in the Assembly in the fifth and early fourth century,
since we have no direct evidence except the third oration of Andocides
and the speeches in the historians, but we may certainly suspect that on
the Pnyx, if not in the theatre, all but the most highly trained speakers
restricted themselves to short phrases and a slow pace.?® Modern readers
may find the speeches in Thucydides difficult to understand, but if they
are delivered slowly, giving the audience time to take in the implications
of each phrase, they offer no great technical difficulty to a speaker.

In the First Philippic and the Olynthiacs we see Demosthenes breaking
away from this style and training himself to adapt his forensic manner
to the demands of open-air speaking. The phrases are longer and corres-
pond to the length of phrase that he had been using for clients in private
cases and in his own early speeches in the courts. Occasionally, as in these
speeches, he makes some greater demands on himself, but his form of
argument is different from anything that he used in the courts. In the
scheme of the First Philippic one argument is fundamental—if Athenians
in the past and Philip recently were willing to face what looked like
overwhelming opposition in order to achieve an end that was vitally
important to them, what excuse has Athens for refusing to accept the
present challenge? It would be possible to present this kind of argument
in narrative form, giving a series of events and situations and comparing
how Athens and Philip reacted to them: “A few years ago, Sparta was
strong; but we, who had a just cause, far from being deterred by the
heavy opposition, stood up to them bravely,” and so on. But Demosthenes
prefers to present his argument like this:

¢mer’ &bvuntéov kal map’ EN\wy ékolovar kal Tols eldbaw abrols
dvaucuvyokopévois, HNikny wor’ Exbvrwy Shvapw Aakedaipoviwy, ¢ ob xpbvos od
moNls, s kaA@s kal TpoonkdvTws obdey dvafiov Duets émpbfate Ths wONews, GAN’
Umepeivad’ vmép 7OV dukaiwy TOV wpos Ekelvous moNepov. (4.3)

The orator cannot pause or relax the tension anywhere in this sentence.
It is similar in structure to an equally defiant reminder of past history in
On the Crown:

Uuels Tolvvv, dvdpes 'ABnvatol, Aakedaipoviwv yiis kal BaNdTTys dpxévTwy kai T4
k0k\g Tis 'ATTikfs KaTexbvTwy dppooTals kai ¢povpals, EbBoav, Tévaypav, Ty
Bowriav &mracarv, Méyapa, Alywar, Kéw, Tdas &\\as vfaous, ol vads, ol Teixn

#H. Ll. Hudson-Williams, “Political Speeches in Athens,” € n.s. 1 (1951) 68-75,
gives reasons for believing that politicians before the time of Demosthenes never wrote
out their speeches, gave the impression that they had not made much preparation before-
hand, and appeared to speak almost ex tempore in the Assembly. If he is right, it will
follow that they spoke slowly, using short co/z in the Thucydidean manner.
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This mONews TOTE KexTNUéVNs, EENNIeT’ els ‘ANlapTov kal waAw ob moNNals fuépats
Varepov els Kopuwbov, 7&v 167" 'Abnvaiwy wOAN' &y &xbvTwy umowkakijoar kai
Kopublos kal OnBaios 7@v wepl Tov Aekehekdv mwoéhemov wpaxfevtwvs aAN’ ok
¢molovy TobTo, 008’ Eyyis. (18.96)

On the other hand, when he comes to describe Philip’s courage in the
face of heavy odds, he uses the narrative style, reminding his audience

&7 elxopév woB' fuets, & dvdpes 'Abnvaior, Midvar kai Moreldarar kai Mefavny kal
wavra 7OV TOWOV TOUTOV OlKETOV KUKAW,

and that if Philip had decided it was difficult, he would never have
achieved what he did (4.4-5).

There is little real virtuosity in the First Philippic, but it has the fire
and life that is lacking in the earlier speeches, and it finishes with a
splendid outburst, which shows that he has learnt how to manage long
breathless sentences (47-50). There are scornful remarks ‘“thrown away”
parenthetically,

kakobpyov uév vap éati kplévt' dmoBavelv, aTpaTynyod 0¢ waxbuevov Tois moleuiots

(47),
avontéTaToL Yép elow ol NoyomworodvTes (49),

and he uses hiatus skilfully (in places where it presents no real technical
difficulty), as when it marks the division between the different rumours
about Philip’s activities:

ol 8’ ds wpéaPeis wemouper ws Baoiéa, ol 8’ &v 'TNAvpiols ToNets Terxifew. (48)

The evidence is clear that the orator has found his stride.

He was not, apparently, convinced at once that this was the right style
for him (perhaps because the advice that he gave in the First Philippic
was not taken), and he returned to his earlier manner in On the Freedom
of the Rhodians.?® But in the Olynthiacs he is fully converted to his new
style. He wants the Athenians to see at the same time the nature of the
crisis that faces them and the actions that they must (and can) take to
meet it. The opportunity offered by the plight of Olynthus ‘“almost cries
out” for them to intervene, and ““this is what I think you should do:”

toTi 60 1a v’ tuol doxobvTa, Yndloadar pév 4y Ty Bonfear, kal Tapackevhoachar
™y TaxloTny éwws évfévde Bonbiaere (kal pn wabnte TabTov Emep Kal wpdTepov),
mpeafelav 8¢ wéumwew, fiTis Tabr' Epel kal TapéaTar Tols Wphymaow:* &s EoTi
pé&MoTa TolTO Sé0s, un Tavolpyos v kai dewds avBpwmos wphyuas xpiohar, T

3] see no reason to doubt that this is the correct order of the speeches. For recent
argument see G. L. Cawkwell, “The Defence of Olynthus,” CQ n.s. 12 (1962) 122-140,
repr. in Philip and Athens, ed. S. Perlman (Cambridge 1973) 48-66.
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uév eikwy, Jric’ &v Thxy, 76 8’ draddv (dtbmioros 8’ &v elkéTws paivoito), Td 8’
Hpds SaBaN\wy kal Ty dmovalay THv Yuerepav, TpéYnTaL kal TapacwasnTal T
TGV S\wv TpayubTwy. (1.2-3)

The advice is complex. They must not delay, remembering earlier
failures because of delays, and they must send out a delegation that will
speak plainly to Philip; such a delegation, he tells them, can make sure
that Philip complies with their demands; Philip knows very well how to
take advantage of Athenian carelessness, but a delegation on the spot can
check him. Instead of describing the situation first, and then leading up
to an argument about the solution, he takes the situation for granted,
assumes that a solution can be found, and explains why it will succeed.
It is a similar arrangement of argument to the opening passage of Against
Androtion, and (as in the Meidias, a year or so later) he presents himself
with an exacting breathless sentence right at the start of his speech.

One must also notice in sentences of this kind the alternation between
statement or command and parenthetic explanation—'‘be quick (and do
not make the old mistake),” “send a delegation to keep an eye on things
(otherwise Philip may take advantage of you),” “Philip may yield on one
point and then start threatening (and it is his threats that make people
believe he is serious).” This use of parenthesis is an economical way of
making the argument appear logical; it is economical both of time and of
breath, since the parenthetic remarks can be spoken fast and softly.

In the Second Olynthiac the opening sentence describes the nature of
the situation and the challenge that it offers, and it is an extremely
exacting sentence (though it is free from hiatus, which would have added
further difficulty).

As in his forensic speeches, Demosthenes sometimes uses a long sen-
tence, full of detail (and certainly spoken at a fast pace) to characterize
“the enemy.” The speech On the Chersonese (Oration 8) supplies some
notable examples, 38-40 and 44-45 in particular, both with parenthetic
interruptions. But the most remarkable examples of virtuosity are to be
found in the Third Philippic. The opening sentence is tremendously
exacting, but 28-29 deserves to be quoted as the last example of Demos-
thenes’ technique, because it is the negative counterpart of the passage
that was analyzed in the First Olynthiac; it describes the careless and
thoughtless way everyone is behaving despite Philip’s threats:

kai 7adl’ dpdvres ol "ENNpves dmavres kai dkolovres ob méumouev wpéoPBes mwepl
ToUTWY WPds GANHNovs kdyavakToDuey, obTw 8¢ Kakds Siakeluedo kal Siopwplyueda
kaTq WONeis dot' Axp THs THuepov Nuépas oddéy obre TAY cuupepdbvTwy obTe
TGV debvTwy wpdtar duvauefa, oldé guoTivar, obde kowwviav Bonbeias kal Ppilias
obdepiav monoachar, &NNa peifw yuyvéuevov Tov Evfpwmor Teplopduer, TOV
Xpovov kepdavar TolTov v &NNos aTONNVTaL ékagTos éyvwkds, (s v’ Euol dokel, ol
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drws cwlpoerar 70 T&v ‘EXNMywy oxowdv obdé wphrTwy, émel, 8T v’ Qomep
weplodos 1) kaTaBoNy) wupeTod f) dANNov Tivds kakoD kai TG TAvy woppw SokobvTL ViV
4peaTaval TpogépxeTatl, obdels ayvoet.

Only an accomplished orator would dare write such a sentence for him-
self, and Demosthenes has made it particularly difficult by presenting
himself with hiatus at six separate places where he might have been
tempted to stop for breath. It is a tremendous four de force.

Demosthenes is of course not the only Attic orator who wrote difficult
sentences for himself. Hegesippus, for example, author of the seventh
oration in the Demosthenic corpus, has some sentences which (by the
standards suggested in these pages) offer so much technical difficulty that
one is inclined to call them clumsily written. Blass thinks that he shows
“natiirliche Redegabe ohne Schulung und Sorgfalt,””?? and it may be that
the technique of speaking came to him so easily that he could afford to
be careless in composition (whereas Demosthenes could not). Though
his phrases are often short, he uses hiatus so extensively (one is tempted
to say ‘‘carelessly’’) that he cannot take breath at the end of each phrase.
One may wonder if even Demosthenes could have delivered a sentence
like the following, without losing control and breaking down in breathless
confusion :28

ITepi ¢ Tob érépov émavopfwparos, 6 Vuels év 1§ elpnvy émavopfotobe, Tovs &ANovs
"EN\qvas, doou pn kowwvobor Tiis elpnvns, éNevbépous kal abrovduous elvar, kal
tav Tis ém’ abrovs orpartely, Bonfely Tols kowwvolvTas THs elphyns, fyobuevol kal
dixawov TobTo Kal ¢uhavlpwmov, i puoévov Huds Kai TOUS GULKAXOUS TOUS 7UETEPOVS
kai ®iNwrmov kal Tols guppdxovs Tols éxelvov dyew THv elphvmy, Tols 8¢ und’
nuerépovs dvras unre PNimmov cuupaxovs év péow ketobfal kal Vo TRV KPeLTTOVWY
amwoNAvafai, NG kal TolTols Oua THY Duerépav elpnyny Uwhpxew ocwrnpiav, kal
7@ Byt elpqumy a@yew nuds xarafeuévous Ta dwha, TovTO O TO émavbpfwua
opoloy®v &v 7§ émioToNfj, ws dkoleTe, dikaiov T’ elvar kal déxesbar, Depaiwy uév
adppnTar Ty TONw kal Ppovpav év Tf dkpowONeL kaTéaTnoEv, lva O alTévouol
Qow, enl 8’ 'ApPpakiav aTpateberar, Tas 8’ & Kaogowmiq Tpels mohets, llavdooiay
kai Bobxera kai 'Elareiav, 'HNelwv dwoikias, katakaboas v xdpav kai eis
Tas woNets Bracapevos wapedwrey 'ANeEavdpw 73 kndeaTh TG éavrol SovAebev.

There are many characters in this sentence, the Athenians and their
allies, the signers of the peace and the non-signers, Philip and his allies
and his brother-in-law Alexander, and the various cities that are men-
tioned by name. Can the speaker keep them all apart in his mind, and

27 Att. Ber. 3.2. 146.

280ther difficult passages are 7-8 (6m67e ydp . ..) and 12-13 (the sentences are fairly
short, but not easy to manage), where he is appealing to the evidence of the past; an
intense style of delivery will be needed, and there follows, in 14-15, a long and exacting
sentence of protest.
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hope that the audience will do the same? He has made things even more
difficult by his grammatical structure. The audience cannot guess in
what direction the sentence is moving, when he begins by talking “about
the other éwavépfwpa which you made.” He first describes it, and then
justifies it, “thinking as you did that it was not only fair, etc.”” His “not
only” gives fair warning that it will be a complex justification, and he
makes sure that he will not stop to take breath before it is finished by
giving himself a hiatus after am6\\vobac. Only at owrnpiav can he allow
himself to breathe before he finally sums it up—=«ai 76 8vre elphmy dyew
#uds. The masculine singular participle époloy@v is the first hint that
Philip is to be the subject of the sentence (he is in fact never mentioned
by name) and his series of actions in response to the éravépfwpa is now
described, in shorter phrases (no wonder, since the speaker must be
nearly breathless by this time) and with hiatus only in or before the brief
parenthetic remarks.

The speaker is making great demands on himself, but it is not without
a purpose. Like Demosthenes in similar situations, he wants the Athenians
to understand the complexity of the crisis that faces them, full of problems
and contrasts, their reasonable behaviour balanced against the totally
unreasonable reaction of Philip; the sentence begins on the note of peace
and optimism, but ends with violence and slavery.

Aeschines, who had some experience as an actor and (according to
Demosthenes, at least) was proud of his fine voice, was undoubtedly a
capable speaker, but he is also a careful writer who makes technical
difficulties for himself only if something is to be gained by them. He is
economical in his use of hiatus, less apparently careless than Hegesippus,
and his intense passages and those which present a crowded canvas show
many similarities to the Demosthenic manner. I must be content here with

a single example, the description of a situation in On the Embassy
(2.70-71):

TV uév yap dpxiv émommaaueda Tob wolépov Umép 'Apdimdlews, ovvéBawe 8’
NU@Ay 7OV oTPaTNYOV &v TG WoNéuw €BdounkovTa wév kal mévte wONes ovppaxidas
amoBeBAnkeévar, ds ékthoato Tipdfeos 6 Kovwros kal katéornoey els 70 ouvédpiov:
(wpofipnpar vap wappnaiboacar, kai éNevbépws dua kal TaAnbi elrdy gotesfar:
&dv 8¢ dN\ws Tws YiyvooknTe, kaTaxphoadfe poi: ob yap &v VmooTel\aiuny*)
ékaTov 0¢ Kai mevTiKoVTA TpLpes NaPBovTa éx TGV vewplwy u KaTakekoukévat, kal
TalTa Uutv év Tols 4y@ow del Tols XdpnTos of kathyopor Sewkviovot, xila 8¢ kal
TevTakbaia TéhavTa obk els aTpaTiwTas, GAN’ els Nyeuovwy dNafoveias drniwkévar,
Anudpny Te kal Animvpov kal IloNvpdytny, dpamétas dvlpbmous éx Ths ‘EANddos
auvelheypuévous, kal xwpls els Tols mwepl 76 BAua kal TAv ékk\poiav uiofodépous, of
Tols uév Talaiwapovs yyawbTas kal' éaoTov évavTov ééfkovTa Téhavta eloérpar-
Tov obvrafw, katfyov 8¢ Ta whola kal Tobs "ENNqras & s kowds Galérrys.

(2.70-71)
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The speaker cannot pause anywhere in his description of this crowded
picture, and he will want to speak fast; but even so he thinks it worth
while to insert a breathless parenthesis, insisting that he is being absolute-
ly frank and concealing nothing; and his use of hiatus in the parenthesis
shows the change in his manner of speech from a flowing narrative style
to a more ‘‘staccato’” manner; the parenthesis adds to the difficulty of the
sentence, but Aeschines evidently thought it necessary in order to make
sure that he kept the attention of his audience.

Another good passage comes at the beginning of Against Ctesiphon
(3.3-4), when he is complaining about the prevalence of ‘““‘unconstitutional
proposals” which so often escape prosecution. He insists that his attack
on Ctesiphon is no mere routine prosecution, but a serious and important
effort to stop a deplorable and dangerous practice. A display of indigna-
tion and a highly intense manner is required.

Some readers will be less willing than I am to decide when a passage is
easy or difficult for a speaker; and they will object that we know too little
of the intonation and the cadence of spoken Attic to be confident in such
matters. I have tried to restrict the argument to the issue of breath
control, and I am quite confident that an Athenian speaker, like any
contemporary orator, cannot hold the attention of his audience through
a long sentence, when it demands emotional tension, if he allows himself
to pause for breath. And even though the Greeks of old may have been
“better men than we are,” there is no evidence that their lungs or their
vocal chords were different from our own.

StanForD UNIVERSsITY, CALIFORNIA
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