Democracy and
Democratic Language

In Isocrates

Submitted by Maria Gisella Giannone
to the University of Exeter
as a thesis for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
April 2021

This thesis is available for Library use on the understanding that
it is copyright material and that no quotation from the thesis

may be published without proper acknowledgement.

| certify that all material in this thesis which is not my own work
has been identified and that any material that has previously
been submitted and approved for the award of a degree by

this or any other University has been acknowledged.

Signature.........ooiii






Abstract

The Athenian orator Isocrates (436-338 BC) is frequently branded as an
insincere supporter of democracy who was promoting an oligarchic agenda in
disguise. Within this framework, his use of the énu- family of words and closely
related terms has usually been either neglected or interpreted as corroborating
his alleged anti-democratic stance. By challenging these trends, | explore how a
re-examination of Isocrates’ usages of democratic vocabulary throws light on
his political views and, more generally, on the role of his political thought within
the development of Greek political thought.

The opening chapter provides some preliminary remarks on the issues at
stake and the methodological approach. The thesis then analyses the
Isocratean usages of two notions inextricably related to democracy: Chapter 2
focuses on speaking freely by examining the occurrences of tappnoic, Chapter
3 explores his use of the idea and language of equality. Both chapters show
that, rather than distorting their alleged true meaning, Isocrates problematises
these terms and notions on the basis of their deeply-rooted flexibility. Chapter 4
iInvestigates the usages of dnpaywyog highlighting the relevance of his interest
in political leadership. This chapter also analyses the Isocratean depictions of
Alcibiades to elucidate further his views on leadership. The final chapter
develops these insights by examining the occurrences of dnpotikog and
showing that Isocrates redefines what it means to be in favour of the dfjpog in
light of his ideas on leadership.

Overall, by means of a semantic approach, this thesis argues against the
view of Isocrates as an anti-democratic thinker and suggests a more
sophisticated approach that takes into account two essential elements. On the
one hand, the fact that Isocrates exploits, and stretches, the ductility already
embedded in these terms in order to tackle contemporary historical and political
issues. On the other hand, his interest in what makes a good leader in both
internal and external politics and the crucial role that this profound interest in

leadership plays in shaping his views on what democracy should look like.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The present thesis aims to investigate and reappraise the political thought of the
Athenian orator and teacher of rhetoric Isocrates (436-338)? through the lens of
an examination of the political vocabulary that he employs in his vast corpus of
works. More specifically, my focus will be on the use of the dnp- family of words
and of closely related terms.? Isocrates has often been labelled as an insincere
supporter of democracy, whose main goal actually consists in promoting an
oligarchic agenda in disguise.® In this respect, his use of political language has
generally been either overlooked or dismissed as supporting evidence for the
charge of an inveterate and ill-concealed anti-democratic stance. In response to
these widespread and long-standing assumptions, | intend to show, by means
of a semantic investigation contextualised in the broader historical and literary
framework, that it is possible to draw a significantly more nuanced picture in
which both the ductility entrenched in the dnp- family of words and in some key
related terms as well as Isocrates’ profound interest in political leadership play a
crucial, yet often neglected, role.

In this introductory chapter, which is composed of three sections, | shall
begin by focusing on the pivotal elements that characterise Isocrates’ self-
representation throughout the corpus, with specific reference to his self-portrait
as anpayupov (‘free from business’). Indeed, as we will see, far from pointing to
a lack of interest in contemporary political issues or an anti-democratic stance,
anpaypooOvn (‘love of a quiet life’) represents the cornerstone on which
Isocrates builds his claim of being a political counsellor par excellence. The
second section provides a survey of the main studies devoted to Isocrates’
political thought in order to position the overall argument within the wider picture
of the key scholarly debates. Finally, | shall conclude this opening chapter with
some methodological considerations, which lay down the specific lexical
approach that I intend to adopt throughout this dissertation, along with a

detailed illustration of the content and aim of each chapter.

1 All dates are BC unless otherwise noted.
2 For a more detailed discussion of the key political terms which will be analysed in the present
study see the final section of this introductory chapter.
3 See, for instance, Bearzot (1980).
11



1. Isocrates and the t6émog of anpaypoocdvn

In his own self-characterisation Isocrates underlines his decision to withdraw
from Athens’ public life opting for anpaypocvvn. This emphasis on the concept
of quietism has contributed to the image of a teacher of rhetoric positioning
himself outside Athens’ political community and withdrawing into the ivory
towers of his school. Moreover, his remarks that his retreat from public life has
been caused, as we shall see below, by his weak voice and lack of courage
have been interpreted as part of his alleged anti-democratic stance.* Within this
context, his deliberate choice of &npaypostvn has generally been regarded as
stemming from his ‘dissatisfaction with Athens’.® In this respect, &nparypocdvn,
according to Mirhady and Too, ‘marks out the aristocratic and oligarchical
members of the democratic community to each other and to their fellow
citizens’.® Nonetheless, the Isocratean use of this commonplace is more
multifaceted than it might appear at first sight. Indeed, in the present section we
shall see how Isocrates problematises and reinvents this tonog in order to show
that he is very much capable of benefiting his own noiig while being, or rather

precisely because he is, anpaypwv.

Isocrates’ self-portrait as anpdypov

To begin with, let us look more closely at the autobiographical details that
Isocrates himself provides throughout his corpus. Special attention has to be
devoted, in this respect, to the self-portrait that he paints in To Philip, written in
346, shortly after Athens and Macedon had concluded the Peace of Philocrates.
Here Isocrates urges Philip not to be surprised by the fact that, despite being
neither a ‘general’ (otpatnyoc) nor a ‘public speaker’ (prtwp) nor a ‘ruler in any
particular way’ (&AAwg dvvaotng), he has addressed the king of Macedon ‘more
boldly’ (6pacitepov) than others do. Indeed, Isocrates continues, he is ‘the most
naturally unsuited’ (&pvéotatog) among his fellow citizens to take part in
political activity (mpog 10 moAitevecba) since his voice is weak (obte yop eovny
£€oyov ixavnv) and he does not possess the ‘courage’ (toApa) necessary ‘to

deal with the mob’ (6xAo ypficbat) and ‘to rail at those who wallow on the

4 See Heilbrunn (1975) 157 (cf. Too (1995) 103).
5> Heilbrunn (1975) 164.
6 Mirhady and Too (2000) 203.
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platform’ (AowdopetcBou Toig £ni 100 Prpatog kvAvdovpévolg).” Nonetheless,
Isocrates concurrently claims, he is most prominent in terms of both sound
understanding and good education (10 gpovelv €0 koi nerondedodot kKaddc)®
and thus endeavours ‘to give advice’ (cupfovieverv), according to his nature
and his ability, to his fellow citizens and to the other Greeks in general as well
as to ‘those of the highest repute among men’ (1®v &v8pdv oi évdotdtator).®

As Isocrates himself highlights at the beginning of this passage from To
Philip, he has already made similar remarks in his letter to the tyrant of
Syracuse Dionysius the Elder, which was most probably written either in 368 or
early in 367.1° Indeed, in the incipit of section 81 of To Philip Isocrates echoes
section 9 of the epistle addressed to Dionysius where he invites the tyrant of
Syracuse not to wonder at the fact that, even though he is neither a ‘popular
orator’ (dnunyopdg) nor a ‘general’ (otpotnydg) nor a ‘ruler in any particular way’
(6Armg dvvaotng), he is taking up such a ‘burdensome matter’ (¢uBpiosg (...)
npayuo) attempting both ‘to speak for the safety of Greece’ (Vnép e g
‘EALGBO0g Aéyerv) and ‘to give advice’ (cupBovieverv) to Dionysius himself; then
Isocrates also stresses that from the beginning of his career he has
‘straightway’ (¢060¢) made the decision to stand aloof (¢£¢otnv) from engaging
in public affairs. Yet, in this same section of the letter, unlike in the passage
from To Philip, he does not offer any specific reason for his choice limiting
himself to saying that providing an explanation would be too much work and
that he has, nonetheless, taken part in ‘the education which despises small
things and which attempts to reach the important ones’ (1 Traidevoig 1| @OV
HIKPDV KOTOPPOVOVOO TAOV HEYAA®V £QPLKVEICHOL TEPOUEVN).

Further autobiographical details can be found in another letter, namely
Epistle VIII To the Rulers of Mytilene, dating most likely to 350! and addressed

to the members of the oligarchic government of Mytilene, where democracy had

"Isoc., To Philip 81.
8 On Isocrates presenting himself as belonging to oi €d gpovodvieg and the key role played by
this specific phrase throughout his corpus see, in particular, Chapter 5 section 3.3.2.
%lsoc., To Philip 82.
10 See Papillon (2004) 247 who suggests that the letter is incomplete as a result of the
transmission process, whereas Mathieu (1962) 168 points out that Isocrates left the letter
unfinished at the news of Dionysius’ death. On the contrary, Too (1995) 199 believes that this
letter was truncated by Isocrates on purpose as in the case of Epistle VI To the Children of
Jason, Epistle IX To Archidamus and the speech Against the Sophists.
11 The date of this letter is usually determined from the content of section 8, where we find
references to both Conon and Timotheus being dead as well as to Diophantus serving the king
of Egypt in Asia against Artaxerxes Ochus.

13



recently been replaced precisely by an oligarchy. This letter was written, as
Isocrates himself specifies, at the insistence of his own grandsons who had
asked him to urge the Mytilenean oligarchs to restore from exile their former
teacher Agenor together with his father and brothers, considering also that the
oligarchs had already shown a clement attitude allowing some of the other
exiled democrats to return home.'? Here Isocrates points out that he has held
back from politics and public oratory (¢y® 100 pév moAitebecBoL Kol PNTOPELELY
anéotny) because of his inadequate voice and his lack of courage (otte yop
ewvny £€oyov ixavny obte TOApav). However, Isocrates goes on to argue, he has
not been ‘altogether useless’ (ravtanocty &yxpnotog) or ‘disreputable’
(ad6xp0g) since he has played the key role of ‘counsellor’ (coppoviog) and
‘fellow combattant’ (cuvaymviotig) of ‘those who have chosen to say something
good’ (ol A&yelv mponpmpuévol aryadov Ti) about the Mytilenean oligarchs and
about the other Athenian allies, while at the same time composing more
speeches ‘in defence of the freedom and independence of the Greeks’ (Vnép
TG €levBeplag kol THe avTovopiog Thg t@v EAAnvev) than those who spend
their whole time on the platform (cOunavteg ol & Bhuota katatetprpdteg).t3
Furthermore, Isocrates concludes this letter by remarking that his main aim has
consisted in showing his grandsons (at whose insistence, as we saw, he claims
to have written to the oligarchic rulers of Mytilene) that even if they do not speak
in the assembly and do not become generals but, instead, confine themselves
to imitate his life (kv pn dNUNYopdOL UNdE GTPATNYACLY AAAL HLOVOV HILOVTOL
Tov TpoTOV TOV €uoV), ‘they will not live in a state of neglect among the Greeks’
(odx Auernuévag d1dEovory v toig “EAAncy).14

Similarly, in his last major work, Panathenaicus, which he began to write
in 342 and completed in 339, Isocrates states that his ‘nature’ (pbo1c) is
‘weaker’ (dppwototépa) and ‘softer’ (podoxmtépa) than it should be for practical
matters, adding that it is neither ‘perfect’ (teAeia) nor ‘in all respects useful’
(ravTorx i xpnoinn) when it comes to debates.'® In this regard, Isocrates
acknowledges that he lacks the two key elements which have ‘the greatest
power’ (peyiotn dvvopulg) in Athens, namely an ‘adequate voice’ (pmwvn ikovn)

and ‘courage’ (toApa), and highlights that men who, like him, do not possess

12 See Isoc., To the Rulers of Mytilene 1-3.
13 1soc., To the Rulers of Mytilene 7.
14 soc., To the Rulers of Mytilene 10. On this passage see Too (1995) 188.
15 |soc., Panathenaicus 9.
14



these qualities are ‘more dishonoured’ (&tipotepot) than debtors to the moig,
since the latter can still hope to pay off the money which they owe, while the
former are unable to change their nature (ot 8" 003¢ mot’ &v TNV ELOoLY
petoBdrotev).1® Nevertheless, Isocrates stresses that, far from being
discouraged by this fact, he did not allow himself to become ‘disreputable’
(&d0oc) or ‘unseen’ (dpovng); instead, after having gone astray from civic life,
he has devoted himself to gilocoeia,?’ to hard work and to writing down his
thoughts (¢l 10 eLA0GOEETY KOl ToVelY kol Ypdoely & ditavondeinv) choosing to
treat neither trivial topics, nor private contracts, nor the subjects dealt with by
the other orators (00 mepl PiKpOV TV TPOALPESTLY TOLOVREVOG 0VOE TTEPL TOV 1d1mV
ovpporoinv 00dE Tepl MV EALOL TIvEG Anpodorv), but rather matters concerning
Greece, kingship and the noAig (tept @V EAANVIKOV Kol BoCIMK®V Kol
ToOALTIKAV Tpaypdtmv), although he has not received the honour that he was
expecting his choice of such higher themes would entail.*®

In addition to the autobiographical references in these passages,
Isocrates’ self-representation is a crucial aspect in Antidosis (353), the fictional
legal defence which he himself describes as the way that he has devised to
reveal not only to his fellow citizens but also to the future generations his
‘character’ (t1pomog), his ‘life’ (Biog) and the ‘education’ (radeia) promoted in his
school.'® Indeed, Isocrates defines this speech as an ‘image’ (eix®v) of his
‘thought’ (diévora) and of his whole life with the twofold aim of making known
the truth about himself and, at the same time, of leaving behind a ‘monument’
(nvnuetov), which he characterises as ‘much finer than bronze statues’ (moA b

KEAALOV TV XoAK®V dvOnudtmy).?°

18 |soc., Panathenaicus 10.
17.0n the complex meaning of gihocogic in the Isocratean corpus see, for instance, Levi (1959)
85-89, Mirhady and Too (2000) 202 and 267, Livingstone (2007), Timmerman and Schiappa
(2010) 43-66, and Janik (2012) 15-33.
18 Isoc., Panathenaicus 11.
19 1soc., Antidosis 6.
20 |soc., Antidosis 7. See Too (1995) 188-189 who points out that the reference to the memorial
calls to mind Evagoras 75 and To Nicocles 1. On this passage from Antidosis see also
Giovannelli-Jouanna (2015) 84 and 92 (where a comparison is made with a similar use of the
term eixov in To Nicocles 36). See also Giovannelli-Jouanna (2015) 94-95 on the proemium of
Antidosis, where Isocrates not only acknowledges the ‘newness’ (8ewvotng) and ‘difference’
(drapopdr) of this speech compared to standard discourses composed for the lawcourts or for
display, but also demonstrates his awareness that the choice of such a literary form to convey
his self-representation and his self-defence needs to be justified, otherwise the speech could be
regarded as ‘out of place’ (&tomog).

15



And it is precisely in Antidosis that Isocrates’ decision to opt for
anpaypoovn emerges most clearly. Indeed, the student who takes the floor
during the interlude in the middle portion of the speech lists among the features
which distinguish Isocrates from his fellow citizens the fact that he has led a
well-ordained and lawful life like no other Athenian citizen, has never been
involved in a trial (except in the present case of the exchange of property), and
does not engage in the activities in which all those who meddle with politics take
part (dropaivelg Yop (...) T e Ko MUEPAY 0VTO KOOUIMG KOl TETAUYUEVOS
BeBrokdto GovTOV (g 00K 018 £1 TIC BAAOG TAV TOALTAV, ETL 8& pnTe
JedIKAGUEVOV UNOEVL LNTE TEPEVYOTO TANV TTEPT AVTIOOGEMC, PN  ETEPOLG
CUVNYWVIOUEVOV PUATE HELOPTLPNKOTA, UNT GAAO TemoinkdTar undév, €v olg
&moavteg moltevopevor toyydvovot).?t Furthermore, his associate points out
that Isocrates has stood aloof not only from public offices and the benefits
deriving from holding such positions, but also from all other common matters
(mpoOg 8¢ TovTOLG 0VTMG 18101G 0VOL KO TEPLTTOLG KAKEIVO AEYELS, G TAOV HEV
APYAV KOl TAOV OPEALDY TOV EVTIEVOEV YIYVOLEVAOVY KOl TAV GAA®V ATAVIOV TAV
xow@v £Eéotnkac).?? Then, in replying to the speech of his associate and in
order to justify his lifestyle, Isocrates specifies that he has chosen this way of
life not because he is rich or arrogant (tadta yop cvveTa&apunyv ov die TAOVTOV
003¢ 3" brepnpaviav), but because he loves ‘tranquillity’ (novyia) and ‘quiet’
(&mparypooshdvn).22

So, in his corpus Isocrates, as shown by these passages, alludes to his
physical limitations underscoring his weak voice and his lack of courage and
portrays himself as anpdypwv.?* These key aspects of his self-representation,
especially his pixpoewvica, are highlighted also in the biographical tradition.
Indeed, the ancient biographers refer to him as having a frail voice and appear
to regard this detail as the main reason why he stood apart from public life.?> As
a result of this corroboration, most scholars have taken Isocrates’ remarks at

face value and as accurate from a historical point of view.?® However, Too has

21 |soc., Antidosis 144.
22 |soc., Antidosis 145.
2 |soc., Antidosis 151.
24 On Isocrates’ self-representation as having a weak voice and lacking courage as well as on
the link between these two aspects and his consequent choice of &npaypoocbvn see Giovannelli-
Jouanna (2015) 88-89.
25 Dion. Hal., The Ancient Orators 2, [Plut.], Moralia 837a, Philostr., Lives of the Sophists 505,
[Zos.], Life of Isocrates 35-37, Phot., cod. 260 p. 486b6, Suda 652 13-14.
% See, for instance, Mikkola (1954) 143 and Kennedy (1963) 205.
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pointed out two key aspects concerning Isocrates’ ancient biographers: on the
one hand, they engaged in literary fiction recording episodes for which we do
not have any other evidence in order to illustrate his inability to speak in public
(such as the anecdote in [Plutarch]’s life about his failed attempt to defend
Theramenes, to which | will return below);?” on the other hand, most importantly,
they even challenged Isocrates’ own self-description by creating stories which
report that he did give some speeches in public.?® Moreover, Too has
highlighted how by claiming pikpoewvia Isocrates articulates a rejection of
public oratory and depicts himself as having authority and respectability
precisely because of his anpaypoocOvn, thus deliberately differentiating himself
from the ‘new politicians’ with their ‘loud voice’.?° Yet, Too’s study appears to
share the commonly-held interpretation of the Isocratean corpus as bearing
witness to an oligarchic stance as she assumes that Isocrates ‘invokes a
democratic language while actually putting forward an ideology of conservative
elitism’.30

Nevertheless, while &npaypoctvn is generally considered as a non-
democratic t6mog as we briefly saw earlier, a closer look at its crucial role in the
Isocratean self-representation, suggests that his use of this t6mog, should not be
regarded as part of an oligarchic agenda. Rather, by depicting himself as a
reliable political adviser due to his withdrawal from public life, Isocrates goes
beyond the traditional notion of arpaypoctvn by reshaping it and offering his
own original and innovative version of this commonplace.3! Thus, while
complaining of pikpopmvia and appearing to retreat into the ivory towers of his
school, Isocrates, as we shall see more in depth below, does intend his voice to
be heard loud and clear first and foremost in, and for the benefit of,

contemporary Athenian democracy.

27 See Too (1995) 77-78.
28 See Too (1995) 79-81 who enumerates the three main instances: the anecdote reported by
[Plut.], Moralia 838b according to which Isocrates delivered a speech at the funeral games of
Mausolus of Halicarnassus, the passage in Philostr., Lives of the Sophists 505 where Isocrates
is said to have delivered Panegyricus at Olympia, and the biographical detail present in both
[Plut.], Moralia 837a and Phot., cod. 260 p. 487b28 according to which Antidosis was presented
by Isocrates in person.
29 Too (1995) 98-99. The 16mo¢ of anparypostvn has been the focus of Carter (1986) who,
however, refers to Isocrates only in passing.
30 Too (1995) 6; see also Too (1995) 104.
31 See Blank (2017) 286; more on Blank’s viewpoint will be said towards the end of the present
section.
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Isocrates’ &npaypocdvn and his modeio
Isocrates’ withdrawal from political activity could be interpreted as taking the
form of remaining relegated, so to speak, to his school and his role as teacher
of rhetoric, for which he is best known. Indeed, after his activity as a
logographer between the very end of the fifth and the first decade of the fourth
century, Isocrates made the decision to turn to education. In this respect, in his
biography [Plutarch] appears to suggest that Isocrates established three
schools, namely a first one in Athens before moving to Chios, a second one on
the island and finally a third one, the most well-known, once again in Athens
when he returned from his Chian sojourn.3? The actual date when Isocrates
opened this school in Athens, which was located near the Lyceum as reported
by [Zosimus],®? is debated: some scholars believe that it was founded in around
388,34 whereas the prevailing scholarly opinion holds that he established it in
the late 390s, more precisely between 393 and 392.%°

Moreover, some key aspects of Isocrates’ pedagogical programme are
still sub iudice and have thus offered scope for further investigation,3¢ yet such
investigation cannot be disentangled from his interest in, and reflection on,
contemporary political issues. In this regard, it is worth noting that the close
interaction between his political thought and his pedagogy has been hinted at
by some scholars through, for instance, a description of his tadeia as ‘political’,
a reference which we can already find in the third volume of Jaeger’s landmark
study devoted to education in Ancient Greece.®’ This association has been
employed also by Lombard®® and by Livingstone who, more specifically, has
additionally defined the Isocratean pedagogical programme as ‘an education
which fits pupils for leadership within their city or state’.*°

One of the main goals of Isocrates’ teaching consisted indeed in forming

leaders.*? Isocrates had among his students, for example, the Athenian general

32 See [Plut.], Moralia 837a-c. On Isocrates’ alleged sojourn at Chios see Appendix II.
33 See [Zos.], Life of Isocrates 116-117; on this passage and the location of Isocrates’ school
see Pinto (2015) 323. See also Jebb (1876) 8 n. 4.
3 See, for instance, Edwards (1994) 7 and 25; see also Usher (1999) 296.
35 See, for example, Benoit (1984) 111 and Pinto (2015) 322.
3 See Pinto (2015) 321.
37 Jaeger (1944) 86; see also Jaeger (1944) 138 on the relevance to Isocrates of the link
between his teaching and politics.
%8 _ombard (1990) 63.
39 Livingstone (1998) 264.
40 See, for instance, Johnson (1959) 25 and Clark (1996) 120-121.
The pupils referred to in this passage are: Eunomus, Lysitheides, Callippus (Isocrates specifies
that they were among his first students), then Onetor, Anticles, Philonides, Philomelus and
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Timotheus, son of Conon, and the Cyprian king Nicocles, son of Evagoras.
Although neither Timotheus nor Nicocles are referred to in Antidosis 93-94
where he mentions explicitly the names of eight of his pupils, Isocrates appears
to have a particular preference for them. More specifically, Timotheus is the
protagonist of the well-known excursus in Antidosis 101-139, while Nicocles is
not only the addressee of To Nicocles (where Isocrates offers him his advice on
how to rule his subjects) but also the persona loguens in Nicocles or the
Cyprians, in which by instructing his citizens in their duties Isocrates’ former
student takes on ‘the role of political teacher’, thus witnessing ‘the success of a
pedagogical method that aspires to teach the student to be like his teacher’.4!
However, Livingstone, as we shall see more clearly below, highlights that
neither Nicocles nor Timotheus manages to imitate fully his master and thus to
acquire his pedagogy.*?

Moreover, the ultimate aim of Isocrates’ moudeia is even broader and
more ambitious than training leaders. His educational programme is closely
related to, and at the same time goes beyond, the Panhellenic scope marking
out his speeches (which | shall discuss more in depth in Chapter 3 section 4),
since it is presented as having the potential not only to identify, but also to
expand the boundaries of the idea itself of Greekness, as suggested by a
straightforward reading of Panegyricus 50.%% In this passage Isocrates states
that due to Athens’ superiority in thought and speech (mept 10 ppovelv kol
Aéyew) its ‘pupils’ (padntai) have become the ‘teachers’ (diddoxadrol) of the rest
of mankind and it is those who share that education who are called Greeks
rather than those who share ‘the common nature’ (f kowvn @0o1g). In this

respect, Livingstone points out that:

What the pupils learn, if they imitate the pedagogue well and acquire his

voice, is a way of speaking with authority for Greece as a whole —

Charmantides, with Isocrates adding that all of them received gold crowns by Athens due to the
fact that they were ‘good men’ (&vdpeg dyabotl) who had spent much of their own wealth for the
benefit of the néAic. For biographical details on the eight pupils mentioned here see Too (2008)
140-141.
41 Mirhady and Too (2000) 169. See below for more details on this key aspect of Isocrates’
pedagogy as well as on his teacher-pupil relation with both Timotheus and Nicocles.
42 See Livingstone (1998) 277-280.
43 Livingstone (1998) 274-275 whose interpretation of Isoc., Panegyricus 50 appears to entail
that, while being used in the context of a manifest praise of Athens, the phrase © raidsvoig
nuétepa should be interpreted as referring specifically to the pedagogical programme offered by
Isocrates’ school.
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adopting a central position within the field of ‘Greekness’; by becoming
the mouthpiece for this Panhellenic discourse, the pupil becomes
identified with the power to define and extend the civilised world.*4

Thus, as Livingstone notes, ‘Isocrates’ pedagogy of Panhellenic logoi’ should
not only be interpreted as reflecting ‘his political ideal of a Panhellenic crusade’,
but can even lead to regard ‘producing Panhellenic speeches’ as ‘more
important than realising concrete Panhellenic aims’.#® This conflicting aspect is
illustrated by the two different groups of Isocratean students that Livingstone
identifies: the first category is represented by ‘the pupil who is a king or general,
a prime mover in political events’, like Nicocles or Timotheus, who, although
being ‘idealised’ in various instances in the corpus, turns out to be ‘ultimately
unable to appropriate Isocratean paideia, and remains in a state of
interdependence with the pedagogue’; the second category, which is
exemplified by the unnamed student taking the floor in Panathenaicus and
which is ‘never identified with a specific individual’, is embodied by ‘the inheritor
of Isocratean discourse’, namely ‘the pupil who is like his master, who can
speak with Isocrates’ voice (which is a textual voice, a voice that exists in
writing), and who can continue where Isocrates left off’.46

This distinction between two different categories of pupils suggested by
Livingstone can be connected with Isocrates’ self-depiction as ideal political
counsellor capable of offering better advice than Athenian politicians due to his
anpaypooOvn, wWhich as we saw earlier represents an essential aspect of his
self-portrait throughout the corpus. Indeed, Blank has recently pointed out that
in Panathenaicus 229-232 Isocrates’ self-reflection and subsequent doubts
concerning the rhetorical strategy adopted in the contest with his pro-Spartan
former student (with both Isocrates and his pupil embodying ‘Isocratean
education’) show how the ‘entanglement in a live contest on the rhetorical
stage, the influence of the audience as well as the personal interest of the

speakers’ have had a negative effect on both Isocrates’ and his former student’s

44 Livingstone (1998) 276.
45 Livingstone (1998) 280.
48 Livingstone (1998) 280-281, who describes the first category of pupils as ‘a self-contained,
binary relationship of exchange mutually beneficial (...) but essentially static’, thus differing from
the second category which embodies a ‘more authentically pedagogical relationship’
characterised by being ‘reproductive in character: the pupil is his master’s true successor, he
acquires mastery of Isocrates’ logoi, and will go on speaking — or rather writing — in Isocrates’
voice’.
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‘power of judgment’.%” Thus, although throughout the present study | shall
challenge the widespread assumption, shared by Blank, according to which
Isocrates’ speeches are characterised by ‘radically antidemocratic
undertones’,*® | agree with Blank’s following conclusion regarding the

Isocratean use of the t6mog of drpaypocovn:

If getting involved in a (bad) state has a negative influence on one’s
intellect, then no active politician of a defective state can ever be a good
-and at the same time successful- political adviser. In order to maintain
sound judgement and intelligence -and personal wellbeing-, the
counsellor has to step back from involvement in politics, unless he
happens to live in his preferred ideal state. Only by being a private
teacher in poltical morlaty [sic] can he promote good counsel and thus

contribute to the success of the state.*°

Indeed, Isocrates’ pedagogy ultimately aims at imparting the ability to give the
most sound and reliable political advice, first and foremost, to leaders (with a
predominantly Athenocentric perspective) and anpoypocovn represents the
conditio sine qua non in order to reach such a goal. While &rpoypoctvn was
generally regarded as an anti-democratic to6mog, Isocrates rethinks this
commonplace by presenting stepping outside of Athens’ public life as the best
way to step into it, that is, to influence it through his role as political counsellor.
In this regard, the implication of the present analysis is precisely that Isocrates
was intending his works for a wide audience, not exclusively for the students
whom he was teaching in his school.>®

In other words, by withdrawing from public oratory and devoting himself
to education, Isocrates, rather than rejecting the possibility of benefiting
contemporary Athenian democracy and making his voice heard, is actually
enhancing his capability, and maximising his chances, to do so. In this respect,

it is worth noting that arpaypocvn as an Isocratean virtue differs significantly

47 Blank (2017) 285.
48 Blank (2017) 280.
49 Blank (2017) 285.
50 On Isocrates’ intended audience see, for instance, Hudson-Williams (1949) and, more
recently, Usener (1994).
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from the viewpoint on this commonplace expressed by Thucydides’ Pericles.>!
In particular, in the Funeral Oration, Pericles notoriously states that the
Athenians regard anyone who does not take part in public life not as ‘free from
business’ (&npdypwv) but as ‘useless’ (&ypeiog).>? Conversely, Isocrates
presents himself as political counsellor par excellence, and thus as being useful
to his molig, precisely on the basis of his being anpdypmv.

Therefore, through his choice of anpayposvn and his educational
programme, he intends primarily not only to train leaders but also, even more
importantly, to teach those pupils who can imitate him well the crucial skill of
giving reliable and much needed practical advice to political leaders. His
attempt to deal with, and have an impact on, contemporary political issues not
only in close connection to, but even by means of, his teaching activity goes
hand in hand with his own version of the t6rog of &npayposvvn. So, his
pedagogy and his political views, rather than being watertight compartments,
are inextricably related to one another. This is why a thorough analysis of
Isocrates’ political thought has to take into account and underline the crucial

role played by the intersection of these two aspects throughout his corpus.

2. Isocrates’ political thought

As we briefly mentioned at the beginning of this introductory chapter, Isocrates
has generally been underestimated as a political thinker and is often dismissed
as a sympathiser of oligarchy whose claim to support democracy is mere
window-dressing as part of a cunning attempt to promote an anti-democratic
agenda. In response to these trends, the present study aims to provide an in-
depth discussion and reappraisal of Isocrates’ political thought by means of a
semantic analysis of a selection of key instances of democratic vocabulary.
Nonetheless, before doing so, in this section | shall offer a snapshot of some of

the main studies on Isocrates’ political thought in order to highlight the key

51 See Too (1995) 98. On the broader issue of the relationship between Thucydides and
Isocrates see, for instance, Mathieu (1918), Hudson-Williams (1948) and, more recently,
Brunello (2015) 29-30 and 176-179.
%2 Thuc., Il 40, 2. For a discussion of the t6nog of &nparypostdvn in Thucydides see Carter (1986)
26-51.
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scholarly viewpoints around which the debate has been revolving and thus to

position the overall argument of this dissertation within its wider context.

Previous studies on Isocrates’ political thought

Despite the rather widespread tendency to regard Isocrates as attempting to
promote an anti-democratic programme misleadingly presented under the name
of dnpoxpartia, it is worth underlining that Mathieu, one of the first scholars to
focus on Isocrates’ political thought, did try to position Isocrates within

democratic discourse. The French scholar encapsulates his position as follows:

Cependant, malgré toutes ces critiques souvent acerbes contre la
démocratie, Isocrate se défend d’en étre un adversaire. Au contraire, il
attaque violemment les Trente et critique en général I'oligarchie. Il se
considére donc comme démocrate. (...) Isocrate n’est donc partisan ni
de la monarchie ni de I'oligarchie; mais d’autre part il ne croit pas
gu’une seule forme de démocratie soit possible, et en cela il se sépare
de la majorité des hommes politiques de son temps qui semblent nous
traduire I'état de I'opinion publique d’Athénes. C’est un démocrate
modéré, de I'école d’Anytos ou de Phormisios, qui ne compte que sur
des réformes partielles, plus morales que constitutionnelles, mais qui

veut les faire porter sur plus d’un point de la vie politique athénienne.>3

Therefore, Mathieu not only highlights the moral value which Isocrates placed
on the reforms he promoted, but he also argues that, in spite of the harsh
criticism constantly directed at contemporary democracy, Isocrates was a
supporter of democracy. Norlin seems to share this conclusion and to go even
further when he states that Isocrates was, ‘unlike many of the intellectuals of his
age, a pronounced believer in democracy’; yet, he adds that ‘while he reaffirms
his faith in a democratic ideal (...) it seems clear that he considers the Athenian
state as it then was in practice (...) to be a caricature of what a democracy
should be’.>

The interest in Isocrates’ political views was taken up again at the

beginning of the 1960s by Cloché in his study entitled Isocrate et son temps.

53 Mathieu (1925) 138-139.
54 Norlin (1928) XXXVIII.
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From a methodological point of view, Cloché employs an approach which is
quite similar to the one adopted by Mathieu as they both make use mainly of a
work-by-work examination which follows a chronological order. However,
Cloché reaches a different conclusion from Mathieu’s. More specifically, Cloché

summarises his view as follows:

En résumé, s’il est impossible de ranger Isocrate dans un parti
nettement déterminé et de lui attribuer une doctrine politique bien
définie, nous sommes du moins autorisés ou méme invités par les
textes a ne pas faire de lui un partisan de I'oligarchie brutale et
tyrannique, pas plus que de la démocratie «extréme» (eschaté
democratia) ou méme, sauf pour un temps, de la démocratie pure et
simple, fondée sur I'égalité des citoyens et la souveraineté des
assemblées politiques et judiciaires. (...) Le mieux est donc, selon
nous, de se borner a signaler les analogies, peu douteuses, qui regnent
entre les tendances politiques de I'auteur du Panathénaique et celles
des partisans de Thérameéne sans essayer de préciser davantage et

sans le qualifier de «démocrate», méme modéré.>®

Indeed, here Cloché explicitly refers to Mathieu’s conclusion in order to distance
himself from it. In this respect, Cloché fittingly stresses the complexity of
Isocrates’ political thought and the resulting difficulty in classing his political
views. Nevertheless, his observations appear to result in an impasse, he merely
acknowledges the impossibility of overcoming it and suspends judgment while
concurrently casting doubts upon the genuineness of Isocrates’ attestations of
allegiance to democracy,®® an accusation frequently made also by subsequent
scholars, as we have seen.

Furthermore, Cloché bears witness to the widespread view according to

which Isocrates shared Theramenes’ ideas.®’ This assumption has been

%5 Cloché (1963) 94-95.
%6 See Cloché (1963) 83-84, who states that in On the Peace and Areopagiticus Isocrates,
‘'sincerement ou par tactique, ne s’attaque pas au principe méme de la «démocratie»’. See also
Cloché (1963) 93 who claims that ‘selon toute probabilité, 'adhésion apportée par Isocrate a la
constitution démocratique de sa patrie manque d’ardeur et n’est méme pas exempte de
réserves’.
57 See also, for instance, Bearzot (1980) 123 n. 41 and 131. On the issue of the relationship
between Isocrates’ political views and Theramenes’ programme see also Cloché (1936) and
Canfora (1990).
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substantiated by the fact that among the names of Isocrates’ teachers
enumerated by the ancient biographers that of Theramenes comes to the fore.
For instance, [Plutarch], after mentioning him as one of Isocrates’ tutors, relates
two anecdotes in order to stress the alleged relation existing between the two.>®
According to the first story, when Theramenes was arrested by the Thirty
Tyrants, while everyone else was terrified, Isocrates was the only one who
stood up attempting to speak in his aid and, although he was not able to utter a
word for a long time, he was then urged to keep silent by Theramenes himself,
who did not want any of his ‘friends’ (¢i)ot) to share his misfortune. The second
anecdote refers to a collaboration between the two men in developing some of
Theramenes’ téxvait.®® As noted by Roisman and Worthington, ‘the primary
sources for Theramenes’ life never mentions his teaching of rhetoric’,®° so it
does not seem plausible that Isocrates learnt rhetoric from him. It is also
unlikely that Isocrates was present when Theramenes was arrested by the
Thirty since he was most probably attending Gorgias’ lectures in Thessaly at
that time.5! Therefore, these anecdotes about Theramenes which we find in
[Plutarch]’s biography do not appear to be very credible. Yet, even some of the
scholars who cast doubts on the reliability of the stories narrated by [Plutarch]
and, more broadly, on the tradition which makes Isocrates a pupil of
Theramenes refer to ‘une affinité politique manifeste’ between the two men.%?

It is worth pointing out that shortly after Cloché’s study, additional
attention to Isocratean political thought was paid by Bringmann in his volume
entitled Studien zu den politischen Ideen des Isokrates in which however, while
focusing in depth on the historical context of Isocrates’ major political speeches,
the German scholar ultimately regards him as being negligible in terms of
originality of thought and political influence.®® From Bringmann’s study up until
recently this view on an alleged lack of originality and novelty in Isocrates’

%8 See [Plut.], Moralia 836f-837a.
%9 See Lopez Cruces and Fuentes Gonzalez (2000) 894 who point out that such téyva1 should
be regarded ‘non pas comme des traités rhétoriques, mais comme des discours-modéles’ and
that, even if they ever existed, they were certainly lost very early, already in the third century.
On the tradition according to which Theramenes was one of Isocrates’ teachers see also
Rhodes (2005) 282 and Giovannelli-Jouanna (2015) 87-88.
60 Roisman and Worthington (2015) 144.
61 See Lopez Cruces and Fuentes Gonzalez (2000) 894.
62 |_opez Cruces and Fuentes Gonzalez (2000) 894. See also Lombard (1990) 83 for a similar
theory.
8 Bringmann (1965).
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works has persisted among scholars.®* A resurgence of interest in Isocrates in
the noughties has led to the ‘portrait of a democratic Isocrates’.®> Nevertheless,
the opposite image of an undemocratic Isocrates still pervades modern
scholarship, suffice it to say that not so long ago his appeal for a return to the
Athenian ancestral constitution (which | shall discuss in Chapter 5 section 3.3.1)
has been labelled as ‘a mask for more basic anti-democratic leanings and

yearnings’.56

Isocrates, Xenophon and leadership

The renewed interest in Isocrates’ works and his political thought over the last
decades has occurred in parallel, if not in conjunction, with similar trends in
Xenophontic scholarship. For instance, Blank has lately associated Clark’s
description of Isocrates as ‘critical servant’®’ to Kroeker’s use of the notion of
‘internal criticism’ in relation to Xenophon,® suggesting, although tentatively,
that the latter concept could be applied to Isocrates as well.®° Likewise, a recent
attempt to understand Xenophon’s writings as addressed primarily to the
Athenian élite to which he belongs and as endeavouring to redefine this élite
citizenry instructing them on how to become effective civic leaders’™ can be
compared with a study on the same wavelength by Azoulay analysing how
Isocrates interacts with, and aims to redefine, the Athenian élite.”* While these
points of contact do not necessarily entail that Isocrates and Xenophon are
talking to one another, they suggest that both authors take part in a common
discussion going on at the time.

Thus, much of recent scholarship on Isocrates has been going in the
same direction as Xenophontic studies. However, even though these studies
have cast some much needed light on significant features of the Isocratean
corpus, they tend not to tackle a relevant facet of it, that is, Isocrates’ prominent
and enduring interest in political leadership, especially within and by Athens,
and the crucial implications that this key aspect has for our understanding of his

political views. Even those works devoted specifically to the parallel treatment of

64 See, for instance, Rhodes (2005) 281.
% Poulakos and Depew (2004) 8.
66 Cartledge (2009) 98.
67 See Clark (1996).
8 See Kroeker (2009).
% See Blank (2017) 286.
0 See Christ (2020).
1 See Azoulay (2010).
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Isocrates and Xenophon have either not addressed their common interest in
leadership (with the specific similarities and differences in their respective
discussions)’? or dealt with it only tangentially.”

A notable exception in this respect is represented by Wallace'’s
monograph on the Areopagus.’ Indeed, in the chapter of his study devoted to
Isocrates, with particular focus on the constitutional reform promoted in
Areopagiticus, Wallace stresses two key aspects: Isocrates’ original stance in
the speech (despite some parallels with Theramenes’ plausible involvement in
promoting the reform of the Areopagus)’® and the fact that his programme in
Areopagiticus is motivated by his attempt to improve Athens’ internal leadership
with the ultimate aim of consolidating its leading position abroad.’® Additionally,
Wallace acknowledges that Isocrates’ main concern throughout the corpus lies
in ‘strong, principled leadership, willingly followed by the people’, which could be
achieved under any kind of constitution,”” and that in Areopagiticus his views on
Athenian leadership in foreign politics overlap with the reshaping of leadership
in domestic politics that he upholds.’®

Nonetheless, within the specific context of his study, Wallace focuses,
first and foremost, on Areopagiticus and regards it as being in contraposition
with On the Peace, whereas the interaction between these two speeches is
more complex, as we shall see.” Moreover, in addition to the questionable
judgment on Isocrates as ‘neither brilliant nor incisive’,2° Wallace does not dwell
upon the key features that, in Isocrates’ view, characterise a good and effective
leader and the broader implications that the examination of his ideas on
leadership has for our understanding of his political thought. Overall, there is
thus still scope for conducting a further investigation of Isocrates’ views on this

topic and the crucial relevance that they acquire within his corpus.

2 See Tamiolaki (2018).
3 See Wilms (1995), Gray (2000) 146-151, Azoulay (2006) and Pontier (2016).
7 Wallace (1989).
S See Wallace (1989) 149-158; see also Wallace (1989) 144.
6 See Wallace (1989) 164-158.
" Wallace (1989) 163.
8 See Wallace (1989) 166-168.
® See Chapter 5 section 3.3.1.
80 Wallace (1989) 158.
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The Isocratean maze and coherency

Lastly, it is worth pointing out that, in addition to the charge of being insincere in
his support to democracy while attempting in reality to promote an oligarchic
constitution disguised under the name of dnpoxpartia, the Isocratean writings
have often been dismissed as incoherent. Baynes, for instance, has put
significant emphasis on Isocrates’ alleged inconsistencies, and this excessively
critical attitude has led him to the pessimistic conclusion that ‘even when one
has tried to read his work with some care, Isocrates remains a puzzle—just a
bundle of contradictions’®! to the point that ‘contradiction is piled on
contradiction and one is left in a maze’.8? Although | do not entirely reject the
existence of such a maze, | shall argue that it is less intricate than Baynes
believes, and, most importantly, that we are not trapped inside it. In this respect,
| suggest that it is indeed possible to find a way out of the Isocratean maze, and
in the present study, as we shall see in the next section, | intend to unroll an

Ariadne’s thread which, in my view, can enable us to do so.

3. Methodology and overview of the thesis

The Ariadne’s thread consists, as | briefly mentioned at the beginning of this
introductory chapter, in a detailed analysis of some key occurrences of his
political vocabulary with specific reference to his use of democratic language.
By the phrase ‘democratic language’ | intend to refer not only to terms
originating from the dnmu- root, but also, more broadly, to some words (and thus
the notions that they convey) closely related to democracy such as nappnoio
and the vocabulary expressing the idea of equality.83

Isocrates’ multifaceted use of political vocabulary, especially democratic

language, has generally been neglected by scholars. Indeed, despite the

81 Baynes (1955) 160.
82 Baynes (1955) 163. Baynes (1955) 166 claims that one possible explanation for the alleged
contradictions may lie in the fact that Isocrates was writing encomia on Athens, and so could
alter history according to his goals. Isocrates’ supposed incongruity is highlighted also, for
instance, by Kennedy (1963) 197, who tries to justify it by arguing that ‘[h]is political influence, if
it existed was slight’, and thus denying his importance as a political thinker. However, as Too
(1995) 62 points out, both Baynes’ and Kennedy’s explanations are not convincing.
83 As part of the semantic approach adopted in the present study | have made systematic use of
the TLG for the identification of the literary occurrences of the key terms of democratic
vocabulary discussed in each chapter.
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increased interest in Isocrates’ writings in the 1990s and, even more clearly, at
the beginning of the twenty-first century,®* scant attention has been paid to his
usage of democratic language and its complexity. Thus, in the present study |
intend to address this gap that hampers our understanding of Isocrates’ political
views.

The ductility embedded in the word éfpog and, consequently, in
dnuoxpatio has long been acknowledged.® In this respect, the latter term, as
Brock has noted, ‘did not mean the same everywhere or to everyone and could
be legitimately applied to a variety of constitutional schemes’.2® Nonetheless,
this intrinsic fluidity does not appear to be taken into account in the case of
Isocrates’ usages of democratic vocabulary. Moreover, Isocrates, who in
Panegyricus 8 stresses how it is possible ‘to recount old things in a new manner
and to speak in an old style about events that have taken place recently’ (té te
TOACLO KOLVDG S1EABETY KOl TTEPL TAOV VEWOTL YEYEVNIEV®V APYOLIWG E1TETV), can
be regarded as manipulating political language in a way similar to how he
experiments with literary genres with his ‘resolute effort to keep the lines
between rhetoric, politics, and philosophy as open and flexible as possible’.8”

By making use of, and concurrently expanding the boundaries of, the
inherent malleability characterising democratic language Isocrates proves
himself to be a man of his time. Indeed, this lexical ductility was deeply needed
in a real political world that was dramatically changing. The Athenian
democracy in the fourth century was not the same compared to the previous
century, although the actual extent and nature of such a divergence is still
debated among scholars. Moreover, even in the course of the fourth century
itself there were shifts in the power relations between the Areopagus and the
d7noc.88 So, Isocrates’ use of democratic vocabulary should be interpreted

within this broader framework, rather than being dismissed as part of an

84 See, for instance, Too (1995) and Poulakos (1997) as well as Haskins (2004), Nicolai (2004),
Poulakos and Depew (2004), who all focus on Isocrates’ rhetoric rather than on his political
thought (even though most of them explicitly recognise his importance as a political thinker).
See also Orth (2003), Classen (2010), Janik (2012), Bouchet and Giovanelli-Jouanna (2015)
and Brunello (2015). For a reappraisal of various aspects of Isocrates’ manuscript tradition see
Andorlini (2003) and Pinto (2003).
85 See, for instance, Cartledge (2009) 74.
86 Brock (2009) 149.
87 Poulakos and Depew (2004) 18.
88 For a discussion of the main scholarly viewpoints on the difference between fifth- and fourth-
century democracy see Rhodes (2015) 59-61.
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arbitrary and deceptive manoeuvre designed to implement an anti-democratic

programme.

Previous studies on Isocrates’ political language

Indeed, when it is not overlooked in toto, Isocrates’ political, especially
democratic, vocabulary is usually considered as corroborating the portrait of
Isocrates as supporter of an anti-democratic programme in disguise. The prime
example of this trend is represented by Bearzot’s study that by focusing
predominantly on the occurrences of dnpoxpatic and its cognates throughout
Isocrates’ corpus argues that his use of the term was a mere fagade to promote
what in reality was an oligarchic agenda.?® While Bearzot has certainly had the
merit of drawing the attention to the issue of Isocrates’ manifold usages of the
dnu- family of words, | disagree with, and shall thus challenge, her interpretation
of the democratic language in the Isocratean corpus as flatus vocis within the
framework of a cunning but clumsy attempt to conceal an undemocratic
standpoint. Moreover, Bearzot’'s study assumes a fixed and monolithic meaning
for the label dnuoxpartic.®® Nevertheless, as we have briefly seen above, that
was not the case. Indeed, the intrinsic malleability of the term, and thus of the
notion, should suggest a more sophisticated interpretation of Isocrates’
instances of democratic language rather than dismissing, as Bearzot does, his
use of dnuokpatioe and cognates as opportunistic and thus insincere. %

Prior to Bearzot’s study, one of the few attempts to provide an analysis of
Isocrates’ political terminology was made by Levi in two short articles published
toward the end of the 1950s.%? However, despite some interesting insights, Levi
fails to bring together the threads of his examination of the single terms (which
are listed in alphabetical order) to answer much wider questions about
Isocrates’ use of democratic vocabulary and to engage with broader issues

related to the complexity of his political thought and language. So, Levi's

89 See Bearzot (1980).
% See Bearzot (1980) 113.
°1 See Bearzot (1980) 120.
92 See Levi (1957) and Levi (1958). See also Labriola (1978) who focuses exclusively on three
terms: dnpoxpartio, dAyapyia, dpiotoxpartio, and whose aim is to highlight the ambiguity of
Isocrates’ professed support of democracy. See also Ghirga and Romussi (1997) 58-63 for a
helpful, though very concise, analysis of the Isocratean usage of a few political terms (including
dnuokpoarticr and dAryapyic).
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analysis is not (and most probably does not aim to be) exhaustive, and calls for
a much deeper investigation of this topic.

It is only more recently that, in conjunction with the above-mentioned
growing interest in Isocrates’ writings, further attention has been paid to his
political lexicon, as exemplified, first and foremost, by Bouchet'’s study.%
Indeed, Bouchet underlines the relevance of Isocrates as a political thinker and
his general consistency by focusing principally on a chronothematic
examination of the topic of hegemony in his corpus. More specifically, by means
of a meticulous linguistic analysis of nyepovia, its cognates and related terms
throughout Isocrates’ works, Bouchet identifies a shift in the meaning of
nyepovia from designating Athens’ military domination to indicating a cultural
pre-eminence. Bouchet’s study has indeed shown the fruitfulness of a lexical
methodology in attempting to cast light on Isocrates’ political thought. However,
in focusing predominantly on fiyepovioe and the terminology related to it, the
French scholar does not address the issue of the manifold usages of

democratic language in the corpus.

Structure and argument of the thesis
| shall, therefore, build on these insights to explore how Isocrates employs
political language, particularly democratic vocabulary, what this can tell us
about his political views, and how his use of democratic terminology can be
contextualised within the wider contemporary historical, political and literary
framework. Regarding the structure of the present dissertation, my study will
comprise four chapters, in addition to this introductory chapter. | will indeed
begin my investigation with the analysis of the Isocratean usages of the
vocabulary related to two key notions inextricably connected with democracy,
namely freedom of speech and equality, before devoting my attention, in the
last two chapters, to the examination of some crucial, yet often overlooked,
instances of democratic terminology stemming from the actual dnu-root.

More precisely, | shall focus, first of all, on the concept of freedom of
speech by means of a detailed examination of the occurrences of nappnoia and
its cognate verb moppnoidllopot throughout the Isocratean corpus. The following

chapter will then be devoted to the idea of equality in Isocrates’ works with

9 See Bouchet (2014), who, in the final part of his volume, provides a much needed French
translation of (though not a commentary on) On the Peace.
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specific attention being given to three main aspects: icovopia, the theory of the
two kinds of equality, and icopoipia. Moving to the investigation of some key
occurrences of democratic vocabulary directly belonging to the dnu- family of
words, the fourth chapter aims to illuminate Isocrates’ interest in, and views on,
political leadership through an analysis of the instances of the term dnpaywyog
and its cognate verb dnpoyoyéw in his writings. This chapter will also include an
investigation of the Isocratean depiction of Alcibiades as a case study to identify
the key pillars on which Isocrates’ more general ideas on leadership are based.
Finally, the last chapter will provide an examination of the occurrences of the
adjective dnpotikog throughout the corpus with the main purpose of showing
how Isocrates’ deep-rooted and predominantly Athenocentric interest in political
leadership shapes his views on what democracy and being democratic should
look like.

Ultimately, | shall suggest that asking whether Isocrates was a democrat
or an oligarch is too simplistic and runs the risk of flattening the complexity of
his political thought and his use of political, especially democratic, language.
Rather, the boundaries of the debate need to be shifted and broadened so that
we can look instead at two crucial points. On the one hand, how he exploits,
and at the same time expands, the ductility that is embedded in democratic
vocabulary within the wider context of, and in the attempt to address,
contemporary historical and political issues. On the other hand, how Isocrates’
views on democracy are inextricably related to, and profoundly influenced by,
his ideas on what it means to be a good political leader in both internal and

international politics.
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Chapter 2

IMoppnoic in Isocrates’ Political Thought!

1. Introduction

The idea of speaking freely is inextricably linked to the Athenian democracy.?
From a linguistic point of view, this notion was primarily expressed by two
keywords: ionyopic. and roppnoic.® While ionyopio occurs only once in
Isocrates’ works,* we can find several instances of the noun roppnoio and its
cognate verb noppnoialopon throughout the corpus. Therefore, the primary aim
of this chapter is to explore how Isocrates employs and develops the concept of
noppnota in his political thought. | shall thus identify three different usages
within the Isocratean corpus: a positive sense, the awareness of its drawbacks
that leads at times to temporary hesitation in using it, and a negative
connotation, which is highly innovative. So, | will look carefully at each of the
three meanings that tappnoia takes on in Isocrates’ political vocabulary with the
purpose of bringing out the complexity of his use of this notion.

However, in order to do so, we need to consider, more broadly, how the
idea of speaking freely was intrinsic to Greek political thought. This is the
reason why | shall start, first of all, with a more general discussion of the role of
ionyopia and noppnoia in fifth- and fourth-century discourse before returning to
a more in-depth examination of the Isocratean instances of noppnotia and
noppnotdopoat. Finally, I will also show how this detailed analysis of the role of
noppnota within Isocrates’ works can provide us with some preliminary

indications about the wider issue of his use of democratic vocabulary.

1 This chapter represents a revised and expanded version of an article published as a result of a
paper that | delivered at ‘XV Encuentro de Jovenes Investigadores en Historia Antigua’,
Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 4"-6"" May 2016; see Giannone (2017).
2 See, for instance, Momigliano (1973) 256-257, 258-259.
3 There were also other terms that could indicate freedom of speech, such as the verb
¢AlevBepootopnéw and the cognate adjective éAevBepodotopog, as well as the phrase édevBépmg
Aévewv. However, Spina (1986) 27 highlights that their use was very limited and not comparable
to that of ionyopia and moppnoio. On the use of such terms in Greek tragedy see Spina (1986)
80-82.
4 See section 3.3.1 of the present chapter.
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2. Tonyopia. and moppnoia in Greek political thought

In order to understand more fully how Isocrates deals with the concept of
speaking freely as well as the issues that it could pose, we need to begin our
investigation by looking at the origin and development of this notion in Greek
political thought. The two terms that best expressed it, namely, ionyopio. and
noppnoia, at least to a certain extent, ‘clearly slide into one another’, though the
latter ‘captures the willingness to exhume the truth without concern about whom
the truth may offend’, whereas the former ‘captures the equality of opportunity
to practice parrhésia’.® There are thus fundamental semantic differences
between the two notions, since ionyopia focuses mainly on the idea of ‘equality
of speech, usually in a political context’, whereas moppnocio appears to be ‘more
closely connected with ideas of freedom, that can be used equally of social and
political discourse’.® So, even though ionyopio and nappnoio are closely related
to one another, they are not ‘always interchangeable’, as Carter points out.’
Moreover, they differ not only in their meaning, but also in their origin, as
ionyopia seems to precede mappnoio. This suggests that the notion of equality
was given greater importance than that of openness until the last decades of
the fifth century, when, as we shall see, the term nappnoioa progressively began

to take root in Greek political vocabulary.®

Tonyopia

Interestingly, ionyopia (‘equal right of speech’) initially originated as an
aristocratic notion, not a democratic one. Indeed, as Momigliano suggests, ‘it
meant equality of rights in the matter of freedom of speech and could easily
apply to a restricted number of aristocrats’, as the name of Cleisthenes’
opponent ‘Isagoras’ clearly shows.® As Raaflaub highlights, Isagoras
represented ‘a “political name”, significantly given to a member of one of the

most important aristocratic families in Athens precisely around the time when

5> Saxonhouse (2006) 94.
6 Carter (2004) 201 [his italics].
7 Carter (2004) 199.
8 According to Carter (2004) 200 the fact that ‘iségoria had more to do with equality of speech
than with free speech’ does not exclude the possibility to ‘describe it as a freedom’, as Theseus
does in Eur., Suppliants 438-439.
® Momigliano (1973) 259. On the contrary, Griffith (1967) 115 believes that ‘the word makes
sense only when it is used of a democracy, for freedom of speech among an élite can be taken
for granted’.
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the value it expressed had assumed new importance’. Indeed, Raaflaub argues
that, after the Pisistratid tyranny had deprived the aristocrats of their ‘equality in
the sense of participation in power, rule, and leadership—and thus also in the
right of speaking among the leaders and in front of the community’, they felt
compelled to reaffirm such a prerogative and coin a specific term to define it.1°
Nevertheless, the idea of open and free speech first appears in

Aeschylus’ Persians (472) when the Chorus make reference to Xerxes’ defeat:

7ol 8" dva yav "Acioy dnv
OVKETL TEPGOVOUOVVTOL,
003’ €11 dOLOHLOPOPOVSL
de0TOGVVOLGLY BVAYKOLG,
003" €ig YOV TPOTLTVOVTEG
&lovtar Baociieia

yop dtolwAev 1oy G,

00" €11 YADooo Bpotototv
€v euAakalc AEAVTAL YOP
Aoog €devBepa Balery,

g €A00M Luyov dAkaG.
olpoyBetloa & apovpov
Alavtog TeptkAboTOL

vaoog £xel to Mepoay.t?

10 Raaflaub (1996) 144; see also Raaflaub (2004a) 45. Nevertheless, the fact that in [Arist.],
Constitution of the Athenians XVI 6 Pisistratus appreciates and rewards the moppncio employed
by the peasant might indicate that the Athenian tyrant was not, after all, so keen to restrict the
possibility of speaking freely and openly; see, in this respect, Monoson (1994) 177. However,
Saxonhouse (2006) 90 points out that ‘this story tells us very little about the actions of Athens’
tyrant, but a great deal about what will elicit praise in the mid-fourth century: the appreciation of
honest speech, of parrhésia’.
11 Aesch., Persians 584-596.
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Not long now will those in the land of Asia

remain under Persian rule,

nor continue to pay tribute

under the compulsion of their lords,

nor fall on their faces to the ground

in awed obeisance; for the strength of the monarchy
has utterly vanished.

Nor do men any longer keep their tongue

under guard; for people

have been let loose to speak with freedom,

now the yoke of military force no longer binds them.
In its blood-soaked soil

the sea-washed isle of Ajax

holds the power of Persia.?

The Chorus of Persian elders mourn for Xerxes’ defeat at Salamis, regarding it
as the end of the Persian empire. In particular, the elders lament that this
downfall will entail free speech because people will be no more compelled to
speak guardedly. Indeed, the ability to speak frankly and openly is portrayed as
a crucial feature, or, more specifically, a consequence, of freedom from slavery
of tyranny. As Rosenbloom highlights, even though ‘the root of the word
appears only three times’ (one of such occurrences is precisely in the lines
guoted above), élevbepia constitutes ‘a keyword of the play’, as the tragedy
stresses the Greeks’ fight against Xerxes’ attempt ‘to unite Europe and Asia
physically and politically under a yoke of slavery’,'® which is also a ‘yoke of

silence’.'* The implicit contrast is represented, of course, by the Athenians, who

12 Trans. Sommerstein (2008) 78-79.
13 Rosenbloom (2006) 70.
14 Rosenbloom (2006) 81. On the image of the yoke representing Persian domination see also
Garvie (2009) 248 and especially Brock (2013) 108. Concerning the Chorus’ emphasis on the
political consequences of Xerxes’ defeat see Podlecki (1991) 87 and 89. On the character of
Xerxes as ‘the fully developed prototype of a tyrant’ see Raaflaub (2004a) 90, according to
whom the fact that the Chorus consider free speech as one of the main drawbacks resulting
from the fall of the Persian empire provides us with ‘the earliest extant indication that the
opposite of the unfree condition imposed by tyranny includes elements of freedom’. Carter
(2004) 213-214 underlines that the passage is 'full of the language of freedom: Aé vtan ...
éLeBepa ... ELDON, but he believes that ‘the restriction of free speech under tyranny’ was not
regarded as ‘conceptually similar to the denial of eleutheria under tyranny. Such denial of
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in the play are chief in the resistance to Xerxes’ attack. Although it is perhaps
too early to talk of democratic discourse and an explicit democratic language
probably only belongs to the period after Ephialtes’ reforms, when the term
dnuokpartio was apparently coined,*® the Chorus’ lamentation shows that
speaking freely, as opposed to speaking with caution, is considered as
antithetical to Athenian political ideology since it characterises a tyrannical
regime like Persia.

Then, in the late fifth century the term ionyopio came to be closely
related to democratic vocabulary. Indeed, Herodotus, who is the first author
known to us to employ both ionyopia and dnpokpatia, makes an inextricable
link between ionyopia. and democracy. After recounting the victory of the
Athenians against the Chalcidians and the Boeotians in 506/5 (that is, just after
Cleisthenes’ reforms),'® Herodotus describes ionyopio as ‘a good thing in all
respects’ (movtoyh xpfipo omwovdaiov). In order to support his statement he
underlines the close relationship existing between foreign policy and internal
political situation, arguing that when the Athenians were ruled by tyrants
(rupavvevopevor) they were not better in war than their neighbours, but after
they got rid of tyranny, they became by far the best. Such a transformation,
Herodotus concludes, demonstrates that when they were oppressed the
Athenians played the coward deliberately, while ‘once they were set free’
(revbepmBEVTOV), EVEryone was eager to achieve for himself.!” So, in this
passage, where Herodotus couples it with éAevbepia suggesting a contrast with
tyranny as well as making the connection between equality of speech and
freedom, ionyopla appears to be a synonym or, more precisely, a synecdoche

for dnpoxpartio.t®

eleutheria could be considered an injustice, but no such idea is attached to the denial of
parrhésia’, because, Carter argues, ‘parrhésia was not considered anyone’s right’ in tyrannies.
15 See, for instance, Raaflaub (1995) 1-54.
16 Hdt., v 77.
7 Hdt., v 78.
18 See Griffith (1967) 115. See also Monoson (1994) 178-179 and Nenci (1994) 274. Carter
(2004) 199-200 highlights that ionyopto ‘could be political in meaning as well as context, in that
it could be used synonymously with democracy’, as it is the case in the Herodotean passage,
while mappnoia represents ‘the word writers in a non-political context are more likely to choose’,
since it constitutes ‘more a by-product of democracy than democracy itself’. On the contrary,
Asheri (1988) LVI-LVII does not believe that in Hdt., V 78 ionyopia corresponds to democracy.
On different possible explanations for the use of ionyopia instead of dnpoxkpatio (or icovopia,
on which we will focus in the next chapter) see Griffith (1967) 116 and, more recently, Vannicelli
(2014) 130.
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Moreover, the Herodotean passage has raised questions among
scholars about the date when ionyopia was officially introduced in Athens as
the right of every citizen to address the Assembly. The issue was discussed
firstly by Griffith, who, by assuming that ionyopia is not ‘necessarily one of the
first and earliest of the political innovations that contributed to the development
of a democracy’, argues that we cannot take for granted that ‘from the reforms
of Solon onwards any citizen who could attend the Assembly could also speak
in it’.1° Griffith believes, instead, that ionyopio was most probably introduced in
Athens immediately after 462, since, in his view, it seems ‘to fit best into the
period when pay was first introduced for state service, the period inaugurated
by the attack led by Ephialtes on the Areopagus’, when it was ‘an anachronism
(even an absurdity) to restrict the right of speech in the Assembly to any
privileged category’.?° Griffith thus suggests that ‘Athens became a democracy
without it’, and that ‘even supposing it was introduced as early as Solon or
before, it is not apparent that it played a decisive part’.?! In an article published
a few months after Griffith’s essay, Woodhead stresses that if Ephialtes’
reforms represent the terminus ante quem for the development of ionyopic,
‘those of Cleisthenes must be regarded as the terminus post quem, for it is only
in the light of the working of Cleisthenes’ system that the need and demand for
free speech on the Pnyx can be effectively envisaged’.??

While both Griffith and Woodhead appear to share the common
understanding that ionyopia for all citizens was not in place during the time of
Solon, Lewis not only maintains that there was ionyopia in the assembly after
Cleisthenes’ reforms, but he also suggests, albeit quite cautiously, that it existed
even earlier.?2 More specifically, he considers it plausible to assume that ‘Solon
made it law that no citizen should be debarred from having his say in the
assembly’, thus giving ‘legal sanction to a privilege which had never been
expressly restricted. The improvement was that ‘discouragement’ was no longer

legal’, so, Lewis continues, ‘it was only the ‘best people’ and the elders who

19 Griffith (1967) 119.
20 Griffith (1967) 124-125 [his italics].
21 Griffith (1967) 128. On the contrary, Henderson (1998) 256 emphasises that ‘iségoria came
into its own with full démokratia, to which it was essential. By giving every citizen the opportunity
to demonstrate, and to be rewarded for, his excellence in counsel, iségoria promoted a
politically vigilant and active citizenry, broadened the range of classes and groups from which
leaders could emerge, and put all leaders more firmly under the demos’ control’.
22 Woodhead (1967) 134.
2 Lewis (1971).
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spoke on most occasions — but the opportunity was there for all’.?* However, as
Lewis himself admits, the arguments in support of the origin of ionyopia in
Solon’s time are quite weak. Thus, even though he suggests that ionyopio was
presumably reintroduced by Cleisthenes after having being ‘restricted’ by
Pisistratus, the more general and soundly based conclusion which Lewis
ultimately believes can be reached, and with which it seems opportune to
agree, is that ‘there was ionyopio at Athens before the time of Pericles’.?®

In addition to Herodotus’ use of the term in the above-mentioned
passage, the other fifth-century occurrences of ionyopioa worthy of mention are
the two instances that we find in [Xenophon]’'s Constitution of the Athenians,
written most probably towards the end of the century.?® Indeed, after having
complained about the ‘licentiousness’ (dxoAaocia) that allegedly characterises
slaves and metics at Athens, [Xenophon] claims that the Athenians have
allowed ionyopia between slaves and free men as well as between metics and
citizens due to the economic needs connected with their sea empire.?’ Here, as
noted by Marr and Rhodes, rather than conveying ‘a constitutional sense’ as in
the Herodotean passage, the term is employed ‘in its more specific and literal
sense’.?8 Nevertheless, the usages of the word in both Herodotus and
[Xenophon] bear witness to the crucial role played by ionyopia in fifth-century
political terminology. In the following century, as we shall see below, it ends up

coexisting with Toppnotic, with the latter becoming increasingly more prominent.

IMoppnoia
IMoppnoia, the other term that, together with ionyopio, expresses speaking
freely and frankly, derives from nav and piicig (or pripa), and thus denotes the

possibility of ‘saying all’.?® While the most widespread English translations are

24 Lewis (1971) 133.
%5 |ewis (1971) 140.
26 On the debated question regarding the exact date on which [Xenophon] wrote his work see,
for instance, Forrest (1970), Sealey (1973) 257-260, Canfora (1980) 63-78, Canfora (1991) 9-
10, Connor (1971) 207-209, Musti (1995) 58, Lapini (1997) 11, Robinson (1997) 50-51
(especially n. 54), Gray (2007) 57-58, Marr and Rhodes (2008) 3-6, Hornblower (2010a) 327-
343, Centanni (2011) 81-82, Osborne (2017) 4-5 and 10-11. See also Marr and Rhodes (2008)
31-32 (who, while opting for 425-424, provide a brief overview of some of the main datings
suggested by different scholars), and more recently, Mitchell (forthcoming) 20 n. 54.
27 [Xen.], Constitution of the Athenians I, 10-12. For an analysis of this passage with specific
focus on the use of the terms éxolaocio and ionyopia see Cataldi (2000); see also Nakategawa
(1995) 30 and 34-37.
28 Marr and Rhodes (2008) 79.
2 See, for instance, Peterson (1929) 283, Casevitz (1992) XIX, Raaflaub (2004a) 223 and
Landauer (2012) 185; see also Konstan (2012) 11.
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‘freedom of speech’ and ‘free speech’,*° | have opted for ‘outspokenness’ as |
believe that this is the translation which best reflects the etymology of the
word.3! According to Raaflaub, nappnoio rose ‘just before and at the beginning
of the Peloponnesian War’ when ‘political polarization reached a new height’.*?
The importance gained by nappnoia in the second half of the fifth century is
indeed manifest in Euripides’ tragedies, starting from Hippolytus (428). In this
play, Phaedra justifies her decision to kill herself by saying that she does not
want to bring shame upon her husband and children, and claiming that the
awareness of wicked acts committed by a parent enslaves even a ‘bold-hearted’
(8pacvomrayyvoc) man. Rather, she wishes that her sons will live in Athens as
‘free men’ (éAevBepor), enjoying tappnoio as well as ‘being flourishing’
(8&:Ahovtecg).3 Therefore, here moppnoia and élevBepion appear to be closely
interrelated in the life of a democratic toiig like Athens.

The essential role that tappnoio assumed in fifth-century Athens as a
cornerstone of democracy and mark of Athenian citizenship is exemplified also
through the words that lon addresses to Xuthus in the homonymous Euripidean
tragedy, which has been described as a ‘parrhesiastic play’ par excellence.®*
After finding out that Xuthus is his father, lon’s main concern consists in
unveiling the identity of his mother. Should he fail to do so, his life would
become ‘insupportable’ (&Bimtog). He then clarifies why finding his mother is so
crucial to him: only if she is Athenian will he be able to enjoy rappnoic,
otherwise his mouth will be enslaved as it happens to foreigners coming to

Athens, who are citizens only in words and thus are not granted rtoppnoio.>®

30 See Saxonhouse (2006) 86, who, despite accepting these two translations, underlines the
fact that both phrases tie the term 'too strongly to the passive language of rights rather than the
active expressions of one’s true beliefs’. Monoson (2000) 52 n. 5 opts for ‘frank speech’.
31 This translation is adopted also, for instance, by Mirhady and Too (2000) 158-159 and
Marr and Rhodes (2008) 79; see also Konstan (2012) 7.
32 Raaflaub (2004a) 224; see also Saxonhouse (2006) 94.
33 Eur., Hippolytus 419-425. On this passage see Barrett (1964) 236. See also Camerotto
(2012) 55. More in general, on the close relationship between rmoppnoioc and éAevbepio see
Monoson (1994) 176-177.
34 Foucault (2001) 27. Concerning the date of the play, there is no certain evidence, yet Swift
(2008) 30 reaches the conclusion that it was composed between 420 and 410, more precisely
‘towards the middle or later part of this period’.
35 Eur., lon 668-675, where the importance of noppnoia, which is used twice, is clearly stressed.
See Burnett (1970) 73 and Scarpat (1964) 30-32 as well as Spina (1986) 83. See also Carter
(2004) 215 who argues that the comparison between lack of freedom of speech and slavery that
we find here does not ‘make free speech a right in the same sense as freedom from slavery,
merely a privilege that derives from one’s citizen status’. On the issue of lon’s civic status see
Brock (2010) 99.
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Similarly, the main downside of exile which Polynices complains about
during his stichomythia with Jocasta in the Phoenician Women (ca. 409)% is
precisely the fact that he has no rappnoia. This makes his lot comparable to
that of a slave and forces him to endure the ‘ignorance’ (&uo8ia) of the rulers.?’
So, the Euripidean occurrences of noppncio that we have analysed so far
suggest that being able to speak with outspokenness represents ‘the chief
characteristic of the fully entitled citizen’ as well as ‘the elementary quality of a
free person’,® and thus embodies the opposite of slavery.

Likewise, mappnoio gains more and more importance during the fourth
century, when the two terms ionyopia and rappnoio continue to coexist side by
side but there is an even clearer shift from the former to the latter, in the sense
that tappnoia tends to be employed much more often and to overshadow
(although not replacing) ionyopia. The increasing prominence that toppnocio
acquires in the fourth century is apparent if we consider the number of
occurrences of these two words in fourth-century oratory. For example,
Isocrates and Aeschines use the noun roppnoio and the verb noppnoialopon
several times, whereas they both employ ionyopic only once in their works.3°
Indeed, the Athenians did treasure noppnoio and were convinced that individual
self-expression had to be subordinated to common welfare. They even named a
trireme IMappnoia®® and were thus proud of what they regarded not only as a
right, but also, and most importantly, as a duty to be performed in the interest of
the noA1g.4! This is the reason why there were restrictions on who could be
granted rappnotia which affected even Athenian citizens, and which are
mentioned, for instance, by Aeschines in Against Timarchus 28-32.4? Such legal
restrictions not only ensured ‘the safety of the city but served also as a

punishment for those who had defied the moral standards of the community, for

36 On the date of Euripides’ Phoenician Women see Craik (1988) 40-41. See also
Papadopoulou (2008) 24 according to whom ‘the period of 411 to 409 remains the most
plausible for dating the production of the Phoenician Women’.
37 Eur., Phoenician Women 385-394. See Craik (1988) 193, who underlines the role of nappnoio
as ‘a political catchword in the late fifth century’. See also Radin (1927) 215, Foucault (2001)
28-29 and Camerotto (2012) 56-57. On the role of freedom of speech in this passage and, more
generally, in the whole play see also Saxonhouse (2006) 138-145.
38 Raaflaub (2004a) 223.
3 Isoc., Archidamus 97 (on which more below) and Aeschin., Against Timarchus 173.
401G 11?7 1624.81; see, for instance, Saxonhouse (2006) 90 and Christodoulou (2012) 100.
41 See, for example, Henderson (1998) 256 who stresses that nappncio was ‘ideologically and
procedurally essential in maintaining the integrity of the democratic system, so much so that it
could be considered not merely a citizen’s right but his moral obligation’.
42 See also Aeschin., Against Timarchus 3 and 14; Dem., Against Androtion 29.
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those who lacked any sense of shame’.*® Therefore, the fact that the denial of
noppnoio was imposed as a form of punishment seems to confirm the high
value that the Athenians placed on this practice.

However, as highlighted by Sluiter and Rosen, roppnocia is a vox media
in the sense that it ‘may in and of itself be used as a simple descriptor, e.g. of a
practice commonly associated with democracy, which may be evaluated as
either a good or bad thing depending on the views of the speaker’.** This
means that the word, and thus the notion itself of nappnoic, is characterised by
an intrinsic tension. Consequently, it does have, as we shall see, also a
negative side, insofar as saying whatever comes into one’s mind without

reserve could give rise to unbridled and insulting speech.

3. The role of mappnoia in Isocrates

The inherent flexibility characterising tappnoia is particularly well attested in
Isocrates’ usages of the term throughout his corpus. Thus, in the following
sections, | will provide an in-depth examination of the three main meanings that
noppnoia takes on in his works. In doing so, | intend to show their
interconnections and their significance inside the corpus itself and, more
broadly, within fourth-century political thought. Owing to the essential role that,
as we saw, it played in Athens, its importance to Greek political thought and its
inherent complexity, tappnoio as a political idea has been the subject of a
number of specialist studies. So, we need to consider, first of all, the ways in
which modern scholars have explored it, before turning to Isocrates’ usages.
The first monograph entirely centred on rtappnoia is the one published by
Scarpat in the 1960s.%° In his landmark study, by means of a linguistic
examination and a philological approach the Italian scholar focuses on the
history of the term nappnoia as well as on the nuances that differentiate it from
ionyopia and icovoptia. Moreover, Scarpat devotes particular attention also to
the use of moppnoia in early Christian literature and to the Latin terms employed

to render it (such as licentia and libera vox or libera oratio), even though he

43 See Saxonhouse (2006) 96-97. See also Monoson (1994) 181.
4 Sluiter and Rosen (2004) 4.
45 See Scarpat (1964); for a revised edition published under a slightly different title see Scarpat
(2001).
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highlights that there were few attempts to translate the Greek word, and that
none of the Latin terms which he takes into consideration reflects its original
meaning.4®

The topic was then re-examined around twenty years later by Spina, who
employs a methodology quite similar to that of Scarpat, but concentrates only
on the Greek side.*’ Indeed, his study begins with the analysis of the
occurrences of the concept and the issues posed by it in the Homeric poems,
paying special attention to lliad, 11 48-277 with the well-known episode of
Thersites. While Spina’s work might appear at times to be mostly compilatory,
its main quality lies in presenting a more detailed and deeper analysis of the
uses of nappnoia in the fifth and fourth centuries than the one provided by
Scarpat.*® Nonetheless, both Scarpat and Spina have the merit of drawing
attention to the complex and varying usages of tappnoia in Greek literature.

Furthermore, moppnoia represented one of Foucault’s predominant

research interests at the beginning of the 1980s. Indeed, it is at the heart of the
courses that he held at the College de France between January and March
1983 and then between January and March 1984.4° TTappnocia is also the topic
of the six lectures delivered in English at the University of California at Berkeley
in Autumn 1983,%° in which Foucault devoted particular attention to the issue of
‘truth-telling as a specific activity’, clarifying that his purpose ‘was not to conduct
a sociological description of the different possible roles for truth-tellers in
different societies’, but to analyse ‘how the truth-teller’s role was variously
problematized in Greek philosophy’.>* However, even though he asserts that his
main focus is on the ‘problematization’ of the notion of mappnoia,® Foucault
refers only in passing to Isocrates’ works, in which, as | shall argue, such a

problematisation is particularly evident. In addition, his interpretation of the few

46 On the Latin terminology see also, for instance, Colclough (2005) 12-15 and 25-37, and Spina
(2005) 317-346 as well as Raaflaub (2004b) 55-57, Chrissanthos (2004) and Morton Braund
(2004).
47 See Spina (1986).
48 For a positive evaluation of Spina’s work see Tedeschi (1987), whereas Hannick (1988)
presents a rather harsh review.
49 See Foucault (2010) and Foucault (2011). Both volumes, published posthumously, consist in
a transcription of Foucault’s lectures using the recordings made by some of his audience
members.
%0 See Foucault (2001). This volume as well has been published posthumously and consists in a
transcription, based mainly on tape recordings, of Foucault’s six lectures.
51 Foucault (2001) 169.
52 Foucault (2001) 171-173.
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Isocratean passages that he mentions appears to be somehow misleading, as
we shall see.

Most recently, the political scientist Saxonhouse has concentrated her
attention on the idea of speaking frankly in order to illuminate our modern
understanding of free speech by counterposing it to the very different form of
free speech which was practised in Athens. More specifically, she combines the
analysis of tappnoia, which she describes as ‘the democratic practice of
shamelessness’,> with that of aiddg, namely ‘respect for modes of behavior’
setting ‘limits on both the exercise of democratic self-rule and freedom of
speech that goes along with it’.>* Furthermore, she highlights that, even though
these two notions are opposing points, they are both necessary elements of any
stable government.

Scholarship has thus underlined the importance of speaking freely and
openly to Greek political thought, but very scant attention has been paid to the
role of this topic in the Isocratean corpus. Indeed, none of the above-mentioned
works provides a comprehensive and systematic examination of the usage and
function of tappnoia within Isocrates’ political thought. The only study devoted
to the investigation of mappnoia in the Isocratean corpus is, to my knowledge, a
relatively recent article by Christodoulou, who can be credited with
acknowledging, and attempting to illuminate our understanding of, the key role
of this concept in Isocrates’ works.%® However, by basing his analysis
predominantly on the instances of the term and cognate verb in Areopagiticus,
On the Peace and Antidosis and arguing that Isocrates’ references to moppnoia
reveal his alleged anti-democratic political views, Christodoulou presents an
interpretation that, in my view, is partial and ultimately distorted.

Therefore, my investigation of the occurrences of rtappnoio and
noppnotdopot throughout the whole Isocratean corpus has a twofold aim. On
the one hand, | wish to fill what appears to be a gap in the scholarly debates
both on Isocrates’ political thought and on the notion of moappnoia. On the other
hand, | intend to point out how Isocrates’ varied and multifaceted usages stem

from the tension embedded in tappnoia, rather than from his supposedly anti-

5% Saxonhouse (2006) 89.
54 Saxonhouse (2006) 8.
5 See Christodoulou (2012). For a discussion of some of the Isocratean usages of nappncic
see also Landauer (2012) who, starting with an examination of the fourth-century literary
depictions of the use of mappnoio in non-democratic contexts, ultimately argues that moppnoio in
Athens was tightly linked to the role of the dfjpog as thpavvoc.
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democratic agenda. In order to do so, | shall examine, first of all, the instances
in which nappnotia and its cognate verb bear a positive sense. Secondly, | will
highlight the hesitation that at times Isocrates shows in speaking freely and
openly. Such moments of hesitation appear to be motivated by the awareness
of the dangers and drawbacks that can result from nappncio. Nevertheless,
Isocrates always portrays himself as overcoming any shilly-shallying and
eventually choosing to speak with outspokenness. Lastly, | will devote special
attention to the instances of tappnocio conveying a negative meaning since, as |
shall highlight, they acquire particular relevance within Isocrates’ own political
vocabulary and are distinctly notable in the wider framework of fifth- and fourth-

century literary usages of the term.

3.1 Positive use of moppnoio

| will thus start my investigation by concentrating on the several instances in
which Isocrates uses the notion of tappnoic in a positive way. In doing so, |
shall highlight how Isocrates, when employing moppncia in its usual positive
sense, regards it as a civic value that not only characterises orators like himself
(who, in contrast to flatterers, speak the truth in the interest of their
interlocutors), but also one that good monarchs can and should acquire.

IMoppnoia in To Nicocles

Such a positive meaning is indeed particularly evident in the two occurrences of
noppnoia in To Nicocles. In this speech, which along with Nicocles and
Evagoras, belongs to the so called Cyprian orations, Isocrates addresses the
young king of Salamis, who most probably had also been one of his pupils,>®
shortly after his father Evagoras’ death in 374, with the aim of offering him ‘the
most beautiful and the most useful gift’ (xaAiiotn dwped kol ypnowwmtdtn), that
is, defining what pursuits Nicocles should yearn for and which ones he should
avoid in order to govern his kingdom in the best possible way.5’ This topic,
Isocrates argues, deserves special attention because of the particular lifestyle
of kings which prevents them from enjoying all the positive elements that

characterise the education of ordinary citizens. In this respect, Isocrates goes

% See, for instance, Mathieu (1925) 110 and Usher (1999) 309.
57 |soc., To Nicocles 2; see also Isoc., To Nicocles 6-7.
45



on to list the numerous features that, in his view, play a key role in the
education of private citizens and are likely to contribute to make them better

men:

(...) paloTo pev o PN TpVEay, dAL dvaykalecor mept ToD Blov kb’
kot BovievecBat Ty NUEPAY, Emeld’ ol vopoL, kold oG EkaoTol
TOALTEVOHEVOL TVYYXAVOVOLY, £TL &' ) TOPPNCLO KO TO PUVEPDS EEETVOIL
101G 1€ PlAoLg EmMmAREOL Kol TOlg €x0polg EMOETOUL TolG AAANAWY
QUOPTLOLG TTPOG BE TOVTOLG KL TMV TOLNTAV TLVEG TAOV TPOYEYEVNLEVOV

VroBNKag Mg xpN AV katodeloimooty.>®

(...) above all, the absence of luxuriousness and the need to deliberate
on their livelihood every day, then the laws through which each one is
governed, further, outspokenness and the possibility openly granted to
friends to rebuke and to enemies to attack each other’s faults; in
addition, some of the earlier poets have left instructions on how one

needs to live.

On the contrary, Isocrates claims, tHpavvot,* who more than others
need to be trained, are unable to enjoy these advantages, since they are
‘unadmonished’ (&vovBetntot), and the great majority of people do not associate
with them, while those who do have dealings with them only aim to gain their
favour’ (yapig). Furthermore, Isocrates continues, even though they have
authority over the greatest wealth and most important matters, they do not use
such advantages properly, and this is one of the main reasons why the life of
ordinary citizens who are reasonably successful is often regarded as preferable
to that of ‘those who are tHpovvor’ (oi Tupavvebovteg).® Indeed, Isocrates
continues, people usually consider the latter as ‘equal to gods’ (ic66eot)

because of their honours, wealth and power, but once they have realised the

%8 |soc., To Nicocles 2-3.
%9 Concerning the translation of tOpavvog and its cognates in Isocrates’ works, | have opted to
maintain the Greek terminology due to the multifaceted meaning that the tTvpavv- stem conveys
in the Isocratean corpus, especially in the Cyprian speeches where it does not carry a
derogatory connotation. More precisely, on the use of tOpavvog with no negative sense and as a
synonym for Baciietg throughout To Nicocles see Mirhady and Too (2000) 158 n. 2 and 159 n.
3; see also Levi (1958) 401-402 and Usher (1999) 309 n. 55. More on the meaning of tOpavvog
and its cognates in the Cyprian orations will be said in Chapter 5 section 2.1.
%0 |soc., To Nicocles 4.
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fears, dangers and misfortunes that ‘monarchs’ (ot év taig povapyioig 6vteg)
have to face, they drastically change their opinion.! Thus, in drawing a picture
of the fundamental elements that characterise the education of ordinary citizens
as opposed to the lack of training of kings that he intends to remedy with his
present speech, Isocrates underlines the didactic function of moppnoio.

The notion of ntappnoia is also closely linked to Isocrates’ advice to
Nicocles concerning the selection of friends. Indeed, later in the speech,
focusing on Nicocles’ entourage, Isocrates urges the Cyprian king to become
friend only with those who are worthy of his nature. More specifically, Nicocles
must not give his friendship to those with whom he spends his time most
pleasantly, but to those with whom he can best administer Salamis. Moreover,
Isocrates goes on, Nicocles should subject his associates to ‘accurate
examinations’ (&xpBeig (...) dokypaoiat), since he will be considered not only
similar to them by all who are not close to him, but also responsible for their
actions.2 Contextually, Isocrates warns once again the Cyprian king against
flatterers by urging him to consider as ‘trustworthy’ (miotot) not those who
praise everything he says and does, but those who rebuke him when he makes
a mistake, and to grant nappnoia ‘to those who think well’ (totg e @povodoiv)
so that they can examine along with him the matters about which he is doubtful.
In doing so, Nicocles should distinguish ‘those who flatter with skill’ (ot téxvn
koAakevovteg) from ‘those who serve with goodwill’ (ol pet’ ebvolog
Bepamedovteg).o3

Significantly, here Isocrates recommends Nicocles to give nappnoio not
to everybody, but only to people who have sound judgment. The point that |
would stress here is that in Isocrates’ view citizenship is not a sufficient
requirement to enjoy noppnoio: what really matters in order to be granted
outspokenness is the speaker’s moral virtue. In other words, rappnoia
represents the hallmark of citizenship and of a well-governed society, but being
a citizen does not automatically mean that one can be allowed to speak with
nappnoia, since, in order to do so, he must demonstrate that he possesses the

moral characteristics which make him worthy of enjoying outspokenness and

61 Jsoc., To Nicocles 5. For a similar emphasis on the life of ordinary citizens as being preferable
to that of rulers see Isoc., To the Children of Jason 11.
62 1soc., To Nicocles 27.
8 Isoc., To Nicocles 28. On the crucial role of Nicocles’ entourage as counsellors on specific
issues see also Isoc., To Nicocles 6.
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thus likely to benefit his néAig when airing his opinion. Indeed, while in
Euripides’ lon citizenship by itself, as we saw, seems to guarantee the
possibility of employing tappnoic, in Isocrates speaking frankly preserves a
manifest political connotation, but, at the same time, it does assume a
noticeably moral meaning.

It is worth highlighting that the crucial role of moral value in connection
with Ttappnoioa appears to be hinted at already in the above-mentioned passage
from Euripides’ Hippolytus, where having parents who are Athenian citizens is
not enough to be granted rappnocio: the key factor is that they both have to be
honourable parents. Therefore, as Foucault underlines, besides citizenship, ‘a
good reputation for oneself and one’s family’ is the conditio sine qua non to be
allowed to speak freely in Athens. This means that moppnoia, as depicted in the
Euripidean passage, ‘requires both moral and social qualifications which come
from a noble birth and a respectful reputation’.5* So, | agree with Spina when he
points out that it is possible to grasp an ethical nuance here.®® Yet, it is in
Isocrates that we can find for the first time a consistent and manifest emphasis
on the moral connotation of nappnoia. In particular, ‘thinking well’ (b gpoveiv)
and possessing ‘goodwill’ (ebvowa), which represent two crucial notions in the
Isocratean corpus as we will see later on in this study,®® emerge as the

essential qualities that make one worthy to be granted moppnocio.

Isocrates’ self-portrait as nappnolactig

As we saw in To Nicocles, Isocrates presents moppnoia as the opposite of
flattery, and it is in this sense in particular that it plays a key role in his own self-
characterisation as a trustworthy orator who speaks frankly and only in the best
interest of his interlocutors. Thus, it is no coincidence that in the Isocratean
corpus almost all the other occurrences of the noun rappnoia and its cognate
verb rtappnoidlopol conveying a positive meaning refer to Isocrates himself. For

instance, in the opening section of Busiris, an encomium of the mythical king of

64 Foucault (2001) 31. See also Carter (2004) 215, who interprets the ‘loss of parrhésia’
mentioned in the Euripidean passage not as ‘actual slavery’ but as ‘'loss of self-confidence’.
% See Spina (1986) 82, who underlines that here political and moral values are both present.
On the contrary, Scarpat (1964) 32 assigns to the Euripidean passage a merely political value.
% More on the key role played by £%vowa in Isocrates’ political thought will be said in the last two
chapters, especially Chapter 4, while for a more detailed discussion of the relevance that the
phrase oi £d gpovodvieg acquires in the Isocratean corpus see Chapter 5 section 3.3.2.
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Egypt generally regarded as having being written between 391 and 385,%”
Isocrates employs the verb rappnoialopon in addressing the Athenian sophist
Polycrates. More specifically, Isocrates states that he would have been greatly
pleased to speak with outspokenness about the whole process of education
(mepl 6ANG Emoppnolacapuny The modeboemg) on which Polycrates has been
constrained to spend his time due to financial reasons. Indeed, Isocrates claims
that all who, like himself, are more accurately versed in gilocopia should be
naturally disposed to help those who, like Polycrates, are undeservedly
unfortunate and thus seek to make money from this occupation.®® In this
context, Isocrates stresses that the more accurately people are admonished the
more harshly they react; nonetheless, he continues, ‘those who are well
disposed toward anyone’ (ol ebvoik®dg Tpog TIvag £xovieg) must not hesitate to
face this ‘hatred’ (anéy0e1) and should attempt to modify such a hostile
reaction ‘towards those who give advice’ (npo¢ tovg cuupoviedovrog).s®
Remarkably, this passage from Busiris hints at Isocrates’ awareness of the
negative reaction that speaking frankly frequently provokes, an aspect on which
| shall focus in the next section. Moreover, | would underline that in these
opening sections of the speech the notion of tappnoia expressed by the verb
énappnotacauny is related to the concept of ebvora conveyed by means of the
phrase ot ebvoik®g mpdg Tvog €xovtec. Indeed, the close link between rappnoia
and ebvola that we find here can be compared to the association of the two
concepts which has come to light in To Nicocles 28, and points once again to
the relevant role played by ebvowa in the Isocratean definition of the meaning of
ToppNoLL.

Isocrates’ self-portrait as noppnoiacting emerges also in a passage from
Panathenaicus where, focusing on proving that Athens has been of greater
service to the Greeks than Sparta, he acknowledges that he has shifted from
the mildness which he had when he began to write the speech to the discussion
of matters he had not planned to address, more boldness than he normally has

and a lack of control over some of his statements due to the multitude of things

67 See Mirhady and Too (2000) 49. On the debated question of the dating of Busiris see also
Eucken (1983) 173-183 and Livingstone (2001) 3 and 40-47 who stresses the difficulty to
determine the exact date of composition and ultimately suggests a later dating, that is, the early
370s.
% |soc., Busiris 1.
% Isoc., Busiris 3.
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to mention.”® Within this framework, Isocrates declares that ‘speaking with
outspokenness’ (10 mappnoiadlecdor) has suddenly come upon him and he has
thus opened his mouth (AéAvka 10 otope).”t So, here Isocrates appears to
depict moppnoia not only as an intrinsic feature of his speech, but also as a sort
of natural instinct, an irrepressible impulse that urges him to be bold in taking
the floor, especially when he is dealing with topics he originally had not intended

to address.

3.2 Hesitation and awareness of negative outcomes

If, on the one hand, Isocrates seems to refer to Ttappnoio as a constant and
inescapable characteristic of his discourses, there are, on the other hand, some
passages where he is hesitant to speak with moppnoia and shows some
concern about the possible consequences or the opportuneness of doing so.
Nonetheless, as it is hinted at, at least in nuce, in the passage from Busiris and
as we shall see in this section, such hesitation is short-lived and can ultimately
be considered as an aspect of mrappnoio when understood in its positive sense
as opposed to the negative meaning which | will discuss towards the end of the
present chapter.

| shall begin my examination by briefly looking at non-Isocratean
examples. Indeed, signs of a somewhat similar kind of hesitation and
awareness of potential negative outcomes for speakers who employ noppnoic
can be found already in Euripides’ Electra (422-417).7? Despite the fact that
Clytemnestra has openly encouraged her to speak with moppnoia, Electra
hesitates and wonders whether her mother lets her speak frankly simply to
harm her afterwards; thus, before taking the floor Electra asks Clytemnestra to
bear in mind that she has just allowed her to make use of tappncio and begins

to give her own speech only after her mother has reassured her.”3 Likewise, in

0 Isoc., Panathenaicus 95.

! |soc., Panathenaicus 96. Both Carter (2004) 213 and Saxonhouse (2006) 89 point out that

the phrase AéAvka 10 otépa employed by Isocrates seems to recall the image of the tongue in

fetters that we find in Aesch., Persians 591-592. Furthermore, Carter (2004) 201 stresses that

here the verb rappnoialecton implies ‘freedom, specifically freedom from fear of causing

offense’.

2 This is the most likely dating according to Cropp (2013) 31-33.

3 Eur., Electra 1049-1059, where the word moppnoio occurs twice. See Foucault (2001) 33-36.

Spina (1986) 83 highlights that this passage demonstrates the semantic variety which roppncio

acquires in Euripides, and argues that here the term is used not in a political scenario, but in a

private setting. | am not persuaded by Carter (2004) 213, who, instead of focusing on Electra’s
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Bacchae, a herdsman, who has come from Mount Cithaeron as messenger to
report about the Maenads, is reluctant to speak with tappnoia and explicitly

asks Pentheus for permission to employ outspokenness:

Baxkyag motviddog elodav, ol THOOE YNG
01GTPOLGL AEVKOV KDAOV E€ENKOVTIOQY,

MK® epdoat ool kol TOAeL xpnlwv, avas,
@G dELVAL OPDCT BUVUATOV TE KPELOGOVAL.
O&éLm & dxodool TOTEPA GOl TOPPNGLY
epAom T KETOEV 1) AOYOV OTEIADNED

TO Y0P TAYOG GOV TOV PPEVAV d€d0LK’, Bvas,

kol T00EDOVOV Kol TO BaciAikoy Alav.’

| have seen the wild bacchant women, who ran from this city in
madness with their feet in rapid motion, and | have come to tell you and
the city, my lord, that they are doing strange deeds that outstrip wonder.
But | want you to tell me whether | should speak freely about what
happened there or be circumspect in my speech. | fear your mind’s

hastiness, my lord, its irascibility, and your all too royal temper.”

It is thus evident that speaking with Tappnoia is presented not only as
corresponding to speaking the truth, but also, most importantly, as entailing a
potential danger for the speaker who does so. The awareness of the risk that
one faces when he decides to employ rappncio Seems to emerge even in
Democritus Fr. 226 DK, where the close bond between rappnoio and élevbepia

also comes to light:7®

olkNov €AevBeping moppnoin, kKivdvvog 6 1 10D Kapod ddyvwotg.

hesitation, claims that the fact that she ‘is careful to (...) secure complete ability to free speech,
to saying what she likes’ reveals ‘the confidence that derives from her status’.
4 Eur., Bacchae 664-671.
S Trans. Kovacs (2002a) 74-77. See Spina (1986) 84-85 and Foucault (2001) 31-33. About the
date of the play, one of Euripides’ very last, see, for instance, Seaford (1996) 25. On the role of
nappnota in this passage and in the one from Electra mentioned above see Camerotto (2012)
57.
6 See Camerotto (2012) 54 who regards this fragment as an exhaustive definition of the notion
of mappnotia. However, Peterson (1929) 287 believes that this fragment cannot be ascribed to
Democritus mainly because moppnoia is used in a moral rather than political sense and is
related to the notion of xoupdc.
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Outspokenness is proper to freedom, but the danger lies in

distinguishing the exact time.

Turning to the analysis of Isocrates’ works, it is worth highlighting that in
a couple of passages he seems to admit that mtappnoio does not befit all
discussions. For instance, in the discourse that he addresses to Demonicus and
that probably belongs to the same period as the Cyprian orations (namely,
between 374 and 370),’ Isocrates appears to be suggesting that there are

some subjects about which one cannot speak with ntoppnoio:

NYoV KpATIGTOV ElvO TTopd eV TV BEDV £DTLYIY, TOPd & MUAY 0OTOV
eVBovALaY. TTEPL DV Qv ooy VN ToppnotdcacBot, BoOAN 3 TIoL TdV
PLA®V AVOKOLVOCOGOL, Xpd TOlg AOYOlg OC TePL AAAOTPLOV TOD
TPAYLOTOG OVTM YOP TNV EKELVADV TE€ YVAOLV 0LiCONCEL, KOl CEQVTOV OV

Kotapoviy Tooetg. 8

Consider that the best thing is good luck from the gods and good
counsel from ourselves. Concerning the matters of which you are
ashamed to speak with outspokenness, but you wish to take counsel
with some of your friends, speak as about another man’s affair; in this
way you will learn their opinion, and will not make manifest your own

matter.

Similarly, in Antidosis, Isocrates argues that some of the things which he has
written, ‘being outspoken expressions about giAlocoepio and making manifest its
power’ (mepl 8¢ PLALOCOPLOG TETOPPNOLACHEVA Kol EdNAOKOTO TNV dVOVOULY
avTfic), are not appropriate to be uttered in a court of justice.”®

Therefore, if we examine the corpus carefully, we can notice that
Isocrates at times casts doubts on the opportunity to make use of nappnoic. In
To Philip 72, for example, Isocrates states that he has finally decided to

disclose a matter which he had previously hesitated to talk about, that is, the

7 See Mirhady and Too (2000) 19 on this dating, the close link of this speech with the Cyprian
orations and its authenticity (which has been mistakenly rejected by some scholars, such as
Mathieu and Brémond (1928) 117-119).
8 Isoc., To Demonicus 34.
9 Isoc., Antidosis 10. See Too (2008) 99-100.
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fact that Philip is brought into discredit by some Athenians. He justifies his
decision by arguing that he has reached the conclusion that it is useful for the
king of Macedonia to hear about this issue, and that it befits Isocrates himself to
speak ‘with outspokenness’ (ueta moppnoiag), as he is accustomed to do
(domep eibopon). So, Isocrates decides to comply with the frankness that, he
claims, usually characterises his discourses. However, he acknowledges that
he has had doubts about the appropriateness of employing noappnoia in this
specific case, doubts that he has overcome through a rational analysis of the
benefits deriving from speaking openly.

In a similar way, in Antidosis 43, he questions whether telling the truth is
going to be profitable for him, since it is difficult to guess at his fellow citizens’
thoughts. Yet, despite this initial perplexity, he makes once again the decision to
speak with outspokenness (rappnoidconci).® Isocrates’ doubts appears to be
based on the awareness of potential bad outcomes resulting from rappnocio.
Indeed, since speaking with outspokenness often implies voicing criticism and
swimming against the tide, it can result in negative consequences for the frank
speaker, who must be bold enough to make use of mappncia despite knowing

the dangers he will incur in telling the truth. As Monoson puts it:

just as important as this truth claim was the suggestion that the speaker
willingly embraces considerable risks by speaking-risks to his
reputation, financial well-being, and personal safety. When one spoke
out in the Assembly, one risked being disliked, shouted down,
humiliated, fined, or brought up on any one of the variety of charges,
some of which could carry stiff penalties. The climate of personal risk
was, in fact, emphasized by the orators. The presence of the risks
made more credible the orator’s claim to be saying what he thinks is
true and right, that is, what he thinks is in the best interest of the polis in

contrast to what might benefit him personally.8!

80 See Too (2008) 118.
81 Monoson (1994) 182. See also Monoson (1994) 175, who stresses the constant and frequent
close association of nappnoico with both ‘criticism and truth telling’. Furthermore, Monoson
(1994) 178 underlines that the risks associated with toppnoio ‘were not thought to undermine or
even conflict with the right of free speech; rather, they affirmed that the speaker could be held
accountable for the advice ventured’ and, at the same time, ‘illuminate what made it so valuable
an idea for the democrats. The free democratic citizen presupposed by the ethic of parrhesia
was daring and responsible, self-confident and eager to enter the fray, the very antithesis of the
slavish subject of a tyranny’.
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Thus, boldness, awareness of potential negative outcomes and willingness to
speak openly regardless of the drawbacks that could derive from doing so
represent the crucial features which characterise Isocrates’ self-representation
of his own use of nappnoia. For instance, in the encomium of the Cyprian king
Evagoras (written most probably around 370),8? Isocrates claims that he is
speaking not only concisely, with no reserve and no fear of arousing ‘envy’
(pB6vog), but also with ‘outspokenness’ (rappnoic) when he states that no one,
neither mortal, nor demigod nor immortal, has obtained kingship ‘more fairly’
(xaAdov), ‘more splendidly’ (Aapmpotepov) and ‘more piously’ (eboeBéctepov)
than Nicocles’ father. Furthermore, he adds that he has spoken ‘boldly’
(6pacémg) about the king of Salamis not because he is eager to exaggerate, but
‘because of the truth of the matter’ (51 v 100 npdypotog dAneeio).8 Here
the connection existing, in Isocrates’ view, among outspokenness, truth and
boldness becomes very clear: speaking with frankness implies telling the truth,
but it also requires to be bold, in the sense that the outspoken speaker has to
accept the dangers which are associated with the exercise of his moppnoia,
such as, in this specific case, the possibility of giving rise to ¢86vog in his
audience.

Moreover, in Antidosis, he underlines that speaking with outspokenness

requires special patience from the audience:

A&l & LUAG, NIV GP PALVOROL AOYOVG dLEELMV TOAD TV E10IGHEVMDV
AEyecOol o VUV EENAAOYHEVOLG, T SVOYEPOLVELY AAA" EYELV
GULYYVOUNY, EVOVLLOVHEVOLG OTL TOVG TEPL TPAYUATMOV GAVOLOI®MV TOTG
GALOLG Ay VILOPEVOLG AVOLYKOTOV £0TL KOl TO1G AOYOLS TOl0DTOLG
xPHoBaL TEPL LDTAOV. DIOUELVOVTEG 0DV TOV TPOTOV TV AEYOUEV®VY KoL
TNV TaPPNOoLaY, Kol TOV XPOVOV EACOVTEC AVUADGOL [LE TOV OESOUEVOV
t0ig &moloyiong, Smmg &v DAV EkGoTE okt dikotov elval Kol VOULLOY,

oVt @épete TV Yigov.24

82 For this dating see, for instance, Mirhady and Too (2000) 139. Other scholars, such as Jebb
(1876) 104, date this speech to 365.
83 |soc., Evagoras 39.
84 Isoc., Antidosis 179. On this passage see Too (2008) 182.
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But, if going through in detail | appear to make speeches which are
much different from those you are accustomed to, | expect you not to be
displeased but to judge kindly, considering that those who contend in
court about matters which are dissimilar to the others must make use of
such speeches. So, bearing the manner of my speeches and my
outspokenness, and allowing me to use up the time assigned to the
speeches in defence, give your vote as to each of you it seems fair and

conformable to law.

Significantly, a similar concern can be found in Demosthenes, who, like
Isocrates, urges his fellow citizens to be patient if he speaks the truth ‘with
outspokenness’ (pett moppnoiag).8 Furthermore, in the letter addressed to
Agesilaus’ son Archidamus Il (356), Isocrates urges the king of Sparta not to
wonder at the fact that he recalls Agesilaus’ mistakes, since he is accustomed
to speak always ‘with outspokenness’ (peta noppnoiog). He also covers one of
his favourite topics, the attack against flatterers, stating that he would prefer to
be hated for having justly censured than to make himself agreeable by praising
inappropriately.8®

In short, Isocrates declares himself to be very much aware of the fact that
speaking frankly is likely to provoke bad outcomes, that is, some negative
reactions in the addressees of his speeches, but he concomitantly stresses his
willingness to take that risk. Indeed, his hesitation appears to be only
momentary and his doubts are always overcome and eventually he chooses to
speak with tappnoio. Moreover, it is important to note that tappnocia itself
preserves a positive meaning. Rather, the awareness of negative outcomes and
the decision to speak regardless of the damages he could face in doing so are
the very features that, in Isocrates’ view, mark him out as a good rhetorician
who is useful to Athens because he does not flatter his fellow citizens, but
speaks the truth in their best interest, even if it is not what they want to hear.
Thus, outspokenness plays a key role in Isocrates’ self-representation, and he

appears to possess all the features which, according to Foucault,®” characterise

85 Dem., Third Olynthiac 3 and Dem., Fourth Philippic 53-54. See Monoson (1994) 182 who
rightly highlights that ‘Demosthenes often explicitly identifies his efforts to criticize a common
Athenian viewpoint with the ideal of speaking with parrhesia and contrasts his speech with
flattering, deceitful, or self-promoting oratory’.
8 |soc., To Archidamus 12.
87 Foucault (2001) 13-20.
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the tappnoiactng: he speaks the truth freely and as directly as possible, takes a
risk in doing so and is well aware of potential negative outcomes, but considers
speaking frankly and openly as an unavoidable duty.

It is worth highlighting that Demosthenes (as we have already partly
seen) and Aeschines often claim that they are speaking the truth with tappnocia
in the interest of Athens, despite being conscious of the dangers that this
entails, and they both underline the intrinsic relationship existing between
noppnoia and &Anesio.t8 Concerning the risks related to nappnoio, Aeschines,
for example, condemns the physical punishments (including glossotomy) with
consequent death which Nicodemus of Aphidna had to face at the hands of
Aristarchus after speaking with outspokenness (¢roppnoiéleto).8° Moreover,
while Aeschines complains that his fellow citizens are making use not of
noppnota but of an uncertain and obscure language, Demosthenes at times
condemns the current corruption of moppnoia. In particular, he criticises the
extension of moppnoio to aliens and slaves in Athens,®° a complaint that calls to
mind the above-mentioned claim by [Xenophon] that the Athenians have set up
‘equality of speech’ (ionyopia) between slaves and free men as well as between
metics and citizens. Yet, tappnoia itself remains, in Demosthenes’ view, a good
practice even though he complains that it is now misused and granted to people
who are not worthy of enjoying it. So, the positive use of Tappncia as a crucial
element in the self-portrait of a rhetorician along with the awareness of negative
consequences resulting from speaking frankly are key features in Attic oratory,
which Isocrates appears to share with Demosthenes and Aeschines.

3.3 Pejorative use of mappnoio

Most occurrences of nappnoia in the Isocratean corpus, as we have seen,
convey a positive meaning, including the instances in which he shows initial
hesitation and awareness of bad outcomes, as it is the case also for

Demosthenes and Aeschines. However, | shall now focus on some passages

88 See, for instance, Dem., First Philippic 51, On the Chersonese 21, 24, 32; Aeschin., Against
Timarchus 177, On the Embassy 70.
89 Aeschin., Against Timarchus 172. On this passage and, more broadly, on the relationship
between glossotomy and nappnoio see Spina (1986) 61-66.
% Dem., Third Philippic 3.
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where Isocrates, unlike Demosthenes and Aeschines, strikingly employs the
notion of tappnoia with a manifestly negative sense.

Nevertheless, before turning to such occurrences in Isocrates’ works, it is
worth pointing out that a similar pejorative tinge of the term seems to be already
present in Euripides’ Orestes (408) when the messenger, who has come to
report what the Argive assembly has decided, describes the debate which has
taken place and during which different speakers have expressed their opinion.
In particular, he uses very harsh words to depict the speech of the anonymous
speaker who has taken the floor just after Talthybius and Diomedes and has
suggested to put both Orestes and Electra to death by stoning:

K&l TS dvioTaTon
avnp TIg ABVPOYAMOGOC, oy eV Bpdoel
[Apyelog ovk "ApYETOG, MVAYKOOUEVOC,
BopUBw Te MloVVOC KANLAOET TaAPPNOLY,
TOOVOG €T DTOVG TEPIPAAETY KOKD TLVL.
oty yop NdOG TIG AOYOLS PPOVDV KOKDG
TeLON TO TANOOC, TH TOLEL KOKOV PEYOL
0001 8¢ oLV V@ XpNoTa BovAeDOVS  GeEl,
KOV UM Topavtik’, ab0ig eiot YpAoLpoL
TOAEL. BedoO0L &' MBE YPM TOV TPOSTATNY
186vO™ ooV Yop TO XPHLA YlyVETOL

0 T00g AOYoug AéyovTl Kol TiHOUEVE].SL

Then there stood up a man with no check on his tongue, strong in his
brashness; [he was an Argive but no Argive, suborned, relying on noise
from the crowd and the obtuse license of his tongue, persuasive
enough to involve them in the future in some misfortune. When
someone of pleasing speech but without sense persuades the people, it
is a great misfortune for the city. But those who always give good

counsel with intelligence are useful to the city in the long run, if not

91 Eur., Orestes 902-913.
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immediately. One should look at the leader this way: the same thing

applies to the public speaker as to the holder of offices;].%

In giving an account of the speech made by the third speaker, the messenger
brands the anonymous character, whose opinion will prevail at the end of the
debate,* as &0vpdyrmwocog, a term which indicates ‘someone who is an endless
babbler, who cannot keep quiet, and is prone to say whatever comes to mind’,%*
and thus has ‘no regard for the value of logos, for rational discourse as a means
of gaining access to truth’.%® It is not surprising, then, that the mappnoia which
the anonymous speaker has made use of acquires, in the messenger’s report, a
negative meaning. Indeed, in this case nappnoioa appears to slip into saying all
without caring for the truth and the interest of the néAig and to connote over-
boldness deriving from lack of p&énoig (as suggested by the adjective auobng
that characterises moppnoia) and inevitably leading to misfortunes. Furthermore,
noppnoia is explicitly associated with 86pvBog, the confused noise and hubbub
of a crowded assembly causing intimidation and disorder.®® However, the verse
in which nappnoio occurs is often regarded as an interpolation,®” and, even if it
were genuine, this would be the only Euripidean instance in which the term
noppnoia is manifestly viewed in a negative light. In addition, | would stress that
the adjective apobng does contribute, at least partially, to the pejorative sense

that noppnoia takes on in this passage.

9 Trans. Kovacs (2002b) 512-513. On the interpolation indicated by the square brackets see
below.
% See Eur., Orestes 944-945,
% Foucault (2001) 63.
% Foucault (2001) 64. See also Carter (2004) 218 who employs this passage to support his
argument that the Athenians agreed on the following statement: ‘All citizens have iségoria, but
they must not exercise this with too much parrhésia’; thus, the anonymous speaker’s main fault,
Carter concludes, consists in exercising ionyopia in the Argive assembly ‘with ‘untutored’
parrhésia. He does not appear to know the etiquette: perhaps this is why the messenger who
relates this scene appears to doubt his citizenship’.
% On the relationship between 86pvBog and freedom of speech see Spina (1986) 66-68, who
devotes particular attention to the Euripidean passage, Wallace (2004) 223-227 and Balot
(2014) 62-63. More generally, on the role of 86pvBog in the Athenian assembly see Tacon
(2001) 173-192.
9 See West (1987) 245-246, who expresses doubts concerning the authenticity of these lines,
stating that '907-13 at least are evidently interpolated’. Willink (1986) 232 goes further than
West, and deletes lines 904-913 altogether, despite admitting that ‘[t]he status of 904 and 905 is
indeed more arguable than that of 906 and 907-13’; in particular, regarding line 905, Willink
argues that it is ‘rendered suspected by its context (between 904 and 906-13)’, even though he
acknowledges that the negative meaning of nappnoia is ‘not in itself impossible in a late fifth-
century tragedy’ and could be ‘symptomatic of the reaction against democratic values in the
closing years of the Peloponnesian War’. See also Wright (2008) 113 and 149 n. 51.
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Similarly, in Plato’s Phaedrus 240e, where Socrates refers to the
‘immoderate and barefaced outspokenness’ (nappnoia kotokopng Kot
avanentopévn) used by the lover to address his beloved when he is drunk, the
presence of adjectives conveying a pejorative connotation plays a significant
role in the negative sense attributed to moppnoia.®® Moreover, Monoson argues
that ‘Plato’s texts mingle a repudiation of democratic politics with a subtle
affirmation of the celebrated democratic ideal of parrhesia. They defend the
democratic conceptualization of parrhesia and appropriate it for philosophy’, not
‘substantially altering its content’, but working ‘with the common understanding
of parrhesia. Plato draws on the ideal of parrhesia both in his representation of
the practice of philosophy and in his account of the fundamental failure of
democratic politics to deliver on its promise of parrhesia’.?® Therefore, Isocrates
might well be the first author known to us to employ rappnoio with a manifest
pejorative connotation.

In any case, regardless of whether or not Isocrates is the first to attest
explicitly the derogatory sense that noppnoia can take on, the wide range of
Isocratean occurrences in which the term conveys a clear negative meaning as
well as the noteworthy coexistence of both negative and positive instances have
no parallel, and thus mark a watershed in the history of this notion as attested in
our surviving literary evidence. One of the earliest occurrences of the use of
noppnola in a pejorative sense within Isocrates’ works can be found in On the
Team of Horses, one of his six forensic speeches, which was written for
Alcibiades’ son most probably in 396/5.1%° Here, while stressing that he has
passed over his father’s achievements as general because almost everyone
remembers them, Alcibiades the Younger complains that the Athenians revile
the rest of Alcibiades’ life ‘too licentiously and boldly’ (AMov doelydg kol
Bpacémg) and ‘using such outspokenness’ (toladty Tappnoia xpoduevol) that
they would have feared to employ if he were alive.'°! Indeed, Alcibiades the
Younger continues, they have come to such a degree of folly’ (&voia) that they

believe they will gain good repute in speaking ill of him. Interestingly, in this

% See Sluiter and Rosen (2004) 4-5. See also Spina (1986) 94.
% Monoson (1994) 185.
100 See Mathieu and Brémond (1928) 48, Bianco (1993) 17 and Eck (2015) 33. Other scholars,
such as Sacerdoti (1970) 10, Too (1995) 107 and Gribble (1999) 92, opt for 397, while Hausle
(1987) 96 dates it to 395/4. More on the content of On the Team of Horses will be said in
Chapter 4 section 3.
101 |soc., On the Team of Horses 22.
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same passage the negative meaning taken on by moppnoia is underlined by its
association not only with madness but also with the ‘outrageous discourses’
(OBprotikol Adyol) given by ‘the worst of men’ (oi povrdtortor T@dV &vBpbRmVv).19?
IMoppnoia bears a pejorative sense also in Busiris and Panathenaicus. In
the former speech Isocrates accuses Polycrates of not taking any interest in the
truth and of following the slanders of the poets whose tales about the gods are
more outrageous than anyone would dare tell about their enemies. Thus,
Isocrates warns against imitating such discourses and against esteeming lightly
‘the outspokenness towards the gods’ (1 & eig tovg Beovg moppnoia). In this
respect, Isocrates goes on to argue, one must keep guard and consider as
equally impious those who give such speeches and those who rely on them.1%
So, in this case rappnoia in its pejorative sense is closely linked with
Bracenuic.l% Furthermore, as anticipated above, the negative meaning of
noppnoia recurs also in Panathenaicus when Isocrates comments on the claims

made by his pro-Spartan former pupil:

TaDta 8" a0ToD SLAAEYBEVTOG ATESEEAUNV HEV, 0VY MG SLAAVOUEVOV TL
TOV KOUTNYOPNUEVOV, AAL OG ATOKPVTTOLEVOV TO TLKPOTAUTOV TOV TOTE
PNOEVIOV 0VK ATALIEDTMG AAALA VOOV EYOVIMG, KOl TEPL TAOV AAA®V

dnoleloynuévov cmepoveéstepov fi TOTe Tappnolacduevoy. 10°

After he said that, | accepted it, not because it put an end to any of the
charges, but because it kept hidden the sharpest aspect of the things
then pronounced, not without education but with intelligence, and
because what has been spoken in self-defence about the other issues

was more moderate than what was then said with outspokenness.

In this passage the participle tappnoiwacépevov, which indicates the
outspokenness employed by Isocrates’ former student, acquires a pejorative

tinge. In this regard, the negative connotation that the notion of nappnoia bears

102 1s0c., On the Team of Horses 23.
103 |s0c., Busiris 38-40.
104 On the derogatory meaning of mappnoio in Isoc., Busiris 40 see Livingstone (2001) 179. See
also Scarpat (1964) 55-56.
105 |soc., Panathenaicus 218.
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here is emphasised by the contrast with the virtue of coppocvn as expressed
through the comparative adjective coppovécstepov.

Still, in the opening section of Busiris and in Panathenaicus 96, the verb
noppnoidopat, as | considered earlier, conveys a positive meaning. So, prima
facie, Isocrates could seem to be incoherent in his use of nappnoia, since within
the same speech he attributes to the notion of speaking with outspokenness a
positive sense in one section and a pejorative meaning in another. Nonetheless,
this ostensible contradiction, as we shall see, should not be dismissed as a

mere incongruity or as a move revealing his alleged anti-democratic stance.

3.3.1 IMoppnoio versus ionyopic

The seeming inconsistency in the Isocratean use of the term and its cognate
verb can be found also in Archidamus (366)1° where noppnoia is employed
both in a positive and in a negative sense. Indeed, in section 72, Archidamus,
the persona loquens of the homonymous speech, in arguing against peace with
Thebes proudly declares that he will not hesitate to speak with outspokenness’
(rappnordcacat), and highlights that, although the plan of action that he is
about to propose might be difficult, it is certainly a finer strategy to be made
known to the Greeks and more suitable to Sparta than what other Spartans
recommend.

However, later in the speech, tappnoio appears to be opposed to
ionyopla and to take on a pejorative meaning. More precisely, Archidamus
complains that the Spartans in the past did not uphold ‘the equal rights of
speech of free men’ (ol tov élevBépwv ionyopiat), whereas now they openly
bear even ‘the outspokenness of the slaves’ (1} t@v dovAwv tappnoia).t0’
Significantly, in this passage, which presents the only occurrence of ionyopia in
the corpus, Isocrates couples it with the notion of éAevBepia. It is important to
stress this link because it calls to mind the strong connection between the two
concepts that, as we have seen above, clearly emerges in Herodotus, V 78.

Furthermore, in a like manner, Demosthenes in Against Meidias connects

106 See Papillon (2004) 109-110 for 366 (i.e. the date of the meeting held at Sparta to discuss
the peace negotiations with Thebes promoted by the Corinthians) as the dramatic date of this
speech with the possibility of a later date for its actual composition.
107 |1soc., Archidamus 97; Archidamus’ complaint calls to mind the above-mentioned remarks by
[Xen.], Constitution of the Athenians I, 10-12 on the use of ionyopia in Athens and by Dem.,
Third Philippic 3 about tappnoioa being granted to aliens and slaves.
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ionyopio and éhevbepia claiming that the man who by fear debars any citizen
from obtaining reparation for his wrongs is taking away from the Athenians their
equality of speech and their freedom.1%8 Similarly, in On the Liberty of the
Rhodians, Demosthenes refers to ionyopia and élevbepio as fundamental
qualities characterising democratic governments as opposed to oligarchies.
More specifically, he stresses the fact that when Athens wages war against
oligarchies, unlike when it engages wars with other democracies, it is fighting
for its own ‘constitution’ (toAiteia) and freedom’ (élevBepiar). Thus, it is more
useful to fight all the Greeks under democracies than to have them as friends
under oligarchies. For it is easy, Demosthenes goes on to argue, to make
peace with men who are free, while with those who are under an oligarchy it is
not even possible to establish a sound friendship, since the few will never be
well-disposed toward the many, nor those who seek to rule toward those who
have chosen to live ‘with equal right of speech’ (uet” ionyopiog).1°

So, returning to the above-mentioned second passage from Archidamus
and bearing in mind the Spartan setting of the Isocratean speech, we can reach
a twofold conclusion. On the one hand, in linking ionyopta specifically to
gLlevBepla, Isocrates proves to be consistent with the traditional use of the term
that we find in Herodotus and then also in Demosthenes. On the other hand, he
manifestly distinguishes ionyopio from nappnoica.tl® His usage of nappnocia is
thus extremely original, since, instead of associating it with the notion of
freedom, he links it to the idea of slavery. In this way he turns upside down the
coupling between nappnoia and édevbepia, Which, as we have seen earlier,
characterises the use of ntappnoia in the fifth century. In doing so, Isocrates
carries out a striking overturning which constitutes a remarkable innovation

within the framework of our surviving literary sources.

3.3.2 ITappnoia Versus icovopio

The negative sense that tappnoio can take on in the Isocratean corpus is even
clearer in Areopagiticus 20. Here Isocrates claims that those who administered
the noAig in the time of Solon and Cleisthenes did not establish a ‘constitution’

(roiitela) that in name only was the freest and mildest, nor one that ‘educated’

108 Dem., Against Meidias 124.
109 Dem., On the Liberty of the Rhodians 17-18.
110 On the distinction between icnyopio and mappnoic in this passage see Carter (2004) 202.
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(¢raidevoe) the citizens to regard ‘intemperance’ (dxoloocic) as ‘democracy’
(dnpoxpatia), ‘transgression of law’ (rapavopio) as ‘freedom’ (élevbepia),
‘outspokenness’ (tappnoia) as ‘equality under the law’ (icovopia), ‘power to do
everything one wants’ (¢€ovcia 100 mhvta Tolelv) as ‘prosperity’ (evdoovia),
but rather a constitution that by hating and punishing such men made all the
citizens ‘better’ (BeAltiovg) and ‘wiser’ (coppovéotepol). Interestingly, here
Isocrates refers to nappnoio as one of the negative qualities which characterise
contemporary democracy and opposes it to icovopia.!*! Such a use of
noppnoio appears to be, at least at first sight, once again problematic if we
compare it not only with all the positive occurrences we have analysed so far,
but also with what Isocrates says in On the Peace 14. Indeed, in this passage
he complains that, although Athens is a democracy, there is no toppnocio
except for the most foolish speakers in the assembly and the comic poets in the
theatre. Therefore, in On the Peace nappnoia is presented as a characteristic
inseparably linked to democracy and itself positive, even though it is currently
enjoyed by people who do not deserve it.

The distinction between two different kinds of outspokenness, one
positive and the other one negative, thus becomes crucial in understanding the
complex role of mappnoia within Isocrates’ political thought. Moreover, | would
point out that the determining factor in such an opposition lies in the qualities, or
lack of them, of those people who exercise nappnoioa. The existence of two
different types of moppnoio has been outlined in general terms by Foucault.
However, | argue that we can reach a conclusion diametrically opposed to the
one expressed by the French scholar: in Isocrates’ eyes what is incompatible
with ‘true democracy’ is not ‘real parrhesia’ (namely, tappnoia in its critical and
positive meaning), as Foucault believes,*? but nrappnocia in its pejorative sense.
The negative connotation of this kind of moppnoia, which according to On the
Peace 14 is predominant in fourth-century Athens, depends on who exercises
noppnoia (e.g. the most foolish speakers in the assembly) and, more
specifically, on the speaker’s lack of those qualities that characterise a good

TOPPNOLAGTNG, iN Primis €0 ppovely and ebvoia as | have illustrated above.

111 More on icovopio will be said in Chapter 3 section 2.
112 Foucault (2001) 80-83.
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3.4 Positive moppnoia versus negative rtoppnoio

An additional key to understanding more fully Isocrates’ complex use of the
notion of tappnoia is provided by To Antipater (340-339), where Isocrates
appears to mention two opposite types of outspokenness. More patrticularly, in
this letter addressed to the regent of Macedonia, tappnoia plays a significant
role with two occurrences of the verb roappnoidlopor and one of the noun itself.
Indeed, Isocrates praises his pupil Diodotus for possessing, among various
qualities, ‘the greatest outspokenness’ (tieiotn (...) mappnoia), not ‘the one that
is not befitting’ (1} ov mpocnkev), but that which represents the most important
sign of ‘goodwill’ (ebvoia) toward friends and which noteworthy rulers honour as
being useful. Conversely, weaker rulers dislike this kind of outspokenness since
it forces them to do something they have not chosen to do. In this respect, such
rulers are not aware, Isocrates continues, that men who dare ‘contradict’
(avtiréyerv) them ‘about what is advantageous’ (mepi 100 cvpeépovtog) are the
only ones able to provide them with ‘the greatest power’ (nieiotn ¢€ovoia) to do
what they want.113

Isocrates, therefore, clearly enhances the role of nappnoiactai, and
opposes them to ‘those who always choose deliberately so as to please’ (ot del
TpOg NdovNy AEyely mpoopovpevor): it is because of the latter that not only
monarchies (which bring on many inevitable dangers), but even constitutional
governments (which usually enjoy greater security) cannot last, whereas
‘because of those who speak with outspokenness in favour of what is best’ (31
ToV¢ €mi T PedtioTo moppnoalopnévovg) many things are preserved even of
those which were likely to be destroyed. Thus, Isocrates argues, all monarchs
should hold in greater esteem ‘those who display the truth’ (ot v &Aneiay
amopovopevor) than men who speak exclusively to gratify in all they say, but, in
reality, say nothing worthy of gratitude. Yet, the former are valued less by some
leaders, as Diodotus himself has experienced among some rulers in Asia: even
though he made himself ‘useful’ (xpnoyiog) not only in giving advice, but also in
taking risks, ‘because of his speaking with outspokenness’ (dix 10
nappnoidlecdon) to them about their own interests, he was deprived of honours

as well as hope, and his ‘good services’ (ebepyeoiat) were obscured by ‘the

113 |soc., To Antipater 4-5.
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flatteries of everyday men’ (ol t@v tuxoviov avepanov kolakelot). SO, owing to
this previous experience, Isocrates claims, Diodotus has hesitated to present
himself to Antipater.!4

Remarkably, in To Antipater 4 Isocrates manifestly refers in the very
same sentence to the existence of two different kinds of nappnoia, one
inappropriate and thus negative, expressed through the relative clause 1 o
npocfikev, the other one positive, inextricably associated with ebvoia and
praised throughout the letter. In this regard, To Antipater acquires particular
importance for our understanding of Isocrates’ complex usage of this notion not
only because it presents all the three different Isocratean uses of rtappnoia that
we can find throughout the corpus, but also, and most importantly, because it
suggests that, by exploiting the semantic richness which characterises the
history of mtappnoica, Isocrates identifies two different, or rather opposite, kinds of
noppnoia. As a result of this polarisation, he splits the notion itself into a positive
noppnoilo and a negative rtappnoio which are opposed to, and incompatible
with, one another. Indeed, while the former consists in telling the truth
unreservedly in the interest of the interlocutors and thus reveals the speaker’s
goodwill towards them, the latter ultimately corresponds to flattery. In this
respect, it is worth stressing that in his study on friendship, when discussing the
use of ntappnoia in To Antipater, Konstan notes that in this epistle Isocrates
depicts nappnoio ‘as a mean between rude presumptuousness and dishonest
flattery’.11> Konstan’s remark is certainly true with regard to the positive kind of
noppnoia which is possessed by Diodotus and marks him out as an excellent
friend. However, as we have seen, To Antipater does bear witness also to an
opposite kind of mtappnoia that Isocrates criticises throughout the letter and, in a

master-stroke, identifies precisely with koAoxeto.

114 |soc., To Antipater 6-8.
115 Konstan (1997) 94. See also Konstan (1997) 98, who highlights how ‘the triad of friendship,
flattery, and frankness of speech’ that characterises Isocrates’ To Antipater represents a key
topic in Plutarch’s treatise How to discriminate a flatterer from a friend.
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4. Conclusions

To sum up, the idea of speaking frankly and openly goes back to the roots of
democratic thinking and Isocrates marks, or at least bears witness to, a turning
point in the history of one of the main terms that expressed such a notion,
namely, nappnoia. First of all, it is worth noting that in the Isocratean corpus the
use of tappnoia is characterised by a combination of the standard political
connotation and a moral value which is emphasised to an unprecedented level
in our literary sources. Secondly, we can identify three different usages of
noppnoia in Isocrates’ work: a positive meaning, the awareness of negative
outcomes, and the pejorative sense which fulfils a particularly remarkable and
innovative role in the development of the idea of outspokenness in Greek
political thought. Significantly, the second use has to be considered as part of
the first one since only tappnoia in its positive sense involves risk-taking. In
addition, these three stages coexist, with no clear temporal break, in the
corpus. Indeed, the pejorative sense emerges as early as the forensic speech
On the Team of Horses, so it cannot be regarded merely as a later development
in Isocrates’ political vocabulary.

Throughout this chapter | have also pointed out that Isocrates’ intricate
and varying usage of this term appears to have no precedent and no parallel in
our fifth- and fourth-century literary evidence. In particular, whereas Scarpat
argues that roppnoio in Euripides has only a political value,**® | believe that
Spina is right in stressing that marks of the manifold connotations which the
notion can take on are already present in nuce in some of the works of the
tragic poet.'1’ Yet, even though in the Euripidean passages that | have taken
into consideration it is possible to notice different shades of meaning concerning
the use of moppnoia, it is in the Isocratean corpus that the problematisation of
nappnoia reaches its peak, and, that, consequently, we find a striking semantic
variety in the use of the noun and its cognate verb. Furthermore, while there are
some instances of both the first and second kind of meaning in Demosthenes
and Aeschines, neither of them appears to refer to mappnoia in a negative
sense and, more generally, no fourth-century author seems to employ this

notion with the same semantic intricacy that we find in the Isocratean corpus.

116 See Scarpat (1964) 36-37.
17 Spina (1986) 83-84.
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Moreover, as we have seen, the positive sense and the negative
meaning are at times present in the same work and, in one case (that is, To
Antipater 4), even in the same passage. A plausible explanation for this
apparent incongruity in the use of tappnoia lies in the fact that Isocrates
operates a splitting of the notion of ntappnoia at semantic level. As a result, it is
possible to identify the presence in his corpus of a dichotomy between a
positive tappnoio and a negative noppnoia. The former consists in speaking the
truth without fear of voicing criticism and facing all the dangers that may arise.
Additionally, positive noppnoia reveals the goodwill of the speaker towards his
audience as well as his sound judgment, and is, of course, the one that
Isocrates claims to be employing. Instead, rtappnoio understood in its pejorative
sense represents the opposite polarity, is thus characterised by the lack of
those qualities possessed by good nappnoiactai (€.9. ed epovelv and ebHvoia)
and is fundamentally assimilated to flattery.

Therefore, Isocrates is not in a contradictory manner conveying both a
positive and negative meaning to the same concept, but he is consciously
distinguishing two deeply different kinds of nappnoic, even though he does not
dwell explicitly on such a distinction. Positive mappnoio and negative nappnoia
end up being identical at a linguistic level (since they are expressed by the
same term), but they are diametrically opposite from a semantic point of view.
Thus, rather than revealing an inconsistent or anti-democratic use of the notion,
the instances of tappnoio and noappnoidlopor throughout his works show how
Isocrates is well aware of, engages with, and even expands, the inherent
tension which is a hallmark of tappnocia since its origin. In doing so, he further
problematises the meaning of tappnoia in light of some key concepts like
ebdvora and £b epovelv, which, as we shall see later on, are prominent in the

corpus and most dear to him.
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Chapter 3
The Notion and Language of Equality

1. Introduction

The notion and language of equality were at the very heart of Greek political
thought in the fifth and then, even more clearly, in the fourth century when the
idea of equality started to be rethought. Isocrates, as we shall see, is very
interested in equality and, at the same time, plays a crucial function within the
fourth-century revision of this notion. Nevertheless, we still miss a systematic
examination of the role of equality, and the vocabulary related to it, in the
Isocratean corpus. Therefore, in this chapter | aim to fill this gap in the current
scholarship by providing a thorough analysis of Isocrates’ complex and manifold
usages of the language and notion of equality.

In order to do so, | intend to focus on three aspects in particular. More
specifically, | will begin my investigation by discussing the occurrences of
icovopia in Isocrates’ works and how they fit into the wider context of the other
instances of this term and its cognates in our literary sources. | shall then
consider how Isocrates employs the doctrine of the two kinds of equality before
turning to the examination of the Isocratean occurrences of the concept of
icopopioe and its application to foreign politics. As a result, | will show how
Isocrates’ varying usages of the language, and thus of the idea, of equality play
a relevant role not only within his political thought but also, more broadly, in the

contemporary debate around this notion.

2. Toovopia

One of the main terms employed to express the idea of equality was icovopic,
whose first occurrences in our literary sources can be dated back to the end of

the sixth or beginning of the fifth century. While icovoutia appears to be a crucial

1 Even though ionyopia does belong to the vocabulary related to the notion of equality as shown
in the previous chapter, | have chosen to discuss it in Chapter 2 because of its semantic affinity
with nappnoia. On the resonance of Isocrates’ own name with icoxpatia, another key term
belonging to the language of equality, see Appendix Il.
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concept in Greek political discourse during the fifth century, its use tends to
decrease progressively in the following century when Isocrates is the only
author, beside Plato, to employ it.? Indeed, during the fourth century there
seems to be a shift from icovopia to 10 {cov and icotng, which express the
notion of equality in more general terms.? In this respect, it is worth highlighting
that Isocrates is the only Attic orator to make use of icovopio.*

The etymology of the word has been debated: while the prefix ico— does
not usually pose any interpretation problems, —vopio has been regarded as
deriving either from véuw or from vopog.> Concerning its meaning, scholars often
believe that icovopia has to be interpreted as ‘an earlier name for what was
later called democracy’® since the tight bond between icovopio and nuoxparic,
as we will see, is prominent in the use of the former term throughout the fifth
century. Nonetheless, the two words cannot be considered as mere synonyms.
As Ostwald remarks, rather than referring to a specific kind of constitution,
icovopta indicates ‘the principle of political equality, which, though it is of course
more closely associated with a democratic constitution than with any other, is
not necessarily confined to it’.” Indeed, the link between icovopic and
democracy is deeply-rooted and solid, yet not exclusive, as | shall illustrate
more in depth below.

Owing to its complexity and its pre-eminent role within Greek political
discourse, icovopia has been the object of several studies, especially during
the second half of the last century. Here | will provide just a snapshot of some of
the main investigations which have been devoted to this subject. One of the first
scholars to pay particular attention to icovopio was Vlastos, who upholds the
idea that this word was employed to refer to democratic governments before
dnuoxpoartio. came into use.® In addition, Ostwald, within his detailed study

devoted to vopog, discusses the —vopog compounds attested before 464/3,

2 See Lévy (2005) 120-121 for an outline of the occurrences of the noun and its cognates in the
fifth and fourth centuries.
3 See Ostwald (1969) 182 and Huffman (2005) 212. On the ‘verbal flexibility’ of the terminology
conveying the notion of equality see Cartledge (2009) 9; on the various ico- words see also
Hansen (1999) 81.
4 In Andoc., On the Mysteries 15 we can find the personal name Icévopog. Additionally, the
phrase v ionv €vvopov noirtela in Aeschin., Against Timarchus 5 is often regarded as a
periphrasis for icovopioa. However, neither of the two orators ever employs the actual term
icovopio.
5> See Ostwald (1969) 61; see also Lévy (2005) 122-125.
6 Larsen (1948) 6.
" Ostwald (1969) 97.
8 See Vlastos (1953) and Vlastos (1964).
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namely ebvopia, dvopia and icovopio. Concerning the last term, Ostwald

observes:

Its connotations (...) are from its first appearance until at least the end
of the fourth century B.C. purely political, and the context in which it is
first attested associates it closely with the reforms of Cleisthenes. In
other words, the appearance of icovopio seems to be linked with the
beginnings of the Athenian democracy, and this, in turn, suggests that
the adoption of vopog as the technical term for ‘statute’ to replace

Beopog forms part of the same picture.®

In a somehow similar way, Raaflaub has stressed the link between
Cleisthenes’ reforms and icovopia, although he highlights the aristocratic origin
of the term. Indeed, he suggests that icovopia, understood as ‘an “order based
on equality,” became an ideal and catchword in the aristocracy’s struggle
against the tyrant’s usurpation of power’ and thus that it ‘may have originated
elsewhere much earlier’, while ‘in Athens it was probably used first by the
aristocratic opponents of the Peisistratids’; so, Raaflaub concludes, [i]ts
meaning was soon expanded, when “equality” became (...) the code word for
the new political order introduced by Cleisthenes after the fall of tyranny’.1° The
aristocratic origin of icovopia was argued for already by Ehrenberg, who also
stressed that ‘[t]he idea of equality (...) had strong roots in the aristocratic forms
of communal life such as the life of the Spartan ‘peers’, the Homoioi’.** More
recently, further attention has been devoted to icovopia. Indeed, Lombardini, by
focusing particularly on the relationship of icovoptia with both ebvopio and
dnpoxpartia, has reached the conclusion that icovoptia indicates ‘a type of
balanced order that is created through the equal distribution of political power’
(i. e. ‘equal order’ different from the concept of ‘good order’ conveyed by
gbvopio) and can thus be regarded as pointing towards ‘a democratic response
to the charge that democracy bred disorder’.*? The discussion around icovopio

(with specific reference to its correlation with édnpokpartio) has been resumed

% Ostwald (1969) 96.
10 Raaflaub (2004a) 94.
11 Ehrenberg (1946) 89. More generally, on the link between the idea of equality and the notion
of opotdtng see, for instance, Cartledge (1996) 178-181 and Cartledge (2009) 9.
12 _Lombardini (2013) 413; see also Lombardini (2013) 417.
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also by Vannicelli who considers the following view as the most plausible: while
having an aristocratic origin and deriving etymologically from ica vépewv in the
sense of a fair distribution, in the fifth century (if not already at the time of
Cleisthenes) icovopuio acquired the meaning of ‘equality before the law’, being
thus related to vopog and becoming a political principle closely, although not
solely, connected with democracy.'® Yet, Cartledge has highlighted the inherent
adaptability of icovopta which, in his view, ‘stood for the most general and
unspecific principle of political equality’.** Overall, the shift in the meaning of the
term was most probably less clear-cut than Vannicelli presents it and it is likely
that the broader sense of ‘equality of political participation’*®> was never entirely
abandoned. Indeed, icovopia appears to retain a certain ambiguity, as the
overview of its literary usages below will suggest.

A great deal of scholarly attention has thus been devoted to analysing
the usages of icovopia in our surviving literary sources. However, the instances
of the term in the Isocratean corpus have generally been either overlooked or
referred to only in passing. So, in this section | aim to offer a detailed
examination of the occurrences of icovopia in Isocrates in order to show not
only how they contribute to our understanding of his political thought and his
use of democratic vocabulary in particular, but also, more broadly, how they fit

into the wider development of this notion in Greek political thought.

‘Ioovopia before Isocrates

Before turning to the usage of the term in Isocrates’ works, | shall, first of all,
provide a comprehensive framework for the analysis of the Isocratean instances
by means of an overview of the occurrences of icovopia in our literary sources.
The very first instances of the term most probably belong to the late sixth or
early fifth century. Indeed, in two cx6Alo preserved by Athenaeus and praising
the tyrannicides Harmodius and Aristogeiton, it is said that, by killing

Hipparchus, they ‘made Athens a place of political equality’'® (icovépovg v

13 See Vannicelli (2014) 134. Cf. Musti (1981) 55-61.
14 Cartledge (1996) 178. Cf. Lévy (2005) 128 and 132 on the vagueness characterising
icovopia.
15 Raaflaub (1996) 143 who stresses that icovopio indicated ‘both legal and political equality
(that is, equality before the law and equality of political participation)'.
18 Trans. Olson (2012) 165.

72



"ABfvag éromoditny).t’ Hence, here the notion of icovopia, expressed through
its cognate adjective, is opposed to tyranny. Additionally, in a fragment
preserved through a paraphrase by the doxographer Aétius, the philosopher
and physician Alcmaeon of Croton, who was probably active between 500 and
440, applies the concept to the medical field by allegedly stating that health
consists in ‘the equality of the properties’ (icovopia t@dv dvvapewv), of the wet
and the dry, the cold and the hot, the bitter and the sweet and so on; on the
contrary, the ‘sovereignty’ (novapyia) of one of the four elements, is responsible
for causing disease.!® Such a contrast between icovopia and povopyic creates,
according to Ostwald, a picture that is ‘very much in line with the practice of
Presocratic thinkers to explain physical phenomena in political or social
images’.?° Therefore, Ostwald argues that in this fragment Alcmaeon employs
both icovopia and povapyio in @ metaphorical sense ‘not as medical but as
political concepts intended merely to help him expound certain facts about the
(human) body by analogy with certain features in the state’.?! In this respect,
this is the only occurrence of icovopia in Greek medical vocabulary and the
absence of the term in medical writings could thus be linked to the intrinsic

political meaning that icovopio. conveys since its very first occurrences.??

17 PMG 893; 896. Cf. Ath., XV, 695 a-b. The date of the two cx6A1c. has been much debated
among scholars: Ostwald (1969) 136, for instance, suggests that they were composed ‘shortly
after 507’, whereas other scholars, such as Lévy (2005) 120 and 133-134, opt for a later dating
due to the historical inaccuracy that these oxéia display (cf. Thuc., VI 54-59). More recently,
Azoulay (2014) 70-74 has emphasised the role of Athenaeus in fixing the text of the drinking
songs compared to its high level of flexibility in the Classical period.
18 Concerning Alcmaeon’s dates see Ostwald (1969) 98-99 and Costa (2003) 46-47, Mansfeld
(2013) 78 n. 1. While some scholars, such as Larsen (1948) 9 and Ehrenberg (1950) 535,
explicitly refer to Alcmaeon as a Pythagorean, Vlastos (1953) 344-347 firmly rejects the
assumption that Alcmaeon was a Pythagorean. Ostwald (1969) 98 is likely to be right in
adopting an intermediate position by pointing out that Alcmaeon was presumably influenced by
Pythagoreanism but was not a member of that school. It is also worth noting in passing that
Isoc., Antidosis 268 refers to Alcmaeon as one of ‘the ancient sophists’ (ol Toalatol cogiotai) to
whose theories the young Athenians should not devote too much of their time.
19 DK 24 B 4. Here Alcmaeon also describes physical health as 1| cOppetpog 1@V TOLOV KpaOIC,
on which see Ostwald (1969) 102-105. Cf. Brock (2005) 33-34. It is worth mentioning that,
against the commonly held view, Mansfeld (2013) has questioned the attribution of icovopia
and especially of povapyia to Alcmaeon himself suggesting that the presence of the latter word
in Aetius’ lemma could be due to the influence of the use of povapyia in Herodotus’
Constitutional Debate (on which see below).
20 Ostwald (1969) 99-100.
21 Ostwald (1969) 100
22 See MacKinney (1964) 80, who claims that, since Alcmaeon’s fragment is probably ‘derived
from a treatise Concerning Nature (...), strictly speaking, one could assert that no known
medical writing of the ancient Greek world contains the word isonomia. Whether any Greek
physician ever used it orally, must of necessity remain an open question’[his italics]. Indeed,
MacKinney (1964) 87 reaches the conclusion that ‘members of the medical profession were not
familiar with the term isonomia’, although they appeared to be ‘motivated by the general
concept of equilibrium, balance, blend, mixture, and the like, expressed in terms such as
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Nonetheless, Ostwald also suggests that, even though in the cxoia in
honour of the tyrannicides as well as in Alicmaeon icovouio appears to be
contrasted with one-man rule, this should not lead us to regard ‘opposition to
tyranny’ as ‘the primary factor inherent in icovopia’.?® Yet, the link between
icovopia and rejection of tyranny has recently been re-asserted.?* The concept
was indeed multifaceted, while at the same time it was usually closely
associated with democracy. In this regard, Ostwald believes that the
inextricable relationship between icovopia and dnpokpatiar can be inferred
already from Alcmaeon as icovopio seems to have ‘closer affinities with
democracy than with any other form of government’ and to denote ‘in some
ways (...) the principle of equality—the equality of vopog for ruler as well as for
ruled—which a democracy embodies’.?®

Both the complexity of icovopia and its strong ties with democracy are
exemplified in Herodotus. More precisely, as Lombardini highlights, ‘Herodotus
provides the most thorough examination of isonomia in our extant sources, and
it is his use of the term that best reveals its connection to the concept of
démokratia’.?® This is particularly true in the first occurrences of the term that we
encounter in Herodotus, that is, in the well-known Constitutional Debate, which
allegedly preceded Darius' accession to the Persian throne. In this passage
icovoptio appears twice in order to refer to the government promoted by the
Persian Otanes. Indeed, after suggesting to turn the government over to the
Persian people (ég péoov Igponot katabeival ta mpriypata), Otanes harshly
criticises ‘'monarchy’ (novvapyin), which he depicts as being characterised
mainly by YBpig and lack of accountability and as being able to corrupt even ‘the
best among all men’ (6 é&piotog dvdpdv mavtwv) and lead him to subvert the
‘ancestral customs’ (vopoia métpia). On the contrary, ‘the mass that rules’

(mAn8og Gpyov), Otanes points out, ‘has the most beautiful name of all’ (obvopa

eukrasia, isomoiria, symmetron, harmonia, pepsis, etc., as applied to general conditions of
health’. See MacKinney (1964) 87-88 for possible explanations concerning ‘the avoidance of
Alcmaeon’s term isonomia by his medical successors’.
23 Ostwald (1969) 101, who also believes that the opposition between icovouio and povopyic in
this fragment ‘is not necessarily exhaustive’ and does not automatically mean that Alcmaeon did
not know the term dAvyapyia, but only that *he did not need it for his purposes in this fragment’.
Ostwald (1969) 102 n. 1 adds that Te]ven if the noun 6Aiyapyio was not available to Alcmaeon,
he might have employed a periphrasis to describe it’, thus ‘the fragment cannot be used to
prove that Alcmaeon knew only two forms of government’.
24 See, for instance, Azoulay (2014).
25 Ostwald (1969) 106.
26 |_ombardini (2013) 408.
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naviov kaAliotov €xer), that is, icovopta, and presents the opposite features
compared to the rule of a ‘monarch’ (nobvapyog): election by lot, accountability
of those who hold offices and all deliberations being conducted publicly. Otanes
thus concludes his speech by insisting on the need to put an end to monarchy
and ‘to increase the power of the multitude’ (10 nAf00g &éEerv), since ‘in the
majority lies the whole’ (8v yap @ moAA® &vi 1 mévta).?” Then, after
Megabyzus and Darius have expressed their opinion on the matter supporting
oligarchy and monarchy respectively,?® Herodotus specifies that Otanes’
proposal to establish icovopio among the Persians is rejected as it is Darius’
point of view that ultimately prevails.?®

Significantly, while Megabyzus’ and Darius’ interventions present a
threefold opposition, the speech delivered by Otanes revolves around a binary
contrast.3® Owing to the opposition to one-man rule3! and the features that
characterise icovopio according to Otanes’ depiction, the two occurrences of
the term in the Constitutional Debate (Hdt., 11l 80, 6; 83, 1) have generally been
interpreted as referring to a democratic constitution, and thus as synonyms for
dnuoxpatio.®? This seems to be corroborated later on, in book VI, when in
narrating that Mardonius established ‘democracies’ (dnpoxpartiot) in 492 in lonia
(while depositing all the lonian tyrants), Herodotus employs the infinitive

dnpoxpatéechor in order to summarise the stance adopted by Otanes at the

27 Hdt., 11l 80. The translation of the sentence év ydap 1@ ToAA® Evi T& TévToL iS rather
problematic and has been highly debated; in adopting the above-mentioned translation | agree
with Musti (1995) 57 (cf. Vannicelli (2014) 135), Lanzillotta (1998) 40-41 and Costa (2003) 51-
52.
28 Hdt., Il 81-82.
29 Hdt., Ill 83, 1.
30 See Musti (1995) 54-55. Conversely, Cartledge (2009) 73 stresses how all three speeches
present ‘the form of a Protagorean antilogy, directed predominantly against one of the other two
speeches, not against both equally’.
31 See Cartledge (2009) 75 who specifies that the target of Otanes’ criticism is ‘autocracy (non-
responsible tyranny, the worst form of rule by one)’. In this respect, it is worth noting that, in
order to refer to the one-man rule against which he argues, Otanes uses mainly potOvopyog
(Hdt., 111 80, 2; 6) and povvapyin (Hdt., 111 80, 3; 6), but we also find, in one instance, tOpovvog
(Hdt., 111 80, 4).
32 See, for instance, Musti (1995) 54-57 who also stresses how the occurrences of nAfifoc and
the participle &pyxov call to mind dfjiog and kpdétog, respectively, thus suggesting the presence of
a web of allusions to dnuoxpatia throughout Otanes’ speech; cf. Vannicelli (2014) 135-136. |
agree with Musti (1995) 56 (cf. Vannicelli (2014) 134) in believing that in Otanes’ speech the
term dnpoxportia is avoided because of Herodotus’ ‘[rlispetto storico (...) per la parola’[his
italics] rather than, as Cartledge (2009) 74 suggests, because of the potentially negative
connotation embedded in the term. For a broader discussion on the key role of Herodotus’
Constitutional Debate in Greek political thought see, for instance, Connor (1971) 199-206
(especially 202-204 on icovopia) and Lévy (2003).
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time of the Constitutional Debate.*3 Indeed, in this passage, which presents the
earliest occurrence of the noun dnpoxpatio in our extant literary sources,3*
Herodotus appears to assimilate explicitly Mardonius’ institution of dnpoxpation
in lonia with the icovoptio promoted by Otanes thirty years earlier.

Nevertheless, it has been noted that here Herodotus might have used
dnuoxpoatior simply as an antonym to tyranny3® in a somehow similar way to how
In book IV dnpoxpatéechon is opposed to TupavvevesBar in the remark made in
512, at the council of the lonians, by Histiaeus of Miletus to indicate, and thus
argue against, the outcome that would result from the Scythians’ advice (upheld
by Miltiades) to set lonia free from Darius’ rule.2® In brief, while the two
instances of the term in the Constitutional Debate suggest the existence of an
inextricable link between icovopuio and democracy, such a link, as we shall see
even more clearly below, was not exclusive. Indeed, the Herodotean usage of
icovopia, like that of dnpoxpatio and its cognate verb, is more nuanced than
might appear at first reading.3’

In this respect, the multifaceted meaning conveyed by icovopio emerges
also in the other two passages, in addition to the Constitutional Debate, where
Herodotus makes use of it. In the first case, the term is related to the
constitution that Maeandrius of Samos attempted to establish after the death of
Polycrates. More specifically, Herodotus narrates that in 522/1, that is, at
around the same time when the Constitutional Debate is set,*® Maeandrius,
desiring to act with justice after Polycrates’ death, set up an altar to Zeus
Eleutherius and then called an assembly of the citizens (¢xkAnocinv cvvayeipog
naviov T@v dotdv) during which he stated that, although it was in his power to
rule over them (pot mTapéyer vov dutwv Gpyewv), he did not intend to commit the
same mistake made by Polycrates, namely being master of people who were
fundamentally very similar to himself (deonélwv avdpdv opolmv Emvtd). Rather,

he intended to put the power in the middle and proclaim icovopio (Eym 8¢ &g

33 See Hdt., VI 43, 3.

34 See Coviello (2005) 147. The second occurrence of the noun in Herodotus can be found in

Hdt., VI 131, 1.

35 See Coviello (2005) 147-148.

36 Hdt., IV 137, 2; see Coviello (2005) 146-147 on the use of dnpoxpartéecOon in this passage

and in Hdt., VI 43, 3.

37 See Ostwald (1969) 113 who, in commenting the use of the term in the Constitutional Debate,

has defined icovouia as ‘the principle of political equality; (...) not a constitutional form’. See,

instead, Costa (2003) 51-52 and Coviello (2005) 145-146 n. 22 who explicitly challenge

Ostwald’s remark by stressing the profound connection between icovopio and democracy.

38 See Coviello (2005) 144; pace Lévy (2005) 120 who ascribes Maeandrius’ proposal to 516.
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HECOV TNV GpyMV TIBeLG icovouinv DUV Tpoayopew) granting freedom to his
fellow citizens (tnv éAevBepinv LUV wepitiOnuL) and requesting only two things:
six talents of Polycrates’ wealth as well as the priesthood of Zeus Eleutherius
for himself and his descendants. However, Herodotus continues, a certain
Telesarchus, an ‘esteemed’ (86xiog) citizen, answered back underlining not
only that Maeandrius was not worthy to rule over them since he was a low-born
and a ‘plague’ (6Aebpog), but also that he had to give an account of the money
he had handled. At this point, Maeandrius realised that if he let go of power,
someone else would make himself tyrant, so he did not go ahead with his
proposal and began instead to imprison his own fellow citizens.°

A somehow similar attempt to establish icovopia is represented by the
other Herodotean occurrence of the term, which appears in the context of
Aristagoras of Cyme’s revolt against the Persians. Indeed, Herodotus affirms
that in 499, when revolting openly against Darius, Aristagoras, pretending to
give up tyranny, established icovopia, first of all, in Miletus (A6y® peteig tnv
Topavvido icovopiny énoiee T MiAnt®), in order to encourage the Milesians to
join in his revolt. He then did likewise in the rest of lonia, driving out some of the
tyrants and handing over to their own noAig those tyrants whom he had taken
out of the ships that sailed with him to Naxos, because he aimed to ingratiate
himself with the other lonian néAe1c.*° Thus, in both cases (Hdt., Ill 142, 3; V 37,
2), the term cannot be regarded as referring sic et simpliciter to democracy
considering that the main element that ultimately seems to characterise
Maeandrius’ and Aristagoras’ attempts to establish icovopia is an ambiguous
and fundamentally self-interested opposition to tyranny.*! So, overall the
Herodotean occurrences suggest that icovopio can be employed not only as a
synonym for dnpoxpotio tout court but also, more broadly, as an antonym for
one-man rulership? as it is already hinted at in the above-mentioned cxéio
praising the tyrannicides.

The multifaceted meaning that icovopia can take on is exemplified by the
occurrences of the noun and its cognates in Thucydides, who refers to the

concept four times. More precisely, there are two passages in which

39 Hdt., Il 142-143, 1. On the reference to the cult of Zeus Eleutherius in this passage see
Raaflaub (2000) 253-255.
40 Hdt., v 37.
41 See Ferrucci (2013) 80-81.
42 See, for instance, Lévy (2005) 126.
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Thucydides makes use of the noun itself: in the first case, while recounting the
otdolg that took place in Corcyra in 427, he highlights that the leaders in the
different toieig employed on each side specious names supporting either
icovopia moArtikn for the ‘mass’ (mAf6og) or ‘moderate aristocracy’
(&protokpatio cepwv) and pretending to take care of the common good, but in
reality committing the most terrible deeds with no regard for justice and the
interest of their own n6A1g.43 Significantly, concerning the Thucydidean use of
the phrase icovopia moiitikh, Cartledge has noted that its ‘speciousness was
due (...) not only to the alleged motives of its propagators but also partly to the
slogan’s inherent radical ambiguity, or vapidity’.** The second occurrence of the
noun appears in the account of the expedition of the Spartan commander
Brasidas to Thrace in 424. Indeed, in this passage Thucydides points out that
‘the mass of the Thessalians’ (10 TA10og TtV Oeccari@v) has always been ‘well-
disposed’ (ebvouv) to Athens, so, if Thessaly had been under an icovopia rather
than under a dvvaocteia,* Brasidas would not have been able to traverse its
territory.*® Here icovopia has been regarded as interchangeable with
dnuoxkpation.?’

Nevertheless, Thucydides’ use of its cognate adjective suggests that
icovopta is not exclusively a synonym of dnuoxpatia stricto sensu. More
specifically, Thucydides affirms that in 427 the Theban spokesmen, in order to
defend their toAig from the accusation of medism during the Persian Wars,
stated that at that time Thebes was compelled to submit to the Persians since it
was governed ‘neither by an isonomic oligarchy nor by a democracy’ (obte ko’
OALyopylay iodvopov oVTe kata dnpokpartiay), but by a dvvacteia of few men,
opposed to the laws and to the most moderate constitution, and very similar to a
tyranny (6mep 8¢ £0TL VOPOLG HEV KO TM COPPOVESTAT® EVAVTLAOTATOV, EYYVTATHD
3¢ Tupdvvov, dvvacTteio OALYmV AvdpdV eixe To Tpdypate).*® While the fact that

iodvopog here characterises an oligarchy hints at a more nuanced meaning of

4 Thuc., 11l 82, 8.
4 Cartledge (1996) 177; cf. Lévy (2005) 127 (especially for the interpretation of the meaning of
moArtikn) and 129. See also Vlastos (1964) 8-9
4 See Ostwald (1969) 113 who stresses that the term is employed by Thucydides to designate
a ‘narrow form of oligarchy’; for this meaning of dvvaoteio in the Thucydidean passage see
also, more recently, Lévy (2005) 129.
4 Thuc., IV 78, 2-3. On the contrast between icovopio and Svvacteia in this passage see Lévy
(2005) 126.
47 See Vlastos (1964) 17.
4 Thuc., Ill 62, 3. See Brock (1991) 168-169. See also Mitchell (2006) 182.
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icovoptia than a mere synonymy with dnpoxpartia, what emerges from this
passage is also the contrast between the idea of an isonomic form of
government (albeit oligarchy) and the notion of tyranny. Finally, the idea of
equality is prominent in the speech that, according to Thucydides, Athenagoras
of Syracuse gave in 415 in response to Hermocrates. Here icovopia is referred
to by means of its cognate verb when Athenagoras implies that the young
Syracusans, whom he brands as oligarchs, are unwilling to accept icovopio and
thus reject the notion that the same people should be deemed worthy of the
same rewards (&AAO dM UM HETR TOV TOAADVY icoVopETohaL; KOl TG dlKOLOV
T0Ug aDTOVE Ut TOV DTV &ELodeBo;). 4

Overall, the Thucydidean occurrences of icovopia and its cognates bear
witness to the deeply-rooted link between icovopia and democracy.®® However,
they concomitantly corroborate the view that icovopio could also be related to
non-democratic forms of government, although it retained an intrinsic sense of
antonym of one-man rulership as illustrated in Thuc., lll 62, 3. Indeed, in this
passage, as we saw, the adjective ic6vopog is employed to characterise an

oligarchy with the concurrent suggestion of its opposition to tyranny.

‘Toovopia in Isocrates

This overview of the origin and development of icovopia in Greek political
thought will help us understand more fully the meaning, significance and role of
the two Isocratean occurrences of the term not only in the framework of
Isocrates’ own works, but also, more widely, within the evolution of the concept
of icovopta in Greek political discourse. Two instances might seem as a very
small, not to say insignificant, number. Nonetheless, they acquire much greater
weight once we analyse the context in which they appear and we bear in mind
that, as | stressed earlier, Isocrates is the only fourth-century author, to employ
the term, other than Plato. The use of icovopia in Plato, though, appears to be
ironic and all in all not particularly significant. Indeed, in the Republic he

employs the adjective icovopikog and the noun (coupled with élevbepia) in his

4 Thuc., VI 38, 5. On the use of icovopueichau in this Thucydidean passage see Hornblower
(2010b) 413. See also Mitchell (2016) 61-62 who stresses how here the notion of icovouia
indicates ‘quantitative equality in the distribution of honours’; on the theory of the two types of
equality hinted at in this passage see section 3 of this chapter. More on Athenagoras’ speech
will be said in section 4.
%0 See Musti (1995) 11-12 for a tmesis of icovopia in the Funeral Oration (Thuc., Il 37, 1), to
which | will return in section 4.
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attack against democracy.>! An ironic sense has been identified also in his use
of the term in Menexenus 239a, where Plato states that i icoyovia (...) kot
pbowv leads the Athenians to seek icovopia (...) kotd vopov.®? It is also worth
pointing out that the adjective ic6vopog and the noun itself occur in the Seventh
Letter where they are both employed in a positive sense.®? In the first passage
in particular the notion of icovopia is opposed to Tvpavvig and dAryapyio but
also, simultaneously, to dnpokpartic. In this respect, arguing against Plato’s
authorship of the epistle, Vlastos has underlined that while in theory it would
have been possible to contrast icovopio with democracy by connecting ico-
with proportionate equality, in practice Plato himself was unlikely to make such
a move due to the deeply rooted link between icovouio and democracy; this is
also confirmed, Vlastos continues, by the absence of any reference to icovopia
in Plato’s subsequent discussion of the theory of the two kinds of equality in the
Laws.>* Nevertheless, Lévy has rightly highlighted that even if we regard the
Seventh Letter as spurious, Plato’s overall usage of icovopio does not display a
derogatory tone towards the notion per se despite the ironic way in which it is
employed in the Republic and Menexenus.>®

Turning now to the Isocratean instances, | shall begin by focusing on
Areopagiticus 20, where we can find the first occurrence of the term in the
corpus. Remarkably, in this passage (which | have already examined in Chapter
2 section 3.3.2 in relation to the use of moppnoia) icovopia is mentioned among
the main features allegedly characterising Athens’ democracy at the time of
both Solon and Cleisthenes. Indeed, here Isocrates sets up a direct opposition
between icovopia, which marks out past Athenian democracy, and toppnoic,
which is defined as one of the main negative aspects of contemporary Athens.>®
The Isocratean passage thus appears to confirm the privileged link between

icovoptia and dnpokpatia, a close association which, as we saw, permeates the

51 pl., Republic 561e, 563b; see Sancho Rocher (1990) 257 and Lévy (2005) 132.
52 See Sancho Rocher (1991) 258 and Lévy (2005) 128, 132. See also Lévy (2005) 124 who
stresses how here Plato appears to imply that icovopia does not derive from vépog and that it is
opposed to pvotgs.
53 PI., Seventh Epistle 326d, 336d.
54 See Vlastos (1964) 34. On proportionate (or geometric) equality see section 3 of this chapter,
where | shall, nonetheless, highlight that it should not necessarily be regarded as opposed to
democracy.
% See Lévy (2005) 128.
% For a comparison between this passage and Thuc., Il 82, 4 see, for instance, Costa (2003)
36-37. In this regard, it is worth noting that, according to Nouhaud (1982) 115, this passage is a
response to Pl., Republic 560d-561a, rather than being inspired by the above-mentioned
Thucydidean account of the otdoig in Corcyra as it is frequently assumed.
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history of the term and is already evident, for instance, in Herodotus’
Constitutional Debate.

Nonetheless, in this passage from Areopagiticus, rather than being
employed as a synonym for democracy, as it is generally assumed to be the
case in the Constitutional Debate, icovoptia occurs along with, not in place of,
dnpoxpartia. In fact, dnpoxpartic, EAevdepia, icovopio and evdopovia are
contrasted with axoAooia, Topavouia, tappnoio and é€ovoia, respectively. The
use of icovopia as the polar opposite of tappncia is rather remarkable and
striking at first reading, since it is not the word that one would have expected to
find as the antonym of speaking frankly and openly. Indeed, as Ostwald points
out, Tonyopia would have been a more natural contrast’, but ‘icovopia is quite
comprehensible as a thoroughly respectable principle of political equality, of
which freedom of speech was one of the main characteristics in the fourth
century’.5” Furthermore, since icovopia is retrojected into the past to denote the
ancestral constitution, not contemporary democracy, and since, as we saw, the
term in the fourth century is extremely rare, the fact that Isocrates chooses to
employ it in this specific context can plausibly be interpreted as reflecting his
willingness to archaise.

The second occurrence of icovopia in the Isocratean corpus can be
found in Panathenaicus. More specifically, in his last speech Isocrates states
that, after the Dorians’ invasion of the Peloponnese, Sparta was in a state of
civil strife (ctacidoot) more than any other toiig. Then, when ‘those who have
over-high thoughts toward the mass’ (ot pet{ov 100 TANB0VG PPOVOVVTEC)
prevailed, they did not adopt the same measures that had been put into action
in other néAerg affected by a similar issue. In fact, Isocrates continues, ‘those of
the Spartans having sense’ (Znoptiot®dv ol vodv €yovteg) did not consider it
possible to administer their toiig safely (dopaldg moiitevecbo) while living
alongside those people who had been in discord with them. This is why,
Isocrates argues, they established among themselves icovopio and ‘'such a
democracy’ (dnpoxpation toladTn) that is needed by ‘those who are destined to
agree all the time’ (ot péAAlovteg mavta Tov xpdvov opovoncelv), while they

concurrently reduced the dfjpog to the condition of Perioeci by enslaving them.>®

57 Ostwald (1969) 180-181.
58 |soc., Panathenaicus 177-178; on the reference to the Perioeci in this passage see Mossé
(1977), who highlights that here Isocrates is not confusing the Perioeci with the Helots, contrary
to what some scholars, such as Roth (2003) 205, generally assume.
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Moreover, Isocrates points out that, after having done this, they took hold of the
land, ‘of which it was befitting that each one had an equal part’ (g Tpocfixev
ioov €xewv €xaotov), and grasped for themselves, though they were few, the
best part of it and more than any other Greeks ever possessed. Conversely,
they granted to the ‘mass’ (mAf6oc) only a small portion of the worst land, and
then divided them into extremely small groups settling them into many little
regions which had less power than the demes of Attica. And, having deprived
them of all the rights which ‘free men’ (ot éAe00epot) should enjoy, they imposed
upon them the vast majority of dangers, especially during military campaigns.®°

Significantly, here, as in the occurrence of the term in Areopagiticus 20,
icovopia is once again closely associated with dnpokpoatio and retrojected into
the past. Indeed, in this passage from Panathenaicus Isocrates emphasises the
deep connection between icovopio and dnpokpaticc even more clearly than in
Areopagiticus, since the two terms are explicitly combined and set out in a sort
of semantic unity. Nonetheless, while in Areopagiticus icovopia and dnpokpotio
are employed to refer to Athens’ ancestral constitution, in Panathenaicus
Isocrates strikingly makes use of these two words in connection with Sparta.°

In this respect, it is worth pointing out that there is also another key
passage in the corpus in which Isocrates not only closely associates the notion
of equality with that of democracy, but also employs the term dnpokpartio to
label Sparta. Indeed, around twenty years prior to Panathenaicus, in

Areopagiticus 60-61 Isocrates states:

"Emerta KAKEBEV PASLOV YVALOL TNV EUNV dtdvolay: €v Yop TOlg
TAELOTOLS TOV AOYOV TOV EIPNUEVOV VT ELOD QOVAGOUOL TOTG HLEV
OALYopY oG KOl TATG TAEOVEELNLG EMLTILAV, TAG 8 10OTNTUC KOl TG
SNUOKPATILOG ETALVAV, OV TAGAS, QALY TOG KOUADS KOUBESTNKVING, 0V’
ag ETuyov, GALY dikoing Kol Adyov €xoviag. O1do Yop ToOg TE
TPOYOHVOUG TOVG NUETEPOLG €V TOLVTY TH KOTAUOTAGEL TOAD TOV GAL®V
dleveykovtog Kol AaKedOLOVIONG 10 TOVTO KAAALGTH TOALTEVHEVOUCG,
0Tl LAAMOTO ONUOKPATOVREVOL TLYYXAVOLSLY. 'Ev YOp 1 TOV dpydvimv
alpéoel kol T® Pl 1@ Kod MuEpay Kol Tolg GAAOLS EMITNOEVILACLY

{doluev Gv op  oOTOTG TOG 16OTNTOC KOl THG OHOLOTNTHS LAAAOV | TTopQL

% |soc., Panathenaicus 179-180.
60 On the use of icovopia in Isoc., Panathenaicus 178 see Costa (2003) 49.
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Tolg BALOLG 1o LoV 0lg ol eV OALYPY il TOAELODGLY, Ol 8& KOAMG

ONHLOKPUTOOUEVOL XPOUEVOL SLALTELOVGLV.

It is then easy to know my intention from that fact: in most of the
speeches that | have pronounced it will be manifest that | censure the
oligarchies and the undue gains, while | commend the equalities and
the democracies, not all, but those which are well established, not at
random, but justly and reasonably. | know, indeed, that under this
constitution our forefathers far excelled the others and that the Spartans
are very well governed because of the fact that, above all, they have a
democratic constitution. Indeed, in the choice of magistrates, in the
everyday life, and in the other ways of living we would see that among
them equalities and similarities are more powerful than among others;
principles against which the oligarchies are at war, but which those who

have a good democratic constitution continue to make use of.

In this passage, where Sparta is referred to in positive terms, Isocrates
emphasises the strong connection between dnpokpoatia and icdétng. These two
words, and thus the notions that they convey, represent indeed an inseparable
pair of values, which is contrasted with the opposite pair (formed by éAryopyion
and mieoveEian) by means of a chiastic structure.!

In addition, here, even more clearly than in Panathenaicus 178, Sparta is
strikingly labelled as énpoxkpatioa. More specifically, dnpoxpoatio and icotng are
presented as the key features which mark out, and make praiseworthy, both
Athens’ ancestors and contemporary Spartans. In focusing on the latter,
Isocrates places special emphasis on ic6tng and opoiotng as the key aspects
characterising good dnpoxpatiat, of which Sparta becomes an emblem.62
Nonetheless, unlike in this passage from Areopagiticus where Sparta is
commended and associated with Athens’ ancestral constitution, in

61 See Bouchet (2007) 484-485, who underlines that the terms mieove&ion and icétnteg indicate
‘des types de comportement associés a chacun de ces régimes (cupidité et ambition pour le
premier, égalitarisme pour le second): tout comme les oligarchies s’opposent aux démocraties,
les theoveElon seraient opposées aux régimes fondés sur I'égalité, ou sur la justice et 'ordre’,
as it is the case in Isoc., Areopagiticus 70 where the pair dAryopylar/micoveEian is contrasted
with the phrase dwkaiot kol koopion ToAttelot.
62 See Coppola (1956) 82 who stresses that the two terms ic6tng and 6podtng should be
regarded as synonyms and that here the use of opowdtng is due to the fact that the Spartiates
were also called opotot.
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Panathenaicus 178, as we saw, the Spartans are presented in critical terms for
limiting dnpoxpatio and icovouia to themselves while enslaving the d1pocg.
Regarding the Isocratean depiction of Sparta in a negative light, it is worth
underlining that towards the end of Panathenaicus his philolaconist pupil
stresses that throughout the speech Isocrates has represented the Athenians’
forefathers as ‘peaceful’ (eipnvikot), fond of the Hellenes’ (p1AéAAnvec) and
‘leaders of the equality in the constitutions’ (tfig ic6Tntog THg €V Talg TOALTELOILG
Nyepoveg), whereas he has depicted the Spartans as ‘contemptuous’
(Oreporntivot), ‘warlike’ (rolepixot) and ‘greedy’ (mheovéxtec).5®

These remarks of the Laconising pupil on the alleged Isocratean
characterisation of the Spartans in the speech appear to contradict what
Isocrates himself states not only in Areopagiticus 60-61 but also in
Panathenaicus 178. Indeed, in both passages equality is presented as one of
the Spartans’ distinctive features. Isocrates’ seemingly ambivalent attitude
towards Sparta is a complex and much debated issue.®* Here | would like to
focus in particular on Isocrates’ description of Sparta as the best among
democracies in Areopagiticus 60-61. Indeed, the fact that in this passage
Isocrates refers to Sparta by means of the noun dnpoxpartia and its cognate
verb has been regarded as proof of his alleged attempt to promote an anti-
democratic agenda in disguise® and as a striking way to defend himself from
the charge of supporting oligarchy.% However, | would suggest a different
reading of the Isocratean use of dnpoxpatic and dnpokpoatéopon in reference to
Sparta. In addition to the fact that the nature of the Spartan constitution was per
se contested and open to different interpretations,®’ in Areopagiticus 60-61
Isocrates might well have retrieved the dichotomous meaning of dnpoxpoatio as
anti-tyrannical government. Indeed, Musti in particular has explained in this
sense the uses of dnpokpatio and dnpoxkpatéopar in Herodotus, VI 43, 3 and IV

137 2 respectively, as well as the allusions to dnpokpatia itself in Otanes’

83 |soc., Panathenaicus 241; see also Isoc., Panathenaicus 242, in which Isocrates’ pupil
emphasises once again the portrait of the Athenians as champions of equality (ot tfig ic6tntog
TPOECTATEC).
64 On the issue of the discordant representations of Sparta in the Isocratean corpus see Ollier
(1973) 327-371 and, more recently, Blank (2014).
8 See Bearzot (1980) 113.
% See Blank (2014) 407.
67 See, for instance, Arist., Politics 1294b. Additionally, it is in the text of the Great Rhetra that
dfpog and kpdtog are attested for the first time in conjunction with one another (see, for
instance, Musti (1995) 13).
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speech.® More specifically, Musti has shown how this binary opposition
characterising the meaning of dnpoxpartic predates, and coexists in parallel
with, the threefold scheme within which dnpoxpatica indicates a democratic
constitution stricto sensu.%® | would thus argue that in presenting Sparta as one
of the dnpoxpation that he praises Isocrates recovers precisely this original
sense of dnuoxpatiar as an antonym to one-man rulership clearly hinted at in
Herodotus, with the plural in this passage suggesting indeed a concrete rather
than abstract meaning of the noun (as in the case of the Herodotean passage
narrating Mardonius’ establishment of dnpoxpaticn in lonia).”® However, while
employing the noun in its binary sense, Isocrates modifies the polar opposite: in
Areopagiticus 60-61 dnpoxpartia is No longer contrasted with povopyio/topoavvig
(as it was the case, for instance, in the Herodotean use) but with éAtyapyio.
The reason behind this shift is twofold. First of all, in a speech where Isocrates
defends himself from the accusation of being pis6dnpog’* and thus of being a
sympathiser of oligarchy, showing his fellow citizens, or rather reminding them
of, the inherent ductility of the label dnpokpoatio and its wide range of application
is particularly fitting. Additionally, it is worth highlighting that such a shift is also
in line with the neutral, even positive, value that Isocrates attributes to one-man
rulership, including tvpavvig, which is motivated, at least partly, by his
connections with the Cyprian kings as we shall see more in detail in Chapter 5
section 2.1.

The use of icovopia in conjunction with dnpoxpartia in Panathenaicus
178 to refer yet again to Sparta could be explained in a somehow similar way.
Indeed, in the same way in which Isocrates seems to me to reclaim the binary
meaning of dnpokpoatio in Areopagiticus 60-61, he might well have employed
icovoptia in Panathenaicus in the dichotomous sense of opposition to
monarchy/tyranny that is attested in the above-discussed Herodotean
occurrences of the term. However, here the polar opposite in the binary use of
icovopio appears to remain one-man rulership, as it is the case in the traditional
dual scheme, plausibly because in this last speech defending himself from the

charge of supporting oligarchy is a less urgent matter, but also because Sparta,

8 See Musti (1995) 53-57 (cf. Vannicelli (2014) 131).
69 See Musti (1995) XXIV, 13 and 24.
0.0n use of the plural dnpoxpaticn in Hdt., VI 43,3 as indicating a concrete meaning see
Vannicelli (2014) 131.
L Isoc., Areopagiticus 57 (cf. Isoc., Antidosis 131).
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as we saw, is subject to criticism despite the use of icovopuia and dnpokpotio to
describe it. Thus, rather than revealing an ironic tone as it is the case in Plato,
the occurrences of icovopia in Areopagiticus and Panathenaicus hint at how
Isocrates bears witness to, and even expands, the inherent malleability
characterising the democratic vocabulary to which icovoputio ultimately belongs.
There are two additional aspects coming to light from the overall analysis
of the above-mentioned Isocratean passages that | would like to stress: first of
all, Isocrates’ emphasis on the inextricable connection between the concept of
equality (expressed through either icovopia or icotng) and the term dnpoxpartic;
secondly, the fact that he contrasts equality with tieove&ia, an opposition which
Is particularly evident in Areopagiticus 60 and which emerges also in
Panathenaicus 241 with the adjective tieovékteg employed by his pupil, as we
saw, to refer to Isocrates’ depiction of the Spartans in a supposedly negative
light throughout the speech.”?1 shall return to the Isocratean usages of
nheoveEioe and its cognates in section 4 of the present chapter. Concerning the
first aspect, namely the link between democracy and equality, it is worth
stressing that Vlastos points out how this association emerges also from
Areopagiticus 69, where Isocrates describes ‘the leaders of the restored
democracy as men who, unlike the Thirty, wished to be governed “on terms of
equality” with their fellow-citizens (tolg 8¢ noAttaig icov €xewv)’; hence Vlastos

reaches the following conclusion:

Even when inveighing against the “bad” democracy, he [Isocrates]
never hints that it is “unequal”. Thus he leaves democracy, good and
bad, in secure possession of isonomia, though with the implied warning
that its ison ought to be, so far as possible, that “more useful” and

“righteous” equality which proportions awards to merit.”3

Indeed, the difference between good and bad democracies, in Isocrates’ view,
lies not in the lack of equality itself, but in the specific kind of equality which they
make use of, that is, proportionate and arithmetic equality, respectively. | shall

return to the theory of the two kinds of equality and Isocrates’ use of it in the

2 It is worth noting that a somehow similar opposition between nieovetio and icétng can be
found also in a fragment by Archytas of Tarentum (DK 47 B3), as we shall see towards the end
of the following section.
3 Vlastos (1964) 21.
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next section. For now, | would stress, in agreement with Vlastos, Isocrates’
focus on the strong correlation between icovoputia and dnpokportia. This
inextricable link was already clear in the Constitutional Debate, as we saw
earlier.

Nevertheless, even in Herodotus, as | discussed above, icovopia is not
employed solely as a synonym for dnpokpatia. And, as it emerges even more
clearly in the Thucydidean usages, icovopuia can be related to oligarchy while
simultaneously retaining an inherent sense of opposition to one-man rule. In
addition, it is significant to note that [Xenophon] appears to have rejected the
inextricable link generally existing between icovopia and dnpoxpartia. Indeed, in
Constitution of the Athenians I, 4 [Xenophon] argues that in order to preserve
their democracy the Athenians ‘everywhere distribute more to the worthless, the
poor and those who are in favour of the dfjpog than to the worthy’ (tavtoyod
TAEOV VELLOVGL TOIG TOVNPOIG Kol TEVNOL kol dNUoTLkolg A Tolg xpnotoic).’ In
this respect, Ferrucci has highlighted that the phrase nAéov vépovor calls to
mind e contrario icovopica, thus pointing towards the incompatibility existing in
[Xenophon]'s view between icovopio and dnpoxportio.’

So, while the link between icovoptia. and democracy is deeply rooted but
not exclusive, Isocrates’ usage of icovoputia suggests that he rethinks, and aims
to consolidate, the inextricable connection between these two notions that
[Xenophon] had endeavoured to deny. In doing so, Isocrates also attempts (in
Areopagiticus in particular) to break the connection between
icovopta/dnpoxpatia. and the rejection of tyranny as part and parcel of his

reformulation of Tvpavvig in positive terms.

Conclusion

To summarise, icovopio was more nuanced than might appear at first reading.
It was generally used to refer to, and in association with, democracy but it could
also be employed in relation with non-democratic governments while retaining
an intrinsic sense of opposition to one-man rule. Then, in the fourth century it
became extremely rare as it started to be replaced by other terms expressing

equality, namely 16 icov and ic6tng. So, in the context of the history of icovouia

" More on the use of dnuotikdg by [Xenophon] not only in this passage but, more broadly,
throughout the whole Constitution of the Athenians will be said in Chapter 5 section 2.2.
S See Ferrucci (2013) 61-91 (cf. Vannicelli (2014) 141-142).
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in Greek political discourse, the Isocratean occurrences have particular
significance as they embody precious instances of the very few fourth-century
usages of the term.

The analysis of these two occurrences shows, as we have seen, that
Isocrates focuses his attention particularly on (re)affirming the inextricable link
between icovopio and democracy. As a result, he emphasises the democratic
value of icovoptia which was predominant in many of the previous instances of
the term. In doing so, he reinterprets and broadens the field of application not
only of icovopia itself, but also of dnpoxpatio and the pair equality/dnpoxpartic,
as it is suggested particularly by his close association of the two concepts to
describe Sparta. Indeed, while underlining and consolidating the deeply
entrenched relationship between icovopio and dnpoxpartia, Isocrates rethinks
the meaning of both terms. More specifically, in employing icovopia
(Panathenaicus 178) and dnpokpatio (Areopagiticus 60-61) in reference to
Sparta he reinstates the sense of a binary opposition, which both words can
take on, and in the case of dnuoxpatia even shifts the focus of the contrast from
one-man rulership to oligarchy. The Isocratean occurrences of icovopia can,
therefore, be interpreted as hinting at, and as an example par excellence of,
how he problematises, and stretches the boundaries of, the intrinsic flexibility
that characterises political vocabulary, with specific reference to the language
and concept of equality in this case in particular. Moreover, Isocrates’ attempt to
break the connection between the assertion of icovopia/dnuoxpatio. and the
rejection of tyranny can be interpreted in light of his reformulation of tTvpavvig in

positive terms, on which more will be said in Chapter 5 section 2.1.

3. Two kinds of equality

Equality was indeed a complex notion which, as Huffman rightly points out, "6
‘had become a deeply problematic concept in the first part of the fourth century’.
It was [i]n response to these difficulties about the simple conception of equality’,
Huffman argues, that ‘there arose a distinction between two different sorts of

equality’, conventionally labelled, geometric (or proportionate) and arithmetic

6 Huffman (2005) 213.
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equality, respectively. Throughout this section | will employ these convenient
labels, even though it is worth noting that Isocrates himself does not explicitly
make use of the terms ‘geometric’ and ‘arithmetic’ when he refers to the
existence of two kinds of equality. Yet, as we shall see throughout this section,
one of the main aspects of Isocrates’ use of the language and notion of equality
is precisely the focus on the existence of two different equalities. Nonetheless,
modern scholarship has paid scant attention to the role of these two kinds of
equality in the Isocratean corpus, with very few exceptions, such as Harvey’s
study.”” However, Harvey does not focus solely on the Isocratean instances and
in the present section | will challenge, at least partially, his conclusions about
Isocrates’ use of the two equalities.

Furthermore, Isocrates’ discussion of the theory of geometric and
arithmetic equality has often been dismissed as inconsistent and ambiguous.
So, | shall examine it in depth in order to suggest that the Isocratean reference
to the two types of equality is more complicated and multifaceted than it could
appear at first reading. In doing so, | intend not only to cast some light on the
role that such a theory plays within the Isocratean corpus itself, but also, more
broadly, to underline Isocrates’ crucial contribution to the contemporary debate

on these two kinds of equality.

Geometric versus arithmetic equality in Areopagiticus

In Areopagiticus Isocrates appears to refer manifestly to the existence of two
kinds of equality. Indeed, just after the above-quoted passage where he
opposes current moppnoia to the icovoptio which, in his view, characterised

Athens at the time of both Solon and Cleisthenes, Isocrates notes:

Méyiotov & a0Tolg cLVEBAAETO TTPOG TO KAAMG OLKETV TNV TOALY, OTL
dvolv icothitoty voplopévary eivat, kai Thg Pév TadTtov dnacty
ATOVELOVONG, THG € TO TPOOTHKOV EKAGTOLS, OVK NYVOOLV TNV
XPNOLOTEPOLY, AALD TNV HEV TOV ADTOV GELOVOAY TOVG XPNOTOVG KOl
ToVG Tovnpovg amedokipalov g 00 dikaiay odoov, TNV 8¢ KaTd TNV
a&lav EkaoTov TIHMoOY Kol KOAGLoVoOV TPOTPOVVTO KOl d1d TOVTNG

@KOVV TNV TOALY, 0VK €€ AMAVIOV TOG APYOS KANPOVVTES, AAAL TOVG

" Harvey (1965).
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BeATIGTOVG KOl TOVG IKOVOTATOVG €@ EKOGTOV TV EPYMV TPOKPLVOVTEG.
Towovtovg yop HATlov Eoe00at Kol ToVG GALOVG, olol Tep Giv MOV ol

TOV TPAYHATOV EMcToTodVTEG. '8

But what contributed the most towards managing the noiic well was the
fact that, acknowledging the existence of two equalities, the one which
assigns to all the same and the one which assigns what is befitting to
each, they did not fail to recognise the more useful, but rejected as
being unfair that which deems worthy of the same rewards the good
and the bad, and preferred that which honours and punishes each one
according to the merit, and through this they managed the noiig, not
assigning the offices by lot from all, but selecting the best and the most
competent for each matter. Indeed, they expected that the others would

be such as those who were in charge of the affairs.

In order to support his opposition to election by sortition Isocrates argues that,
when selecting by lot, fate’ (tOyn) plays a key role, so that ‘those who long for
oligarchy’ (ot 6Aryapyiog émbvpodveg) are likely to be assigned the offices; on
the contrary, by appointing ‘the most capable’ (o1 émieikéotator), the dfpog is
entitled to choose ‘those who love most the established constitution’ (ot
dyon®dvieg pdiiota v kabectdooy morteioy).’® The focus on the notion of
competence (particularly conveyed by means of the superlative forms of ikavog
at the end of section 22 and of émewxng here in Areopagiticus 23) might
suggest, as Romilly points out, that the distinction between the two kinds of
equality could have been considered as ‘une réponse au probleme de
I'aveuglement populaire’.?° Additionally, it is worth noting that the idea of the
dnpog as koplog that emerges in section 23 recurs also at the end of
Areopagiticus 27 when Isocrates highlights, by means of a rhetorical question,
that it would be impossible to find a democracy ‘more steadfast’ (Befoiotepar)
and ‘more just’ (dwkaidtepa) than the one existing at the time of Solon and
Cleisthenes, which put ‘the most able’ (ot dvvat@tatol) in charge of public

affairs while making the dfjog ‘master’ (xbprog) over them. In this regard,

8 Isoc., Areopagiticus 21-22.
® Isoc., Areopagiticus 23.
80 Romilly (1975) 50.
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Isocrates’ description of the dfjuog as kipiog calls to mind both the lines in
Euripides’ Suppliants in which Theseus states that he brought the éfpog into a
novopyiodl and Aristophanes’ Knights where the dfjuog is personified and
referred to as povopyog and as Baciietdg of the Greeks.8?

As Harvey points out in his discussion of the doctrine of the two kinds of
equality in Areopagiticus, it is worth stressing, first of all, that ‘the theory is
retrojected into the remote past’ and, secondly, that ‘arithmetical equality is
associated specifically with the lot’.82 Concerning the first point, Harvey®*
makes a comparison with Moralia 719a-c where Plutarch assigns the
introduction of the doctrine of the two equalities to Lycurgus connecting
arithmetic equality with democracy and geometric equality with non-democratic
governments. Likewise, we can find two other passages in which Plutarch
associates the doctrine of the two kinds of equalities with Solon. More

specifically, in the Life of Solon XIV, 2, Plutarch states as follows:

AEyETOL 08 KO POV TIG OLDTOD TEPLPEPOREVT TPOTEPOV, EITOVTOG MG TO
{ocov TOAELOV 0V TOLET, KOl TOIG KTNUOTIKOLG APECKELY KOl TOLG
AKTNHOCL, TOV HEV GELY Kol GPETT, TOV 8& HETPW Kol APLOPD TO ooV

£€EELV TPOCIOKDOVTMV.

It is also said that a certain utterance of his which was current before
his election, to the effect that equality bred no war, pleased both the
men of substance and those who had none; the former expecting to
have equality based on worth and excellence, the latter on measure

and count.8

In a somehow similar manner, in Moralia 484b Plutarch attributes the

introduction of arithmetic equality to Solon, stressing its link with democracy:

81 Eur., Suppliants 351-352.
82 Ar., Knights 1330; 1333. See Brock (1986) 25-26 and Mitchell (2013) 156. Cf. Hoekstra
(2016) 40-42.
83 Harvey (1965) 112.
8 Harvey (1965) 120-123.
8 Trans. Perrin (1914) 439.
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‘O pev 00V ZOA®V ATOPNVAUEVOG TTEPL TOALTELNG, MG 16OTNG 6TAGLY 00
7oL, Aoy €806V OYALKADG GPLOUNTIKNY KOl ONULOKPATIKNY EXELCXYELY

avoroyiow AVl THG KAANG YEOUETPLKTG.

When Solon, speaking of principles of government, said that equality
does not create sedition, he was thought to be playing up too much to
the crowd by introducing an arithmetical proportion, a democratic

principle, instead of the sound geometrical proportion. ¢

According to Harvey, the projection into the past of the theory of the two kinds
of equality in the last two Plutarchean passages has an opposite result
compared to the retrojection of such a doctrine carried out by Isocrates in

Areopagiticus:

For Isocrates, the Solonian constitution was an example of geometric
proportion; for Plutarch’s source it was arithmetical equality: those of
Solon’s supporters who wanted geometric equality were greatly
disappointed. It is not difficult to see the origin of the discrepancy.
Isocrates believed that Solon instituted, not the radical democracy of
the fourth century, but the “good old democracy” — in other words, not a
democracy at all: hence geometric proportion. Plutarch’s source, on the
other hand, believed that Solon was the founder of the democracy; so
arithmetical equality is appropriate. It throws a bright light on the
practical value of these theories that the two opposite and incompatible
equalities could both be thought of as symbolizing the same

constitution.8’

| agree with Harvey when he points in the direction of the malleability that
characterised the theory of the two equalities and the language related to it.
Nevertheless, the conclusions that he draws from the comparison between the
Plutarchean passages and Areopagiticus 21-22 pose some issues. In Chapter 5
section 3.3.1 | will devote special attention to the Isocratean discussion of

Athens’ ancestral constitution in Areopagiticus, with specific reference to Solon.

86 Trans. Helmbold (1939) 281.
87 Harvey (1965) 121-122.
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What | shall note here is, first of all, that the link, on the one hand, of arithmetic
equality with democracy, on the other hand, of geometric equality with non-
democratic constitutions is much less straightforward in Isocrates than it
appears to be in Plutarch. In other words, rather than simply making use of this
clear-cut association, Isocrates bears witness to, and problematises, its ductility
in the first half of the fourth century.

The second aspect underlined by Harvey in relation to Areopagiticus 21-
22, namely the inextricable connection of arithmetic equality with election by lot,
suggests that [t]he idea [sc. of arithmetic equality] is growing, and new concrete
ideas are being added’. Moreover, it is important to stress that the link between
arithmetic equality and sortition is present ‘also in Plato’s Laws, but not in any
earlier occurrence of the theory’. In this respect, despite acknowledging that
Areopagiticus is generally regarded as pre-dating the Laws, Harvey argues that
this ‘new detail’ cannot be ascribed to Isocrates ‘not on the ground that
Isocrates was incapable of an original thought, but because when a writer takes
over a theory and states it briefly and generally, it is not likely that he will make
a small but important innovation of this nature’. So, while excluding that it was
Isocrates who associated election by lot with arithmetic equality, Harvey
suggests, instead, three different scenarios: firstly, the existence of ‘an earlier
version of the Laws used by Aristotle’, secondly, the possibility that ‘if the Laws
Is simply a record of what Plato had been urging in lectures and conversations
for many years, Isocrates may perhaps have heard of it in that way’, and,
thirdly, the existence of ‘a common source, now lost’, perhaps Archytas of
Tarentum,® on whom | shall focus further below. Although Harvey is certainly
right in underlining the difficulty in establishing who first connected election by
lot with arithmetic equality, the argument through which he rules out the
possibility of an Isocratean innovation does not seem to me particularly strong.
In this regard, Isocrates’ usages of nappnoia, especially in its negative sense as
| attempted to show in the previous chapter, suggest that he might well have
been capable of introducing apparently minor, but significant innovations in
political language without dwelling on theoretical explanations. So,
Areopagiticus 21-22 can indeed be regarded as presenting the first manifest

instance known to us of the association of arithmetic equality with the lot.

88 Harvey (1965) 112-113.
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Moreover, in addition to linking arithmetic equality with the lot, in this
passage from Areopagiticus Isocrates highlights the importance of geometric
equality as the key feature that, above all, marked out Athens at the time of
Solon and Cleisthenes as a well-governed constitution. Indeed, geometric
equality, Isocrates argues, is both useful and fair compared to arithmetic
equality. The link between expediency and justice, which is a frequent theme in
Isocrates’ works, suggests that the emphasis on moral value plays an important
part in his representation of the opposition between the two kinds of equality. As
Desideri points out, Isocrates considers the alleged misinterpretation of the
concept of equality operated by his fellow citizens (which leads them to favour
arithmetic equality, and thus election by lot, over geometric equality) as
reflecting the current ethical and political degradation.® Indeed, Isocrates
complains that in contemporary Athens his fellow citizens fight over the offices,
regarding them as an invaluable opportunity to ensure great personal
enrichment, not as a public service to be performed in the best interest of the
whole morc.? As opposed to arithmetic equality, geometric equality is
inextricably related to the idea of deserts and the meritocratic tone deeply
pervades the text as Isocrates stresses the fact that true equality consists in
giving everyone what they deserve according to their merit.

In this respect, Areopagiticus 21-22 can thus be compared with Pericles’
Funeral Oration. Isocrates’ Areopagiticus has usually been regarded as sharply
opposed to Pericles’ speech. So, the comparison between these two texts has
often been employed to sustain the recurring argument that Isocrates’
statements in support of democracy are a mere facade.®* However, such an
interpretation appears to me to be misleading, since it runs the risk not only of
oversimplifying both the Isocratean passage and the Funeral Oration, but also
of overlooking the presence of some relevant contact points between the two.
For instance, Pericles does not focus either on equality or on the role of sortition
to attain high offices in Athens. Rather, as Romilly argues, he seems to suggest
that ‘'une compétition ouverte a tous, visant a distinguer les gens de valeur et a
mettre a profit leur talents’ is associated with, and corrects the effects of,

icovopia; this means that ‘[l]'égalité se combine avec la recherche systématique

89 Desideri (1969) 46-48.
% |soc., Areopagiticus 24-25.
%1 See, for instance, Bearzot (1980) 124-125 and Loraux (1986) 219-220.
94



des mérites qui sont inégaux’.%? In other words, the notion of merit could indeed
be regarded as a way to avoid the excesses of democracy (which arose from
the idea of equality for all) and thus as compatible with, rather than necessarily
antithetical to, democracy itself.

In addition, concerning sortition, it is worth noting that in the
Constitutional Debate, as we saw earlier, Otanes points out that one of the main
advantages of the icovopia that he upholds, lies precisely in the fact that all
offices are assigned ‘by lot’ (réAw).*® Similarly, in Euripides’ Suppliants, in
addressing the Theban herald, Theseus points out that the Athenian democracy
Is characterised by annual sortition as well as equal rights for the poor and the
rich.®* So, by the end of the fifth century election by lot was closely linked with,
and considered as one of the key principles of, democracy. However, such a
bond was not unbreakable. For instance, in two different passages from book
VIl Thucydides does associate election by lot with the oligarchic regime of the
Four Hundred, thus hinting at the fact that sortition was not a feature always
and exclusively employed to characterise a democratic government.%

And while Pericles leaves aside the significance of sortition, it is possible
to grasp a particular emphasis on meritocracy in his Funeral Oration. Indeed, he
states that concerning one’s ‘reputation’ (&&iwo1ig), ‘as each person is of good
repute in something’ (og €kactog €v T evdokipel), when it comes to public
affairs people are not preferred arno pépovg® more than an’” &petfic. Then, as
Gomme notes, Pericles specifies, ‘as a necessary reminder, since &&iwotg, if
not &petn, SO often accompanies wealth, that no poor man is barred from
serving the state by his obscurity’®” (&&ibpotog dpavei).®® In this respect,
Gomme believes that ‘there is in effect very little distinction between &&iwoig (g

£kootog £v T evdok1uel) and délopa (...) —the estimation in which a man is

92 Romilly (1975) 49. See also, for instance, Rusten (1989) 137.
9 Hdt., 11l 80.
% Eur., Suppliants 406-408.
% Thuc., VIIl 70; 93. See Rhodes (1993) 115-116 and Mitchell (2016) 60.
% The meaning of the phrase é&mo pépovg has been the subject of many debates among
scholars. See, for instance, Hornblower (1991) 300-301, according to whom it means ‘in
rotation’; for this interpretation see also Gomme (1956) 108 and Rhodes (1988) 220. On the
other hand, for the interpretation of &no pépovg as meaning ‘from a class of the civic body’ see,
for example, Vlastos (1964) 8 and Lévy (2003) 154 (cf. Loraux (1986) 188). For an overview of
the different interpretations (with reference to the idea of geometric equality) see Fantasia
(2003) 378-380.
9 Gomme (1956) 108.
% Thuc., Il 37, 1.
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held and the position he occupies in his own world’.*® Nonetheless, Musti has
pointed out the difference existing between the two notions by stressing how the
nouns ending in —o1g, which usually indicate an active process, differ from those
in —puo, which instead generally denote the result of an action; so, while &&iopo
tends to indicate a static condition, &&iwoig should be regarded as an ongoing
process of evaluation characterised by a dynamic nature and thus bearing a
democratic connotation.1

The distinction existing between &&iwoig and a&iopa in the Funeral
Oration has been highlighted also by Loraux, who stresses that ‘democratic
equality distinguishes between axioma, social consideration, rank, and axiosis,
the judgment passed by Athenians on one of their number, a judgment that
relates beyond the obscurity of a poor citizen’s situation, to his real worth’; yet,
at the same time, Loraux believes that ‘axioma is also an echo of axiosis, and
the very construction of the sentence (oud’ au: nor, conversely) indicates that
we have not left the sphere where work is assessed, the sphere of elective
responsibilities in which prestige is a determinant factor’, and she suggests that
Pericles is constantly, though not explicitly, identifying democracy and &petn, a
‘strange identification’.1%* The emphasis on é&peth and the lack of focus on
sortition in the Funeral Oration have indeed given rise to discussions among
scholars. In this respect, Loraux not only underlines the ‘aristocratic character of
this eulogy of democracy’ as well as the issues that it poses,*°? but also she
provides a possible explanation, arguing that Pericles, when describing
contemporary Athenian democracy, ‘had to submit, qua official orator, to the
influence of a genre dominated by aristocratic representations’.1%® Indeed, since
in Pericles’ definition of democracy there is a particular stress on the aristocratic
value of &petn, Loraux regards icovopia as being ‘relegated to the sphere of
private relations, worth becomes the only measure of political life: to kata tous
nomous is opposed kata ten axiosin’, and thus [iln Platonic (or Aristotelian)
language (...) to arithmetical equality, the norm of private relations, is opposed
a sort of geometric equality, the principle governing accession to

responsibility’. 104

9% Gomme (1956) 110.
100 See Musti (1995) 99-102. Cf. Fantasia (2003) 378.
101 | oraux (1986) 188.
102 | oraux (1986) 190.
103 | oraux (1986) 192.
104 oraux (1986) 186 [her italics].
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Nonetheless, Musti has persuasively argued that these two aspects are
interrelated features that coexist in the text of the Funeral Oration, although
apparently on two different levels, namely that of the private interests (ta (i)
and that of the public affairs (t& xowvé), two spheres which here, according to
Musti, are balanced in an equilibrium that is not static and unchanging but
constantly full of tension.% In this respect, Musti has highlighted that in the
phrase péteott 8¢ Kot eV TovE vopovg (...) maot 10 icov (Thuc., 11 37, 1) we
can find a tmesis of icovopia and that 8¢ (in péteoti 8¢) here indicates not an
opposition to, but a clarification of, the well-known definition of dnpoxpartio that
occurs in the preceding sentence (koi 6vopa Pev S 10 UM €¢ OALYOVG GAL” €G
nAelovag oikelv dnpoxportion kékAnton).t08

So, even though Isocrates does not appear to harmonise geometric and
arithmetic equality, the comparison between Areopagiticus 21-22 and the
Funeral Oration (which, following Musti, | regard as fundamentally presenting
‘una teoria democratica della democrazia’)!%’ suggests that the idea of merit
described in the two texts could indeed be associated with the Athenian
democracy in the framework of a genuine praise of this form of government.

The widespread assumption that the idea of merit which Isocrates
supports in Areopagiticus promotes equality just in words while, in reality,
aiming at inequality, is often related to the interpretation of the meaning of ot
BéATioTol in the Isocratean speech. For instance, Silvestrini notes that the
phrase ot Bérltiotol has mainly a social value and only secondarily a moral
one,'® and thus claims that, by trying to reverse the fundamental principles of
Athenian democracy, Areopagiticus is operating towards a timocratic system.%®
| would, instead, stress the moral sense that ot B¢Atiotol takes on in this work
and, more broadly, throughout the Isocratean corpus. Indeed, Desideri is right in
underlining that the moral connotation inherent in ot B¢éAticotol can easily end up
indicating ‘the aristocracy’. Nonetheless, it is worth pointing out that in
Areopagiticus 21, as Desideri himself acknowledges, ot BéAtiotol has first and
foremost an ethical value considering also that the context of this passage

shows that here the phrase means ‘the best from a moral point of view’, just as

105 See Musti (1995) 100-101 and 114-115. Cf. Lévy (2003) 155.
106 Musti (1995) 11-12 (cf. Vannicelli (2014) 141), pace Loraux (1986) 186.
107 Musti (1995) VI, pace Loraux (1986) 220.
108 Sjlvestrini (1978) 173.
109 Silvestrini (1978) 175.
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ot ikawvartatot in the same text should be considered as referring to those who
are more technically prepared’ rather than ‘the wealthy’.110

It is true that in Areopagiticus 26 Isocrates seems to identify oi BéAtiotoL
and ot ixavatator with the wealthy citizens, since he argues that, given the role
of the dfpog as topavvog, the care of the public affairs in the néAig should be
entrusted to ‘those who are able to enjoy ease and who procure for themselves
sufficient means of living’ (ot 8¢ oyoAnv dyetv dvvapevol kol Blov ikavov
kexktnuévol). The phrase ot Bédtiotor had, indeed, become a class label as it is
manifest, for example, in [Xenophon]’'s Constitution of the Athenians, where it is
constantly opposed to the dfpog. However, all five occurrences of ot BértioTol
in the text of [Xenophon] are classified by Marr and Rhodes as ‘morally
evaluative’ rather than either ‘socially evaluative’ or ‘both morally and socially
evaluative’.*'! In other words, in [Xenophon]'s work the ‘moral and intellectual
differences between classes are mainly inherent (...) and they are in
themselves part of the way the two classes are to be defined’.11? This suggests
that, even though the phrase tended to be used as a class designation, it still
conveyed a significant ethical value.

Furthermore, the emphasis on the moral meaning, rather than the social
value, appears to be predominant in most of the other occurrences of ot
Bédtiotol in Isocrates, especially when it is coupled with oi gpovipdtotor!!? as
well as with oi coppovéstator.t4 In this respect, it is important to point out that
ot BéAtiotol has been identified by Azoulay as one of the labels emerging
between the end of the fifth and the fourth century which Isocrates employs in
his redefinition of the Athenian élite in terms of cultural and intellectual pre-
eminence.!'® Therefore, without denying the presence of a social sense in the
phrase and the overlap between the two meanings, it is plausible to assume
that in Areopagiticus and, more broadly, in the whole Isocratean corpus the
moral value is firmly rooted in ot BéAtiotol. Indeed, as Nouhaud rightly

highlights, ‘la personnalité d’Isocrate (...) fait que les préoccupations politiques

110 See Desideri (1969) 45.
111 Marr and Rhodes (2008) 171-172.
112 Marr and Rhodes (2008) 68.
113 1soc., Panathenaicus 109 and 133.
114 1soc., Antidosis 290.
115 See Azoulay (2010) especially 26 and 29. For a list of all the occurrences of oi BéAtiotot in
the Isocratean corpus see Azoulay (2010) 44.
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ne sont jamais détachées du souci moral’.116 This aspect is particularly clear in
Areopagiticus, where the political reform that Isocrates promotes is closely

linked to (and even dependent on) a profound moral reform, and is even more
evident, as we shall see, in the case of the second allusion to the theory of the

two equalities that we find in the Isocratean corpus.

Geometric versus arithmetic equality in Nicocles

Indeed, Areopagiticus is not the only speech in which Isocrates appears to refer
to the existence of two kinds of equality. In fact, around twenty years prior to
Areopagiticus, he alludes to the doctrine of geometric and arithmetic equality in
one of his Cyprian orations, namely Nicocles. Here the king of Salamis defines
as ‘most terrible’ (de1votatov) deeming both ‘the worthy’ (ot

xpnotot) and ‘the worthless’ (ol movnpot) as deserving the same rewards.
Instead, it is ‘most just’ (diko6tartov), Nicocles argues, to draw distinctions
between the two categories and not to treat alike those who are dissimilar, but
to honour each one ‘according to the merit’ (xota v é&iav).t’ Having said
that, Nicocles opposes oligarchies and democracies to monarchies precisely on
the basis of the different kind of equality that they promote. More specifically, on
the one hand, he criticises both oligarchies and democracies claiming that they
‘seek equalities for those who share in the governments’ (tag icotntog toig
HETEXOVOL TOV ToALTeL®V {nTodotl) and that they support the idea that no one
can have more than another, a principle that, in Nicocles’ view, benefits ‘the
worthless’ (ol Tovnpot) as opposed to ‘the worthy’ (ot xpnotot). On the other
hand, the Cyprian king praises monarchies on the grounds that they ‘distribute
the greatest reward to the best man, the second to the one after him, the third
and the fourth to the others according to the same reasoning’ (tAgictov pév
VELOVOL TO PEATIOT®, dEVTEPOV OE TA LET EKETVOV, TPLTOV OE KUl TETOPTOV TOTG

aAroLg kot TOV odtOV Adyov), 18 although he admits that, while this is the

116 Nouhaud (1982) 99.
117 1soc., Nicocles 14.
118 In this case | have adopted the Greek text in the Loeb edition, rather than the one in the
Budé edition (Mathieu and Brémond (1938) 123) which has the following version: Ai 3¢
povopy o TAETGTOV LEV VELOVOL T® BEATIOTW, SEVTEPW BE TM peT’ EkeTvov, TPLTW SE Kol TETAPTW
Kol Totg GAlolg katd TOV ordtov Adyov (‘La monarchie au contraire réserve la place
prépondérante au meilleur, la seconde a celui qui vient ensuite, la troisieme, la quatrieme et les
autres, conformément a la méme régle’). The Budé text is accepted by Forster (1912) 136, who
translates the sentence as ‘and proportionately to the second best after him, and the third and
fourth best and so on’, interpreting dsvtépw as ‘second (in point of excellence)'. However, the
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‘purpose’ (BovAnua) of such a type of government, in practice this is not always
the case.’® ‘And indeed who of those who think well would not accept to
partake of such a constitution in which being good does not escape notice (...)?’
(xaitor Tig 0vK v dEEXLTO TV €D PPOVODVTMV TOLODTNG TOATELNG ETEYXELY €V N
un draAnoet xpnotog @v (...);), Isocrates concludes by means of a rhetorical
guestion.12°

Harvey casts some doubts on the fact that in this passage Isocrates is
making a reference to the doctrine of the two kinds of equality claiming that here
Isocrates does not promote geometric equality, but rather regards ‘equality
itself’ as ‘wrong’.1?! Nonetheless, eventually Harvey himself seems to
acknowledge the Isocratean allusion to the doctrine of the two equalities not
only when he notices that Nicocles’ words recall the language employed, for
instance, in Plato’s Republic 558c in relation to such a doctrine, but also when
he refers to the passage from Nicocles as an instance of how the theory of the
two kinds of equality can be used ‘to justify absolute monarchy’.1?? So, although
the language employed here might appear less explicit than the one used in
Areopagiticus 21-22 to refer to the existence of two equalities, it is highly likely
that here Isocrates intends indeed to allude to the same idea, even though we
do not find a detailed and manifest theoretical exposition. Furthermore, it is
worth stressing that in order to describe the functioning of proportionate equality
Isocrates puts into the mouth of the Cyprian king the same phrase that he uses
later on in Areopagiticus 22, namely kata v é&lav, thus stressing, once again,
the link existing between merit and this kind of equality.

In addition, it is also possible to draw a comparison between the passage
from Nicocles and the idea of meritocracy that emerges in Xenophon. More
particularly, in the Cyropaedia Chrysantas, one of Cyrus’ generals and
counsellors, rejects arithmetic equality by stating that he regards as extremely
unfair to deem worthy of an equal reward both ‘the bad’ (6 xaxdg) and ‘the good’

(6 &yaBdc).r? Likewise, Cyrus includes in his innermost circle Pheraulas, who

translation in the Budé edition does not seem to me to be a literal translation of the Greek text
adopted.

119 1soc., Nicocles 15. See Forster (1912) 136 according to whom the meaning of moAiteiou in
this passage is ‘political rights’.

120 150c¢., Nicocles 16.

121 Harvey (1965) 111.

122 Harvey (1965) 111, see also 128; 142 n. 172.

123 Xen., Cyropaedia Il, 2, 18 (more on this passage will be said in section 4 devoted to
icopoipia).
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was ‘one of the people’ (6 ¢k tdv dnuotdv) and had supported the proposal that
everyone should be honoured ‘according to the merit’ (xota Ty dEiay).t24
Thus, the depiction of Cyrus’ reorganisation of his army as entirely meritocratic
hints at the significant influence that proportionate equality had on Xenophon.2°
This also confirms the increasing importance acquired by the debate on the two
equalities in fourth-century political discourse as well as the prominence of
geometric equality within this debate. Indeed, Xenophon, like Isocrates, appears
to be very interested in proportionate equality, although Isocrates deals more
explicitly with this topic.

Going back to the passage from Nicocles, the fact that here geometric
equality is associated with monarchy, while arithmetic equality is linked to both
democracy and oligarchy in a harsh criticism of these two forms of government
might appear at first reading inconsistent with what Isocrates says in
Areopagiticus 21-22, where, as | illustrated earlier, geometric equality is praised
as the distinctive feature of Athens’ ancestral constitution. Nevertheless, this
seeming incongruity should not encourage us to share Harvey’s conclusion that
Isocrates is exploiting the doctrine of the two kinds of equality ‘to justify absolute
monarchy’.12¢ Firstly, while bearing in mind that the persona loquens in the
speech is not Isocrates himself but the Cyprian king, it is plausible to assume
that the object of Isocrates’ criticism, through Nicocles’ words, is not democracy
per se as a constitutional form. Rather, the target is most probably the
degeneration of contemporary democracy, which Isocrates repeatedly
condemns in Areopagiticus and, more generally, throughout his corpus.
Moreover, here, as later on in Areopagiticus, Isocrates makes a key reference
to ot BéAtiotor as those who deserve to receive the highest reward. The
vocabulary employed in the two passages to allude to the two kinds of equality
is indeed almost identical. In addition to the phrase xata thv a&iav highlighted
above, in both texts we find ot BéLrticTol assimilated to ot ypnotot and opposed,
unsurprisingly, to ot movnpot. Concurrently, it should be noted that while the
terminology in Nicocles 14-16 and Areopagiticus 21-22 is largely similar, the
former text stands out for the specific mention of ot e ppovodvteg and their

implicit identification with ot xpnotot suggested by the rhetorical question in

124 Xen., Cyropaedia ll, 3, 5.
125 See Mitchell (2013) 159.
126 Harvey (1965) 111, see also 128.
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section 16. The equivalence that emerges from Nicocles 14-16 is thus as
follows: oi BéhtioTOl=01 YpNoToi=0l €0 Ppovodviec. Although Isocrates does not
refer explicitly to oi €0 @povodvteg in Areopagiticus 21-22, the same
identification can be applied there. Indeed, as | discussed earlier, the phrase ot
BeéAtiotol has first and foremost an ethical meaning (rather than a social one) in
Areopagiticus and, more broadly, throughout the Isocratean corpus. In this
regard, the passage from Nicocles sheds further light on who these ot BéAtioTOl
might be in Isocrates’ view. Indeed, the assimilation of oi BéAtictol with ol €
@povovvteg acquires particular significance especially because of the key role
played by the notion of €0 gpovelv in Isocrates’ works. In this respect, while
more will be said in Chapter 5, | have already highlighted in the previous
chapter the crucial role played by this phrase in To Nicocles 28 where ‘those
who think well’ are the only ones to whom the king of Salamis should grant
noppnota. In Nicocles 14-16 the emphasis has shifted from speaking frankly to
equality but the principle of €0 gpovelv remains core to Isocrates. The same
notion can be regarded as being implied in Areopagiticus 21-22 when he refers
to ot BéAtiotor. Thus, in Athens as well as in Salamis on Cyprus it is of
paramount importance to recognise the worth of, and reward accordingly, those
men who show to possess good judgment. As Isocrates complains elsewhere
and as | shall discuss more fully in the final chapter, contemporary Athenians,
unlike their ancestors, are failing to do so. Hence, the criticism that emerges
from Nicocles 14-16 towards democracy and the kind of equality it allegedly

makes use of.

Geometric and arithmetic equality in Archytas of Tarentum?

In order to evaluate more fully the broader role that Isocrates’ use of the
doctrine of the two equalities plays not only in his own corpus, but also, more
widely, in Greek political thought, we need to consider briefly the origins of the
idea of geometric and arithmetic equality, which are often deemed to be
Pythagorean. In this respect, it is worth noting the Pythagorean philosopher,
mathematician and political leader Archytas of Tarentum, who flourished in the
first half of the fourth century and was thus a contemporary of Isocrates, in one
of his fragments employs a terminology which calls to mind that generally used

in relation to the two kinds of equality:
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e O €VTL TPIC T LOVOLKA. Miol HEV APOUNTIKA, SEVLTEPQ OE &
YEMUETPLKA, TPLTOL & DIEVAVTIL [, OV KAAEOVTL APHLOVIKAV]. APLOUNTLKA
HEV, OKKa TmvTl TPETG POl KOUTd TV TOlay VIEPOY ALY VAAOYOV, B
TPMDTOG SEVTEPOVL VIEPEYEL, TOVT® SEVTEPOG TPLTOL VTIEPEYEL. Kl €v
ToOTQ <TA> AVOAOYIQ CUUTINTEL EIHEY TO TAV pelldvmv Spov dtdoTnua
HeToV, TO 8 TV PeldvmY HeTloV. AYEMUETPIKO OE, OKKa EmVTL 010G O
TPMDTOC TOTL TOV dEVLTEPOV, KAl O BEVTEPOS TOTL TOV TPLTOV. TOVTOV & 01
peiloveg {6ov TOLOVVTOL TO SLACTNUA KOl Ol PElovg. & & LIEVOLVTLXL, OV
KOAODUEV Gppovikdy, Okka VTl <Totol @> 6 TPMTOg OPOg DIEPEYEL TOD
SeVTEPOL AVTAVTOL HEPEL, TOVTH O HEGOS TOV TPLTOL VIEPEYEL TOV TPLTOL
pépet. T'ivetat 8 €v TadTA TG Avoroyla TO TOV HELOVOV OpmvV SLACTNUO

petlov, 10 8¢ 1@V peldvov petov.t?’

There are three means in music: one is the arithmetic, the second
geometric and the third sub-contrary [, which they call “harmonic”]. The
mean is arithmetic, whenever three terms are in proportion by
exceeding one another in the following way: by that which the first
exceeds the second, by this the second exceeds the third. And in this
proportion it turns out that the interval of the greater terms is smaller
and that of the smaller greater. The mean geometric, whenever they
[the terms] are such that as the first is to the second so the second is to
the third. Of these [terms] the greater and the lesser make an equal
interval. The mean is subcontrary, which we call harmonic, whenever
they [the terms] are such that, by which part of itself the first term
exceeds the second, by this part of the third the middle exceeds the
third. It turns out that, in this proportion, the interval of the greater terms

is greater and that of the lesser is less.1?®

Indeed, in this fragment Archytas identifies three different ‘means’ (péca), with
the term péon appearing to refer to mathematical relations rather than

equality.*?® Although it is unlikely that Archytas was the first to discover them,

127 DK 47 B 2. The square brackets indicate the phrase that according to Huffman (2005) 162
and 173 is a gloss by a later commentator which has been mistakenly included in the text and
should be omitted in order to avoid ambiguity with what Archytas says about the third mean in
lines 8-9.
128 Trans. Huffman (2005) 163.
129 On this term and its origin see Huffman (2005) 177.
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his fragment most probably represents ‘the first text in which these means were
set out as a group and defined carefully’, considering also that ‘he probably
coined the term “harmonic” for the third mean’.1%°

Focusing on the first two means, which are the ones directly related to
my analysis, it is worth highlighting that Harvey regards Archytas as the first to
apply the geometric and arithmetic means to politics and supports this claim

through his interpretation of the meaning of Aoywopég in the following fragment:

Sl yoap pev f| paBovVTIo Top” GAA® T cDTOV EEEVPOVIO, DOV AVETLOTAUMY
NoOa, EMOTAHOVE YEVEGOOL. TO PLEV DOV LOBEV Ttap” GAL® Kol GAALOTPLOV,
70 8" €€evpev 1 adtavTov Kol 181ov: €Egvpev 8¢ PN LotodvTor Biopov Kol
onaviov, {otodvta 8 eVTopov Kol PAdLov, Pt ETOTAUEVOV OE
<AoyilecOor> {ntelv &dOvaTov.

OTAOLY HEV ENMALOEV, OpOVOLAY 8& aDENCEV AOYIoNOG eLpedelc. TAeoveEia
TE YOP OVK £€0TL TOVTOL YEVOUEVOL KOl 1GOTAG £0TLV: TOVT® YOP TEPL TAOV
SVVOALAYLATOV SLHALoGOpHEDN. S TOVTOV 0DV ol TTévnTeg AauPdvovTt
Topa TOV SVVOUEVMV, 01 T€ TAOVGLOL d180VTL TOIG SEOPEVOLS, TLIOTEVOVTEG
GipdTEPOL S1dx ToDTM 1O 10V EEELY. KOVAY 8E KoL KOAVTIP TOV
ABKOVVTOV <EDV> TOVG HEV EMOTAREVOVG AoYilesBat Tplv AdLKETV
E€movoe, teloag 0Tl 00 dVVUCOVVTOL AXBETY, OTay €T LOTOV EABOVTL TOVG
O& U1 EMGTOUEVOVG, €V OVTD INADCOG AdLKOVVTOG, EKDAVCEV

adikfoon. 131

For it is necessary to come to know those things which you did not
know, either by learning from another or by discovering yourself.
Learning is from another and belongs to another, while discovery is
through oneself and belongs to oneself. Discovery, while not seeking, is
difficult and infrequent but, while seeking, easy and frequent, but if one
does not know <how to calculate>, it is impossible to seek.

Once calculation was discovered, it stopped discord and increased
concord. For people do not want more than their share, and equality

exists, once this has come into being. For by means of calculation we

130 Huffman (2005) 169.
131 DK 47 B3. The infinite Aoyilecau in line 5 is an emendation by Huffman (2005) 196-200. On
the authenticity of this fragment see Huffman (2005) 183-184.
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will seek reconciliation in our dealings with others. Through this, then,
the poor receive from the powerful, and the wealthy give to the needy,
both in the confidence that they will have what is fair on account of this.
It serves as a standard and a hindrance to the unjust. It stops those
who know how to calculate, before they commit injustice, persuading
them that they will not be able to go undetected, whenever they appeal
to it [sc. as a standard]. It hinders those who do not know how to
calculate from committing injustice, having revealed them as unjust by

means of it [i.e. calculation]’.13?

Indeed, Harvey argues that here by means of the term Aoyionog, whose most
frequent meaning is ‘calculation’, Archytas intends to refer to geometric
proportion.'33 However, as Huffman remarks, ‘[s]uch a usage would be
unparalleled’, since "Loyiopnog never means simply proportion, let alone a
specific sort of proportion such as geometric proportion’, so it is more likely that
here it indicates ‘numerical calculation’, being regarded by Archytas ‘as
including both of the proportions commonly applied to politics in the later
tradition, the arithmetic and the geometric, and it is also conceivable that he
thought other sorts of proportions were applicable as well’.134

Moreover, even though Archytas does appear to be interested in
equality, his main focus is on Aoyiopog and its ability to produce opodvoia. In this
respect, Huffman has convincingly noted that, rather than identifying different
kinds of equality ‘to solve the problem of political discord’, Archytas in reality
operates ‘in an environment where distinct aristocratic and democratic
conceptions of equality have not yet become hardened positions’.*3 Therefore,
what seems to emerge in Archytas’ fragments is a ‘unified conception of
equality’.*3¢ So, despite showing a general concern for the idea of equality, the
Pythagorean philosopher, unlike Isocrates, does not ultimately appear to be

applying the distinction between different means to politics.

132 Trans. Huffman (2005) 183.
133 Harvey (1965) 104-107.
134 Huffman (2005) 204-206.
135 Huffman (2005) 214-215.
136 Huffman (2005) 214.
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Conclusion

To sum up, at the end of the fifth and beginning of the fourth centuries the
notion of equality, as we have seen in this section, started to be rethought and
was then more fully revised in the middle of the fourth. Isocrates’ discussion of
the two kinds of equality thus fits in, and significantly contributes to, the broader
debate around this theory which appears to be particularly vivid at the time. The
fact that Isocrates, though consistent in supporting geometric equality
throughout his corpus, associates it with monarchy in one speech and with
democracy in another should not lead us to dismiss his usages as incongruent
or as a proof of his alleged anti-democratic political agenda. Rather, the
allusions to the existence of two equalities that we find in both Nicocles and
Areopagiticus suggest that we should be cautious in labelling geometric equality
as merely antithetical to democracy.

Furthermore, his discussion of the two kinds of equality also hints at the
fact that the notion of the two equalities and the language related to it were still
very unstable in the first half of the fourth century. In this respect, the Isocratean
instances represent a transition point between the beginning of the fourth
century, when there was not yet a sharp distinction of two opposite equalities,
as the analysis of Archytas’ fragments seems to reveal, and the middle of the
fourth when a clearer distinction between geometric and arithmetic equality took
hold. Hence, Isocrates engages with, and plays a crucial role in, the
contemporary debate revolving around the two kinds of equality.

Overall, Isocrates’ usages of this doctrine appear to challenge common
assumptions which constantly identify arithmetic equality with democratic
equality and couple geometric equality with non-democratic constitutions. What
emerges from his references to the two equalities is indeed a much more
variegated picture, which is free from oversimplified schemes and in which
moral value becomes pre-eminent as exemplified by the assimilation of ot

BéATioToL tO Ol €D epovodveg in Nicocles.
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4. ‘Toopopia

As we have seen throughout this chapter, the language used to express the
idea of equality was particularly complex and variegated with different terms
and expressions employed to convey various aspects and nuances of such a
notion. In this section, | will focus on a specific instance of the vocabulary of
equality, namely the concept of icopoipia, as its usage in Isocrates’ works is a
topic which deserves, in my view, special attention. Indeed, as we shall see, a
thorough examination of the occurrences of the verb icopowpéw in his corpus will
lead us to highlight the original way in which Isocrates employs this notion by
bringing it into the very heart of his political thought.

The need for an in-depth investigation of the usage of icopotpia in the
Isocratean corpus is accentuated by the fact that, to my knowledge, there are
no studies devoted to providing a detailed examination of the role of this notion
in Isocrates’ works and, more generally, in the rest of Greek literature. As a
matter of fact, while there is an extensive body of scholarship on equality and
the language related to it in Greek political thought, the analysis of icopoipio
and its cognates has been somehow neglected in this discussion.

An exception in this sense is represented by Borecky’s essay which
focuses on the expressions conveying the idea of equality understood in the
sense of equality of shares. According to Borecky, ‘the idea of equality as
allotment or ownership of the same portion, which is so characteristic of the
thought of the Classical period,” can be traced back to ‘the life of the primitive
tribe’, namely to ‘the collective distribution of common property among members
of the same tribe’, and it is thus possible to identify a ‘continuity in development
between the Homeric terms and the terms used in the Classical period’.13’

Indeed, Borecky reaches the following conclusion:

In the Homeric poems can be observed the beginning of the
terminological shift from the group of expressions (ion) poipa, datopodt,
Aoyydvo to the group of expressions icov (Lépog), VER®, didmput and
€xo. (...) In the shift from daitopon to vépw, 81dmpt and from Aayyéave to

€y the change was reflected from collective distribution of property

137 Borecky (1963) 45.
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among the members of the tribe to distribution by the authority of the
state and from the common property of the tribal collective to individual
private ownership of the individual. With the rise of private ownership
and the state, however, the old terms of collective distribution did not
die out completely. They lived on, naturally only in some traditional
fields, especially where either the konwledge [sic] of the original
common ownership was preserved (inheritance, booty) or where the
concept of an equal share which automatically falls to man without
interference from some mediating powers lived on (for instance the
equality of lots of death). This limitation could be seen particularly
clearly in the occurrence of the words icopopog, icopopia and

icopolpém.138

Therefore, Borecky’s study lays the foundations for widening the analysis
of icopoipiae and its cognates. Nonetheless, it refers to the Isocratean instances
of the verb icopopém only in passing, considering also that it does not focus
solely on icopopia. The present section thus aims to fill this gap by providing a
careful examination of the meaning and significance of this concept within
Isocrates’ works. In doing so, | shall illustrate how he redefines and
problematises the notion of icopoipia by applying it to international politics and,
more specifically, to his discussion of Athens’ hegemonic role over Greece.
However, before turning to the usage of icopopéw in Isocrates’ writings, | shall
provide an overview of the occurrences of icopopia and its cognates from
Homer until the fourth century with the purpose of positioning the Isocratean
instances of this political value within their wider literary context.

‘Toopowpia from Homer to the fourth century

The earliest occurrences of the notion of icopoipio can be found in book XV of
the lliad when Poseidon claims to be ‘equal’ (icog) to Zeus, who has ordered
him not to interfere in the war anymore.** In order to demonstrate that he is on
the same level with Zeus, Poseidon argues that he is ‘held in equal honour’

(6potog) with Zeus since he himself, Zeus and Hades received each a portion

138 Borecky (1963) 60.
139 Hom., lliad XV, 167; 183.
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of the world by lot.1*° Poseidon thus claims to be ‘equal’ (icépopoc) and
‘destined to the same share’ (6pf nenpwuévog aion).'4! So, it is clear that in
order to prove that he is on an equal footing with his brother Zeus, Poseidon
emphasises, and makes use of, the concept of equality of share, which is
conveyed not only by the phrase oun menpopévog aion, but also, even more
clearly, by the adjective icopopog (the Homeric form for icépoipog) employed to
indicate *him who receives an equal share, a person with equal rights’.142
Significantly, in these lines the distribution of the universe among the three sons
of Cronos and Rea is described in terms very similar to those employed
elsewhere by Homer to depict the division of food, booty, land and inheritance
among men.'*3 Therefore, as Borecky points out, ‘in Homer the position of a
god similarly to that of man in society is determined by the size of the share
falling to him in primitive division. Equal rights are here expressed by equal
shares’. 144

While the Iliad provides us with the earliest occurrence of the adjectival
form, the noun icopopia first appears in our surviving literary sources in a
fragment by Solon!4® preserved in [Aristotle], Constitution of the Athenians XlI,
3. In the two final lines of this fragment Solon states that he does not want the
‘good’ (¢c6)ol) ‘to have an equal share’ (icopopinv €xewv) of the rich land with
the ‘bad’ (kaxot), although the exact meaning of the term icopotpin in this
context is not easy to determine. Rhodes stresses that these closing lines of the
fragment as well as the words used by [Aristotle] to introduce it (kai waAy &
ETEPMOL TOL AEYeEL TeEPL TOV draveipacBot Ty y1iv BovAopévav) and his similar
remark in Constitution of the Athenians Xl, 2 on the expectations of the dnpog
confirm that ‘there were extremists among the poor who wanted not merely the
unencumbered possession of the land which they occupied but a redistribution
of land’.146

Nonetheless, it is worth pointing out that, according to Rosivach, the

interpretation of the fragment provided by [Aristotle], who considers these lines

140 Hom., lliad XV, 185-195.
141 Hom., lliad XV, 209.
142 Borecky (1963) 44.
143 See, for instance, Hom., Odyssey X1V, 208-210 regarding the division of the inheritance
among Castor’s sons.
144 Borecky (1963) 44.
145 Fr. 34 West.
146 Rhodes (1993) 174.
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as evidence that Solon rejected the idea of confiscating the land of the wealthy
and redistributing it to the poor, was incorrect as it was deeply influenced by the
inextricably related fourth-century ideas of &vadaouog yig (‘redistribution of
land’) and ypeav aroxornai (‘abolition of debts’).#’ Indeed, Rosivach argues that
the xaxot referred to in final line of Solon’s fragment should be identified not
with the poor but with a small number of ‘comparatively rich non-aristocrats’
whose ‘wealth was primarily landed wealth’.148 In this respect, Rosivach might
well be right in believing that the Solonian fragment, rather than reflecting ‘the
notion that Solon considered and rejected redistributing land to the poor’ (as
[Aristotle]’s interpretation seems to suggest), should be regarded as depicting
his refusal to seize the land belonging to his political opponents in order to
redistribute it to his supporters, that is, some ‘wealthier landed non-
aristocrats’.14°

In the fifth century the notion of icopopia appears, by means of its
adjectival form, to be related to natural elements both in Empedocles and in
Sophocles’ Electra. More precisely, according to Aétius, in explaining his theory
of evolution Empedocles identifies four different stages. In the fourth stage
animals and plants are derived no longer from homogeneous elements, like
earth or water, but from one another. The species of all the animals belonging
to the fourth generation are thus distinguished by the different mixtures of
elements in them, and within this context the adjective icépoipog is employed to
characterise a specific category of these animals.® In Sophocles’ Electra the
adjective ioopolpog occurs in the very first words that the protagonist
pronounces in the monody which she sings at dawn coming out of her palace
and addressing the light of the sun and the air as follows: & @d&og ayvov |/ kol

YA iodpotp” anp.t® The interpretation of these two lines, where the fact that

147 See Rosivach (1992) 154 (with reference to Isoc., Panathenaicus 259 for the two ideas of

xped®V amoxonal and dvadaoudc Yhg). See also Rosivach (1992) 155 who stresses that the first

manifest allusion in our iterary evidence to the confiscation of the land of the wealthy in order to

redistribute it to the poor is in Pl., Republic 565e-566a.

148 Rosivach (1992) 156.

149 Rosivach (1992) 157.

150 DK 31 A72; cf. Aét., Doxographia Graeca 430.

151 Soph., Electra 86-87. It is worth pointing out that, while xai yfig icépoip” énp represents the

transmitted text, Finglass (2007) 122 accepts the conjecture xoavyfic icopop” &np. Paley (1880)

119 not only suggests that the presence of the adjective in line 87 can be associated with ‘the

doctrine of equivalents i. e. equipoise or parallel extension’ taught by the lonic philosophy but he

also makes a comparison with the use of icépoipog in Aesch., Libation Bearers 319.

Nevertheless, as Rose (1958) 148 points out, the reading which is usually adopted in this line of
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Electra calls on the two natural elements clearly marks her solitude,°? poses

some issues. In this respect, Kamerbeek has noted that:

The natural interpretation of yfig icopolp” &np is: ionv polpav Exwv Thg
YAg <t® edetr> (...). In that case y1 means: ‘the world wherein we live’
including its light and its air. The alternative interpretation is: ‘and,
earth’s equal partner, air’, icopoipog then means that air has an equal
share <in the universe> with earth, yfig in the genitive denoting the

partner.153

Nonetheless, regardless of the specific interpretation of the Sophoclean line in
which icépopog occurs and provided that both options appear to be valid, what
it is important to stress for the purpose of my analysis is the use of the concept
of icopopia to characterise natural elements and thus without a political
meaning.

Conversely, the notion of icopopia is employed primarily, although not
exclusively, in a political sense in Thucydides, in whose work we find the
highest number of fifth-century occurrences of the noun and its cognate verb.
The first Thucydidean instance of icopolpia occurs in book V chapter 69. Here,
on the eve of the battle of Mantinea (418) the Argives are encouraged by their
commanders to fight for the upholding of ‘their ancient supremacy and their
once equal share in the Peloponnese’ (| maAoid fyepovia kol 1 €v
ITelomovvino® mote icopotpia). In other words, in this passage the noun
ioopopia refers to ‘the equality of the three original Dorian kingdoms of the
Peloponnese’.*>*

In addition, two instances of the verb icopopéw can be found in book VI.
The first one occurs in the speech delivered in 415 by Alcibiades, who, in trying
to convince his fellow citizens that he deserves to lead the Athenian expedition

against Sicily, argues that:

Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers is not icopotpov, but rather &vtipoipov, ‘which speaks not only of
equality but of replacing darkness with light’.
152 See Finglass (2007) 122.
153 Kamerbeek (1974) 32.
154 Gomme (1970) 117.
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008¢ ye &ducov £’ EaVT® péYo. PpovodVTOL UN {60V Elva, £mel Kol O
KOKDG TPAOCMV TPOG 0VIEVAL THE EVUEOPAC 1GOHOLPET AAL" DoTEP
dVOTVYOVVTIEG OV TPOCYOPELOIED, €V TA OLOLW TIG AveXECO® Kol VIO
TAV €VTPAYODVIOV VITEPPPOVOVLEVOCS, 1| T 16O VEL®OV TO. OpLOTAL

dvtaglovtm.15°

And there is nothing wrong if someone with good cause for pride does
not treat others as equals, just as those in poor state do not expect
others to share their misfortunes. If we are in trouble, people shun us:
by the same token no one should complain if the successful look down
on him —or else he should give others equal treatment before claiming
parity of esteem for himself.1%6

The second Thucydidean instance of the verb icopoipéw occurs in Athenagoras’
speech where the idea of equality plays a key role. Indeed, in this passage we
can find not only the infinitive icovoueicon'®’ (as we briefly saw in section 2 of
this chapter), but also the infinitive icopoipeiv.1>® More specifically, Athenagoras
refers to the existence of three classes, namely ‘the wealthy’ (ol TAolc101), ‘the
wise’ (o1l Evvetot) and ‘the many’ (ol moiiot), and states that in a democracy
they have an equal share. On the contrary, Athenagoras continues, ‘an
oligarchy gives a share of the dangers to the many’ (6Atyopyio 8¢ TV pEV
KvdOvmv tolg mollolg petadidwot), and, at the same time, when it comes to the
benefits it does not just claim more than its due, but takes everything for
itself.*>° Thus, this occurrence of the verb icopoipéw is particularly significant
since it hints at the existence of a close link between the Syracusan democracy

as described by Athenagoras and the notion of icopoipio. 160

155 Thuc., VI 186, 4.
156 Trans. Hammond (2009) 316.
157 Thuc., VI 38, 5.
158 Thuc., VI 39, 1.
159 Thuc., VI 39, 2. See Hornblower (2010b) 415 for the use of icopopém in this passage (with a
brief reference to the other Thucydidean occurrences of the verb and noun).
160 On this passage see Bringmann (1965) 24 who has stressed that here icopopia is depicted
as a crucial element of democracy and at the same time as opposed to nieoveéio (which is
regarded in turn as a key feature of oligarchy). See also Mitchell (2016) 62 who highlights that
‘the kind of equality Athenagoras then goes on to propose is not the quantitative equality
suggested in rule by all, but the qualitative equality which seems to inform Pericles’
meritocracy’. On the actual nature of the constitution of Syracuse in the second half of the fifth
century see Rutter (2000).
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Finally, the noun icopopia occurs again in book VII when Thucydides
describes the Athenian withdrawal after the battle in the Great Harbour of
Syracuse in the summer of 413. More particularly, Thucydides states that ‘the
equal share of ills’ (1 icopopla TV kak®v) among themselves entailed some
relief for the Athenians, although it remained difficult for them to endure their
present hardship especially when they considered the reverse of their
fortune.%! Therefore, in this passage icopopia, like its cognate verb icopopém
in Alcibiades’ speech, is employed to describe ‘the moral sharing of
misfortunes’.16? So, such occurrences of the noun and cognate verb can be
interpreted as suggesting that in Thucydides the concept of icopopia, while
being employed politically, is not confined exclusively to a political meaning.

I shall now conclude this overview by focusing on the occurrences of
the notion of icopopia in the fourth century outside of the Isocratean corpus. In
this regard, special attention has to be devoted to Xenophon who employs
icopolpior and its cognates to refer to the equal sharing of honours and prizes.
Of the eight occurrences of icopopia and related terms in Xenophon’s works
one is in the Apology, %3 while all the other seven are concentrated in the
Cyropaedia where they are used in relation to the discussion on how to
distribute booty among soldiers.%4 Of particular interest are indeed the
passages of this work in which Xenophon employs icopopia and its cognates
within the framework of Cyrus’ meritocratic reorganisation of his army. As | have
already mentioned in the previous section of this chapter, Cyrus, in discussing
the best way to distribute rewards to the soldiers, suggests (with the support of
his general Chrysantas) to reward each one according to their merit.
Remarkably, in this context proportionate equality, and thus the idea of
meritocracy based on it, are contrasted precisely with icopopia. The opposition
between proportionate equality and icopopia is especially evident, for instance,

in Cyropaedia Il, 18 where icopoipetv is used by Chrysantas as a synonym for

181 Thuc., VII 75, 6; see Gomme (1970) 452 who highlights that it is likely that, rather than 1
icopoipia, in this passage ‘Thucydides wrote kol 11 icopolpia or kol icopopia’.
162 Ostwald (1969) 178. See also Borecky (1963) 56.
163 Xen., Apology 21.
164 Xen., Cyropaedia ll, 1, 31; I, 2, 18 (two occurrences); II, 2, 21; 11, 2, 22; 11, 3, 5; IV, 6, 12.
See Borecky (1963) 59 who underlines the presence in Xenophon’ Cyropaedia not only of a
high number of occurrences of icopopio and its cognates, but also of an interesting
‘interchange between the old and the new expressions in the distribution of booty’ since ‘along
with icopolpio we read niéov Exelv and pelov €xewv (Xen. Cyr. 2, 2, 22) and along with
icopotpely we read icov &xewv (Xen. Cyr. 2, 3, 5).
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the unfair awarding of equal shares to both the bad and the good. Similarly, in
the same passage the notion of icopopia (expressed by means of the phrase
ioopoipovg mavtag molely) is opposed to the proper way of distributing prizes,
namely examining every man’s deeds and bestowing honour on each one
commensurate with their services.

We can encounter references to icopopia also in fourth-century oratory.
Indeed, besides Isocrates himself, the notion of icopopia occurs five times in
Isaeus who uses twice the verb icopoipéw in On the Estate of Cleonymus6®
and three times the adjective icopoipog with one occurrence in On the Estate of
Philoctemon'%® and the other two in On the Estate of Apollodorus.'®” The verb
occurs also three times in Against Olympiodorus'®® with respect to ‘those who
divide inherited property among themselves’.1%° Therefore, most fourth-century
instances of icopopia and its cognates, unlike the Isocratean occurrences, do
not take on a political sense as their meaning remains confined to the division of
inheritance. In this respect, while Xenophon does use the concept of icopoipia
politically, Isocrates, as we shall see, is the only fourth-century author to apply

the notion of icopopia to the field of international relations.

‘Toopopia in Isocrates

After this overview of the occurrences of icopopia and its cognates in our
extant literary evidence from Homer until the fourth century, we can now turn to
the analysis of the two Isocratean usages. Interestingly, in both occurrences we
find the infinitive aorist of the verb icopopéw apparently used in a similar way
though in two speeches that are, at least at first sight, very different from one
another. The first occurrence can be found in Panegyricus (380) when Isocrates
states that those speakers who encourage the Greeks to put an end to their
hostilities against each other and to turn against the Persian king Artaxerxes Il
are certainly right, but they miss the crucial point. Indeed, Isocrates stresses,
since some Greeks are under the influence of Athens while others under that of

Sparta, the constitutions through which they manage their méAeic have set them

165 |s., On the Estate of Cleonymus 2; 35.
166 |s,, On the Estate of Philoctemon 25.
167 |s., On the Estate of Apollodorus 19; 22.
168 IDem.], Against Olympiodorus 19; 32; 38; for the grounds on which Demosthenes’ authorship
has been rejected see, for instance, Scafuro (2011) 336.
169 Borecky (1963) 58.
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apart. So, Isocrates argues that it is not reasonable to assume that the other
noArerg will do anything good ‘by common consent’ (kowviy) before Athens and
Sparta, the two leading noreig, are reconciled.1’® Consequently, he who does
not want merely to make a ‘declamation’ (¢ridei&ig), but aims to accomplish
something should seek the arguments which will persuade both Athens and
Sparta ‘to have an equal share with each other’ (icopopfico Tpog dAiniog), ‘to
divide the supremacies’ (tac nyepoviag dielécbon) and to gain from the
Persians the ‘advantages’ (rheove&ion) which they currently desire to get for
themselves from the other Greeks.1"!

It is worth pointing out that a very similar idea to the one expressed in
this section of Panegyricus can be found in To Philip 9 where by using almost
the same phrasing Isocrates states that in Panegyricus itself he had already
advocated that Athens could be at peace only if all the greatest noéAeig would
put an end to their mutual hostilities, carry the war into Asia and get from the
Persians the ‘advantages’ (rheove€io, once again) that they now think it proper
to gain for themselves at the expense of the Greeks. This syntactical similarity
points towards a thematic affinity between the two speeches despite their
seemingly irreconcilable difference in content. Another hint in this same
direction is that the second occurrence of the notion of icopoipia in the
Isocratean corpus appears precisely in To Philip, as we shall see.

But let us now focus on the use of icopoipéwm in the above-quoted
passage from Panegyricus where Isocrates’ reference to the notion of icopoipia
in section 17 provides some interesting points for reflection. First of all, it is
worth noting that the meaning of the verb icopopéw in this passage is not
explicitly clarified. Indeed, Isocrates employs the phrase icopoipficat mpog
arAnAag to allude to the need for Athens and Sparta to share the leadership in
the war against Persia but, as Usher underlines, he ‘does not define the areas
in which the shares should be equal’.1’? In this respect, the meaning of the verb

icopolpém, which is probably left intentionally rather vague, seems to be closely

170 Isoc., Panegyricus 15-16. On section 16 see Buchner (1958) 29 who points out that a similar
idea of Greece divided into two different camps (one under the influence of the Athenians, the
other under that of the Spartans) can be found also, for instance, in Xen., Hellenica VI 3,14.
171 |soc., Panegyricus 17.
172 Usher (1990) 154. See also Buchner (1958) 30 who stresses that icopoipfican npog dAAHLOG
should be interpreted as meaning ‘»gleichen Anteil haben«, »gleiches Recht haben,
»gleichgestellt sein mit jemand«’ and at the same time acknowledges that Isocrates’ phrase is
in itself very general as ‘er besagt nicht, worin man gleichgestellt sein soll’.
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linked to, and can somehow be clarified by, the other two key words that we can
identify in the same passage, namely fiyepovia and mieoveéia.t’® This is why a
detailed examination of the notion of icopopia in Panegyricus cannot be
separated from an in-depth discussion of the meaning that nyepovia and
nheove&io take on in this text.

In this regard, it is worth highlighting that the structure of Panegyricus 17
appears to be tripartite. The three parts which form this section are closely
interrelated and in a certain sense complementary to one another.1’*
Furthermore, | would stress that in each of the three main parts which form
Panegyricus 17 we can single out a key word, precisely icopotpio, nygpovia
and mieove&ia, respectively. Thus, on the basis of the tripartite structure of this
passage, | will carry out my investigation by examining, first of all, the notion of
icopotpia in conjunction with that of fiyepovia as the two concepts are closely
associated with one another. | shall then focus on the third key concept, namely
nheovegia, and its link with icopotpia, which appears to be somehow more
complex than the one between icopoipio and nyepovio and which can thus give
rise to different interpretations

So, beginning with the analysis of icopopia in association with yepovia,
it is worth pointing out that, while, as | have mentioned above, the meaning of
ioopolpticat is rather vague, the sense of the phrase tag nyepoviag diehécdon
‘seems clearer - that Athens and Sparta should each enjoy a separate
command, though again he does not here or elsewhere define the limits of each
command’.’® In addition, the use of both the verb icopoipéw and the noun
nyepovion can be interpreted as alluding to Isocrates’ support of a joint
leadership of Greece as part of his appeal for Panhellenic unity. Indeed,
Isocrates has often been regarded as a champion of Panhellenism also in the
light of this passage from Panegyricus where he appears to depict the need for
Athens and Sparta to share leadership as an essential step towards unifying all
Greek forces in the campaign against the Persians.1’® In this respect, it is worth

173 See Bringmann (1965) 31-32.
174 As Buchner (1958) 32 puts it, the three key concepts which we can identify in Panegyricus
17 are: ‘Herstellung des Gleichgewichts und der Gleichberechtigung zwischen Athen und
Sparta, gemeinsame Fihrung durch diese beiden Stadte, und zwar in einem Krieg, den sie
zusammen gegen die Barbaren unternehmen sollen’. See also Buchner (1958) 34.
175 Usher (1990) 154.
176 On the concept of Panhellenism in the Isocratean corpus see, for instance, Bloom (1955) 60-
134. For a reappraisal of this theme see Pownall (2007).
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pointing out that, as Mitchell underlines, the theme of joint leadership of Greece
against the barbarians, which appears to be a topic very dear to the Athenians,
most probably goes back to the time when Athens assumed the leadership of
the Delian League, and became even more frequent and relevant in the late fifth
century and then in the fourth century.'’” Therefore, the Isocratean use of the
verb icopopém in Panegyricus 17 fits into this Panhellenic trend.

Nonetheless, Isocrates, who has plausibly in mind mainly Gorgias’
Olympic Speech and Funeral Oration as well as Lysias’ Olympic Speech,
attempts to distinguish himself from previous speakers who addressed the topic
by claiming, as we saw, that while they were right in urging the Greeks to put an
end to mutual conflicts and to come together against Persia, they made the
crucial mistake of not indicating the way in which all this had to be achieved."®
So, the reference to icopotpia in Panegyricus 17 would seem, at least at first
reading, to confirm the widespread portrait of Isocrates as a convinced
supporter of Panhellenism.

However, in the next section of the speech Isocrates strikingly appears to
change his position. Indeed, in Panegyricus 18 he claims that, while Athens can
be easily induced to adopt joint leadership in the war against Persia, it is much
more difficult to persuade the Spartans since they wrongly believe that it is their
ancestral right to lead the Greeks. However, Isocrates continues, if someone
could show to the Spartans that this *honour’ (tyun), namely hegemony over
Greece, belongs to the Athenians rather than to them, perhaps they might stop
arguing about this issue and start focusing on their ‘advantage’ (copgeépov).
Thus, here we can notice a rather surprising shift from the emphasis on joint
leadership over Hellas to a programme which promotes sole Athenian
leadership leaving the Spartans out, or at least at the margin, of the picture. In
other words, Isocrates appears to turn rather suddenly and in a seemingly
inconsistent manner from encouraging concord between Athens and Sparta and
their joint leadership over the Greeks to supporting an Athenian-only hegemony

over Greece.

177 See Mitchell (2007) 14-15. On the theme of joint leadership see also Buchner (1958) 31. On
the development of the Panhellenic ideal see also, for instance, Jaeger (1944) 72-74.
178 See Kessler (1911) 8 who also points out that Isocrates detects that ‘eine Einigung aller
Hellenen nur méglich war in der Form eines Staatenbundes, einer coppoyia, unter einer
starken Vormach’.
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Indeed, there has been much debate among scholars on the real aim of
Isocrates in Panegyricus and, more particularly, on whether or not he really
supports dual hegemony. Some scholars, such as Blass, believe that Isocrates’
primary goal is to promote the sharing of leadership over Greece between
Athens and Sparta in the campaign against Persia, and thus interpret
Panegyricus 17 as referring to the division of commands between the Spartans
and the Athenians with the attribution of hegemony over sea to Athens and
command on land to Sparta.’® On the contrary, other scholars, by arguing that
Isocrates’ main aim in Panegyricus consists in showing Athens’ pre-eminence,
regard passages like section 17 as places where Isocrates disguises his actual
view under the mask of joint leadership. For instance, according to Kessler,
since in 380 Sparta was more powerful than Athens, Isocrates does not dare
support openly Athenian leadership over Greece and, as a consequence, in
section 17 he conceals the true purpose of his speech by pretending to promote
the sharing of hegemony between Athens and Sparta; nevertheless, Kessler
goes on to argue that in some other passages, such as section 18, we can
glimpse at the actual opinion of Isocrates, who, rather than genuinely supporting
dual hegemony, is implicitly addressing his speech against Sparta.18°

In this context, particular attention has to be paid to Buchner’s study Der
Panegyrikos des Isokrates according to which the speech is constituted by two
different parts, one epideictic represented by sections 20-128 and the other
symbouleutic consisting of sections 133-186. More precisely, Buchner claims
that the epideictic part includes praise of Athens on the model of the éritdprot
and is designed to show that the Athenians alone are entitled to the hegemony
over Greece, whereas in the symbouleutic part, which is modelled on the
speeches traditionally delivered at Panhellenic gatherings, Isocrates advocates

joint leadership.*®! Therefore, the epideictic segment can be regarded as a

179 See Blass (1892) 86-87, who while underlining Isocrates’ variable attitude towards Sparta
argues that because of the main goal of the speech, namely urging the Greeks to reconcile with
one another, Isocrates is careful in criticising Sparta; see also Blass (1892) 255-256.
180 See Kessler (1911) 9-10. See also Kessler (1911) 12-13 who presents Panegyricus as a
Panhellenic speech from which we can infer the ‘panhellenische Mission’ assigned by Isocrates
to Athens, and suggests that what Isocrates is actually urging the Greeks to reach is ‘die
Einigung Griechenlands unter der Form eines Staatenbundes’ based on ‘eine gemaligte
Demokratie im Vorort Athen und die Autonomie aller Mitglieder’.
181 Buchner (1958) 8. See also Blass (1892) 255 according to whom Isocrates ‘verflicht so mit
der symbuleutischen Rede, der auch der Nachweis iber die Hegemonie angehort, eine
Lobrede’. Thus, Blass (1892) 256 describes Panegyricus as a ‘petktog Adyog, ohne indes
seinen eingetlichen Charakter als symbuleutische Rede zu verlieren’.

118



mere means to achieve the goal of the symbouleutic one. In other words,
according to Buchner’s interpretation, Isocrates, being well aware of Athens’
inferiority to Sparta after 404, and even more so after the Peace of Antalcidas,
promotes sole Athenian hegemony in the hope of convincing the Spartans to
share leadership over Greece with the Athenians and thus of obtaining for
Athens at least joint leadership.

Among those scholars who believe that Isocrates is aiming mainly at
Athens’ sole hegemony, Buchner’s theory, in particular, has been favourably
received.'® Nonetheless, as Porciani points out, Buchner’s clear-cut division of
the speech into an epideictic part praising Athens and a symbouleutic one
based on a Panhellenic programme and designed to support the splitting up of
hegemony between Athens and Sparta appears to be ultimately too schematic
and rigid.'® Moreover, Porciani argues that Isocrates’ emphasis on the
superiority of the Athenians when it comes to seapower® should not be
interpreted as an attempt to scale down Athens’ hegemony reconciling it with
the programme of joint leadership proposed in the incipit; rather, it is designed
to support Athens’ claim to leadership by stressing that the Athenians deserve
exclusive hegemony over Greece precisely because of the superiority of their
seapower.® In this respect, Porciani suggests that the reference to joint
leadership in the beginning of the speech and then again in the epilogue
represents a rhetorical means employed by Isocrates to obtain the favour of his
imaginary Panhellenic audience and thus gradually persuade them of the need
to accept Athens’ leadership.8® While | believe that Porciani is right in
explaining the shift from dual Athenian/Spartan leadership to Athenian-only
hegemony in the perspective of a rhetorical strategy, this should not lead to

conclude that Isocrates is being insincere in the incipit as Porciani seems to

182 See, for instance, Seck (1976).
183 See Porciani (1996) 34.
184 See especially Isoc., Panegyricus 21.
185 See Porciani (1996) 32-33. Porciani (1996) 38-39 n. 32 argues that in Isoc., Panegyricus
133-182, even though concord among Greeks is a key element, there is no reference to the
theme of an equal division of commands between Athens and Sparta (unlike in the beginning
and the epilogue of the speech); rather the kind of opévoira which Isocrates promotes throughout
these sections implies the acceptance by all Greeks (including the Spartans) of Athenian
hegemony.
186 See Porciani (1996) 37-39. See also Porciani (1996) 36 who underlines that to the shift from
joint leadership to sole Athenian hegemony corresponds a considerable shift from a Panhellenic
audience to an Athenian-only one as it is clearly shown, for instance, by the use of fuiv in
section 15 and in section 16: in the former nuiv designates all Greeks whereas in the latter (and
throughout the rest of the speech) it is employed by Isocrates to refer only to the Athenians.
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imply when he describes the beginning of Panegyricus (in particular section 17)
as ‘un’apertura non del tutto sincera’.*®’ Indeed, in embracing Porciani’s theory
we should avoid reference to the idea of insincerity as the use of such a
concept in this context is misleading and rather unsuitable.

After having focused on the meaning of the notions of icopopia and
nyepovia as well as their link with one another in Panegyricus 17, | shall now
devote special attention to the third key point present in this passage, namely
nheoveio, and its relationship with the verb icopolpéw, even more so as the
close link which emerges here between the two terms has often been
overlooked. Furthermore, the fact that in Panegyricus 17 the concept of
ioopolpio appears to be somehow associated with that of tieove&ia deserves
special attention also because the two notions, as we will see, are closely
related even in the second occurrence of icopolpéw in the Isocratean corpus,
that is, in To Philip 39. In this respect, Bringmann argues that in Panegyricus
17, as in the passage from To Philip, Isocrates makes use of icopopéw as a
‘Gegenbegriff’ opposed to micovextéw.18 However, while in To Philip 39 the two
concepts are clearly opposed to one another, here the relation between
iocopopta and mieoveéia is in my view somehow different. Indeed, in
Panegyricus 17 | would not regard the two concepts of icopopia and tieoveéia
as antonyms in sharp contrast with one another.

In other words, provided that in Panegyricus 17 icopopia is certainly
depicted in a positive sense as a desirable and crucial aim, it seems to me that
here Isocrates presents in a negative light not what mieoveéia in its plural form
refers to, namely the material advantages (in terms of both land and wealth)
that Athens and Sparta wish to get, but the fact that both noieig seek to gain
those advantages at the expense of the other Greeks rather than to the
detriment of the barbarians. In this regard, while in both Areopagiticus 60 and
Panathenaicus 178 nieoveéia is opposed to the idea of equality,8 this is not
the case in Panegyricus 17 where the concept of tieove&ia is not in itself
negative and where, in my view, it is not possible to detect a sharp contrast
between icopopio and nieoveio. Rather, the material advantages that both

Athens and Sparta seek and that consist most probably in ‘aisance économique

187 porciani (1996) 37.
188 Bringmann (1965) 31. See also Bringmann (1965) 24. Similarly, Borecky (1963) believes that
the notion of mAeoveéia is contrasted with that of icopotpia in both Isocratean passages.
189 See section 2 of the present chapter.
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ou installation de colonies’*®® are highly desirable; what is wrong is the way in
which they have tried to achieve them.

Nonetheless, the link between the notion of icopopio and that of
nheove&io does indeed emerge also in To Philip 39, and in this case the two
concepts appear to be clearly opposed to one another. Indeed, in replying to an
hypothetical objection which could be raised against the fact that he is
encouraging Philip to unify the Greek ndéAeig in a campaign against Persia,

Isocrates states:

Téy oOv &v Tig EvoTiivon Tolg eipNUEVOLG TOAUNCELE, AEY®V OG ETLYELPD
o€ TeLBELY AdVVATOLS EMLTIOEGOOL TPAYLAGLY: 0VTE YOP "APYELOVG PLAOVG
v mote yevéoBol Aakedatpoviolg ovte Aakedopoviovg Onpaiolg, ove’
OA®G TOVG EIBLOUEVOVG ATOVTOL TOV YPOVOV TAEOVEKTELV OVOETOT BV

icopopficat mTpog AAARAOVG.

So, someone might perhaps dare to object to the things | have said
stating that | attempt to persuade you to set yourself to impossible
deeds; indeed the Argives would never become friends with the
Lacedaemonians, nor the Lacedaemonians with the Thebans, and on
the whole those who have always been accustomed to have more than

their due could never have an equal share with each other.

Then in the following section Isocrates goes on to say that he himself believes
that nothing of what he had suggested could be accomplished at the time when
either Athens or Sparta held power (¢dvvédoteve) over Greece as each of these
two moArerg could have easily prevented any attempt to put his instructions into
practice. However, Isocrates acknowledges that he has had a change of heart
and has thus come to a different conclusion. Indeed, since all o eig have been
levelled by misfortunes (oida yop Gmdcog OGUUAGUEVOG DO TOV CUUPOPDV),
they will prefer ‘the advantages coming from concord’ (ot €k Thg opovolog
aeéreon) to ‘the gains derived from the deeds accomplished at that time’ (ai éx

OV 10T TPOTTOPEVOV TTAEoveEion). 19

19 Boychet (2007) 483.
191 1s0c., To Philip 40.
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Thus, it is important to focus, first of all, on the opposition between
ioopopio and nieove&io which comes to light in section 39. Here the verb
icopolpém is contrasted with tieovextéw in a mutually exclusive relationship, in
the sense that according to Isocrates the fact that the Greeks have always
focused on their own selfish interests makes it impossible for them to share
alike with each other. So, while in Panegyricus 17 Isocrates criticises how
Athens and Sparta attempt to get material advantages, not those advantages
themselves (which he encourages them to seek), in To Philip 39 icopopia and
nheoveio are depicted as two opposite poles incompatible with one another,
with icopopia representing the positive one and nieoveéio the negative. The
pejorative sense that tieove&io can take on emerges also in the following
section of To Philip where the selfish gains that came from past actions of the
Greeks are contrasted with the mutual advantages that would arise from
concord among them. Thus, tieoveéia and its cognates are employed by
Isocrates in a complex and ambivalent way.

Indeed, Bouchet, who has devoted specific attention to the examination
of the usages of mieoveEia in the Isocratean corpus,®? has argued that the
singular form, which is employed more frequently than the plural, has mostly a
negative meaning (apart from a few cases in some of the latest speeches where
it bears a positive sense), while the plural tieove&ion has generally a positive
meaning (except in Areopagiticus). Bouchet has certainly the merit of providing
us with a much needed and detailed analysis of the manifold meanings that
nieove&lo can take on in Isocrates’ works highlighting the complexity and
originality of his usages of this notion especially when compared to fifth- and
other fourth-century instances of the term and its cognates. Nonetheless, when
it comes to the occurrences of the concept of ntieove&ia in To Philip 39-40, |
would note, first of all, that Bouchet does not examine in depth the role of
nieovekTém in section 39. Hence, on the basis of Bouchet’s correct remark that
this verb does not have in itself a pejorative sense but rather conveys either a
positive meaning or a negative one depending on the different contexts (just like
the noun nieoveEio and its cognate adjective),®? | would stress that nieovextely

in To Philip 39 represents an instance precisely of the negative sense that the

192 See Bouchet (2007).
193 See Bouchet (2007) 487.
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term at times conveys in Isocrates, even more so as it appears to be used as an
antonym to icopolpficot.

Additionally, although Bouchet does devote particular attention to the
occurrence of mieove&ia in To Philip 40, | do not agree with him when he argues
that in this passage there is no antithesis between nieove&ion and meélelot.
More specifically, Bouchet claims that it is not possible to state that here there is
‘une connotation méliorative dans aeeieiag et, au contraire, dépréciative dans
nheove&ilog’, as in his view Topposition est plutdét a chercher du coté de leur
environment’: while apélelon ‘apparait préférable, donc positif, parce qu’il est lié
a la concorde, une idée largement développée par Isocrate, et désigne toute
sorte d'intéréts’, nheove&ion ‘qui n'est pas en lui-méme négatif, se trouve
associé a une réalité qui ne peut plus exister en 346, celle d’'un impérialisme,
d’'une &pyn, d’ailleurs présentée de fagon bien allusive’.1%

Bouchet is certainly right in stressing the ambivalent meaning that
nheoveEilo conveys in the Isocratean corpus depending on the different contexts
and thus the fact that the concept (unlike, for instance, in Plato and Aristotle) is
not per se negative. Nevertheless, it seems to me that in To Philip 40 the term
can plausibly be regarded as having a pejorative sense that is corroborated,
and even somehow accentuated, by the positive meaning attributed to
aeérelat. Moreover, the negative sense which mieoveEia takes on here
corresponds to the pejorative meaning conveyed by nieovextéw in the previous
section, where this verb is manifestly contrasted with icopoipéw.1% Therefore,
the Isocratean use of the notion of tAeove&ia in To Philip 39-40 appears to be
rather different compared to the meaning of tieove&iat in Panegyricus 17.
Indeed, if we compare Panegyricus 17 with To Philip 39, we can note a
difference not only, as we have just seen, in the meaning of the notion of

nieove&ia, but also in the use of the concept of icopoipic.

194 Bouchet (2007) 486.
195 | am thus not entirely persuaded by Bouchet’s distinction of the meanings of nieovetio
depending on whether the term is used in the singular or plural form, since this criterion appears
to be in some cases a bit too rigid (besides the fact that such a theory can be applied obviously
only to the occurrences of the noun and not to those of the verb and the adjective). Indeed, in
following blindly this kind of criterion we might run the risk of caging the occurrences of the term
in rigid patterns, thus forgetting, as Bouchet (2007) 487 himself points out, that Isocrates’
usages of the notion of tAeoveEia are far from being schematic. Instead, the second criterion
that Bouchet employs, namely the differentiation of the meanings of mieove&io and its cognates
according to whether they are used in the context of private life or in that of international
relationships seems to me much more convincing and valid.
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Nonetheless, there are, at the same time, some similarities between the
two passages. Let us focus, first of all, on such resemblances. In the first place,
it is worth pointing out that the verb icopoipéw in To Philip 39 is employed in a
phrase very similar, at least at first sight, to the one that we find in Panegyricus
17: in both cases we encounter the infinitive aorist active followed by npog and
the accusative plural of &AAnAwv (feminine in Panegyricus referring to Athens
and Sparta, masculine in To Philip indicating the Greeks). This syntactical
similarity can be interpreted as hinting at the existence of a basic thematic
affinity between the two texts. Indeed, a crucial similarity in terms of content
between Panegyricus 17 and To Philip 39 lies in the fact that both occurrences
of icopolpém are related to external politics as the concept of icopopia is
applied to the relations between néAeic. In this regard, in both speeches
icopolpioe among the Greeks is presented in a positive light not only as a
desirable goal but even as an indispensable prerequisite for leading a
successful campaign against Persia, one of Isocrates’ key topics. Concurrently,
while in both passages we find a link between the notions of icopopia and
nieoveéia, there is a clear difference not only in the meaning of tieoveéia itself
(which, as we saw, in To Philip 39, unlike in Panegyricus 17, takes on a
derogatory sense) but also, as a result, in the kind of relationship between the
two concepts. Indeed, whereas in Panegyricus icopopio and migoveéio are not
at all opposed to one another, in To Philip 39 the two ideas are clearly
antithetical.

Moreover, in comparing the two Isocratean occurrences of the verb
icopopém it comes to light that, although the phrase used in To Philip appears
to be very similar to that which we find in Panegyricus 17, the context in which
the concept of icopopia is employed is rather different. In Panegyricus
Isocrates claims that it is definitely possible to find valid arguments to persuade
Athens and Sparta to share alike with each other and that, once they have
achieved ioopoipia, the other noieig will follow the example of the two leading
ones. Isocrates does not deny the difficulties that achieving icopopia involves
and shows himself to be aware of the complexity of such a task. Nevertheless,
even when he expresses doubts on the feasibility of convincing the Spartans to
share alike with the Athenians, Isocrates still relies on Athens’ hegemony over
Greece and its ability to lead the Greeks against Persia. Conversely, in To

Philip, written in 346 shortly after the Peace of Philocrates, icopotpia is not
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anymore a goal that the Greek noieig can achieve on their own, not even under
Athens’ leadership. In fact, Isocrates specifies that icopoipio was an impossible
result to get at the time of Athens’ (or Sparta’s) hegemony; only now that the
Greeks have been brought down to the same level by their misfortunes and
that, Isocrates hopes, they have learnt the lesson from their previous mistakes,
will they realise the necessity of stopping their mutual warfare and sharing alike
with one another. ‘Toopopia is still attainable but it can be achieved exclusively
by Philip as, in Isocrates’ opinion, the Macedonian king is the only one able to
‘reconcile’ (SioAréEan)% the Greeks and then lead their unified forces against
Persia. Indeed, Isocrates, who by 346 might well have reached the conclusion
that Athens’ military leadership in a campaign against the Persians was no
longer a realistic option, regards Philip’s leadership ‘as a way for a Greek to
lead the Greeks’'%7 against the barbarians.

In this respect, | nonetheless agree with Bouchet, who, in his study of
nyepovio and related terms in the Isocratean corpus argues that in the 350s
Isocrates puts into place a shift from promoting Athens’ military leadership over
Greece to emphasising its cultural pre-eminence.'®® More specifically, through
an in-depth examination of the language of hegemony employed in To Philip
Bouchet shows that when Isocrates turns to the king of Macedon he expects
Philip to be merely a military chief, not a political leader, and still hopes that
Athens will be able to maintain a prominent role.'®® In particular, in noting that,
of the five occurrences of fiyepovia and its cognates in the speech, only one
refers to Philip himself, namely the participle future fnyecopevog in section 97,
Bouchet observes that here the verb does not imply the attribution to Philip of a
leading role in a political or cultural sense, since it refers exclusively to the
military field; this is the case also, Bouchet continues, for the meaning of
armavtov in the subsequent phrase Bovievoopevov mept andvtwv that we find in
this same section of To Philip.?% In other words, Isocrates, far from suggesting
that Greece should be subject to the Macedonian king, confines Philip to the

role of military leader of the Greeks in the campaign against Persia by regarding

196 papillon (2004) 74.
197 |soc., To Philip 41.
198 Bouchet (2014), on which see Chapter 1 section 3.
199 See Bouchet (2014) 86.
200 Bouchet (2014) 87-88.
125



him as a npostédng, that is a guarantor of 6pévoroe among the Greeks.?0!
Moreover, on the basis of this constant Athenocentric attitude, Bouchet also
points out that we should reconsider Isocrates’ Panhellenism and scale it down
by avoiding the need to regard the Athenian orator as ‘I'avocat de 'union et
encore moins de I'unité grecques’?°? since ‘son panhéllenisme ne suppose pas
une égalité des cités grecques, mais il revendique I'existence d’une cité
prééminente, d’'une capitale politique, militaire, @conomique et culturelle, dans
la guerre comme dans la paix’.?%3

Therefore, | would suggest that in order to understand more fully the role
of icopolpia in Isocrates (an aspect that is not investigated by Bouchet) we
should link the examination of Isocrates’ usages of this concept with Bouchet's
analysis of the language, and thus the notion, of hegemony in the corpus. In this
regard, the two occurrences of icopolpém can be interpreted in relation to, and
in the light of, the semantic shift in the meaning of hegemony which, as Bouchet
argues, we can identify in the Isocratean works starting from the middle of the
fourth century. Indeed, an in-depth analysis of the use of icopolpéw in
Panegyricus 17 in conjunction with the wider context of the speech hints at
Isocrates’ confidence in Athens’ military superiority and its capacity to lead a
successful campaign against the barbarians. The occurrence of the same verb
in To Philip 39 reveals, on the other hand, that icopopia is still positive and
essential in order to wage war against Persia, but can now be achieved only
under Philip’s leadership, not Athens’.

Nonetheless, as Bouchet has shown, if we look more broadly at the
usage of the language of hegemony throughout To Philip, it becomes clear that,
rather than embracing or promoting the idea that Athens (and the rest of
Greece) should be subject to the political domination of Philip, Isocrates wishes
the king of Macedon to be simply a evepyétng of the Greeks, thus confining his
leading role to the military area.?%* So, within this framework, Isocrates not only
employs the notion of icopopia in a political sense but even expands its range
of application to foreign politics. In this respect, the concept of icopopia

represents a red thread in the broader context of his views on international

201 |soc., To Philip 16; see Bouchet (2014) 88-90 who offers a thorough analysis of the meaning
of the verb mpooriivoun in this Isocratean passage.
202 Bouchet (2014) 193.
203 Bouchet (2014) 194. Cf. Too (1995) 130-149.
204 See Bouchet (2014) 95.
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relations from Panegyricus to To Philip: in both 380 and 346 it emerges as the
conditio sine qua non to wage war successfully against Persia while pointing
towards the existence of a fundamental thematic affinity between the two

speeches that ultimately lies in Isocrates’ steady Athenocentric attitude.

Conclusion
In brief, I would highlight that Isocrates’ usage of the concept of icopopia
acquires particular significance within his political thought while also standing
out compared with previous and contemporary occurrences of the noun and its
cognates in our extant literary sources. Indeed, the two Isocratean occurrences
of the verb icopopéw are clearly related to politics. More precisely, they are
both employed to refer to foreign affairs with specific reference to the
overarching theme of the Panhellenic campaign against Persia. Nonetheless,
such a theme goes hand in hand with Isocrates’ profound interest in Athens’
position abroad. In this regard, the analysis of the uses of the concept of
icopotpia in the corpus can offer us a special lens through which to examine,
and somehow reconsider, his ideas on international affairs with a particular
focus on Athenian hegemony (a topic to which | shall return in the next chapter).
So, the way in which Isocrates employs the notion of icopopia fits into
his remarkable (re)use of the rich vocabulary of equality, a key feature of his
usage of political, especially democratic, language, which | have already argued
for in the discussion of the occurrences of icovopia and of the theory of the two
kinds of equality in the corpus. In other words, although the instances of the
notion of icopopia in Isocrates could seem to be irrelevant from a quantitative
point of view, at a closer look it emerges how Isocrates employs the idea of
equality of shares in a particularly original way: he redefines, so to say, the
concept by applying it to external politics and thus effectively expanding its field
of action, within the perspective of his constant Athenocentric interest in

international relations.

127



5. Conclusions

My analysis of Isocrates’ usages of the notion and vocabulary of equality has
moved through three specific instances: icovopuia, the theory of the two kinds of
equality and icopoipia. Taken together, the examination of these three case
studies reveals that Isocrates not only is deeply interested in the idea of equality
in its various aspects and nuances, but also problematises and reshapes the
vocabulary, and thus the concepts, related to it in order to convey some key
ideas of his political thought. Thus, Isocrates appears to be actively engaged
(rather like Xenophon) in the debate around equality and the language
connected with it, a debate that was particularly vivid precisely in the first half of
the fourth century when the notion itself started to be rethought.

In addition, it is important to note that the problematisation that Isocrates
puts into effect is not limited to the idea of equality and the language related to it
since it involves also the connection existing between this notion and other key-
words (and thus the concepts that they convey) in Greek political thought. For
instance, the occurrences of icovopia reveal that he challenges the deeply
rooted association between icovopio and dnpokpotio in order not to reject it in
the perspective of a supposedly anti-democratic agenda but to rethink and
consolidate such a close link. Furthermore, in alluding to the theory of the two
kinds of equality Isocrates redefines the meaning of ot BéAitiotou in light of a
notion at the very heart of his whole corpus, namely €0 gpoveiv. In this sense,
he suggests the identification of ot BéAtioTo/01l xpnotot with ot €0 ppovodvTec.
Isocrates also problematises the relationship between equality and nieove&ia in
the sense that, although he tends to oppose these two notions with one
another, he does not generalise this contrast. Indeed, Isocrates’ manifold uses
of the idea of equality as well as of tieove&ia and its cognates throughout his
corpus show that he is constantly exploiting, and in a certain sense recovering
or even bringing to light, the intrinsic malleability and complexity characterising
these terms, and the concepts that they convey, in Greek political discourse.
Finally, in the specific case of icopopia Isocrates extends the range of
application of the notion of equality even beyond the boundaries of internal
politics in connection with his interest in (re)affirming Athens’ leading role within

the Hellenic world.
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Overall, his usage of the rich vocabulary of equality perfectly exemplifies
how Isocrates rethinks, and stretches the boundaries of, political, especially
democratic, language. Significantly, he does not do so arbitrarily and with the
narrow-minded purpose of promoting an alleged oligarchic agenda. Rather, he
retrieves, highlights and further problematises the ductility embedded in this
terminology in order to engage with the wider contemporary debate around
these notions as well as in light of his steady interest in consolidating Athens’
position abroad. The crucial role that such an interest plays in the Isocratean
corpus is hinted at by his usages of the notion of icopopia and shall emerge

even more clearly in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4
Leadership within and by Athens

1. Introduction

Throughout his whole corpus Isocrates appears to show a deep interest in
political leadership comparable to that which we find in Xenophon’s works.
However, while Xenophon'’s interest in this topic has long been acknowledged
and has recently been the object of further analysis,* Isocrates’ views on
leadership have often been overlooked, as | briefly discussed in the opening
chapter.? Moreover, as Balot points out, Isocrates, while participating in the
Greek tradition on this theme, ‘additionally teaches that leadership inherently
presents underlying dangers’.? Indeed, in his works he reflects on, and attempts
to deal with, the problems posed by it in both internal and external politics. This
chapter thus aims to shed light on Isocrates’ approaches to political leadership
with particular attention devoted to his ideas on what makes a good leader not
only in domestic affairs, but also in international relations.

In line with the lexical methodology applied in this dissertation, | shall
devote the first part of the present chapter to examining the occurrences of the
term dnpaywyodc and its cognate verb dnpaywyém in the Isocratean corpus in
order to unearth the relevance of Isocrates’ usages to our understanding of his
views on leadership. In doing so, | will suggest that in contrast to the generally
negative connotation that the dnpaywyog family of words appears to have
acquired by the fourth century, Isocrates retrieves the originally neutral sense of
dnpoywyog with the purpose of problematising its meaning as part of his own
reflection on political leadership. Within this context, rather than condemning the
concept of dnpaywylo altogether, he introduces a binary distinction between
bad and good dnpaymyot and emphasises the need for the Athenians to select
the latter. By means of this polarisation Isocrates promotes a reshaping of
internal leadership that goes hand in hand with his attempt to uphold a renewed

model of foreign politics. In considering how he presents Pericles as an

1 See, for instance, Bianco (2011), Gray (2011), Buxton (2016a), Buxton (2016b), Humble
(2016).
2 See Chapter 1 section 2.
3 Balot (2014) 23.
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instance of the positive pole in this binary opposition, | will argue that the use of
dnpoywyog to depict him, rather than revealing an insincere praise of the
Athenian leader, hints at the crucial role of the Athenian éfjpog, and its faults, in
the great man-community dynamics. Additionally, | will make a comparison
between Isocrates’ problematisation of dnpoywyog and his rehabilitation of the
term cogiotrg in order to suggest that the former, like the latter, can be
ultimately interpreted in connection with Isocrates’ defence of the rhetorical
education provided by his school. | will then conclude the investigation of the
Isocratean usages of dnpaymyog and dnpayoyéw by focusing on the two
instances in which this terminology is retrojected into Athens’ past and the one
in which it is applied to a non-Athenian and non-democratic context. Indeed, in
examining these three occurrences we shall see how Isocrates problematises
even further the inherent malleability of dnpoaywyog and its cognate verb.

In the second half of the chapter | shall employ the Isocratean depiction
of Alcibiades as a case study since his interest in this figure fundamentally
mirrors, and can thus enhance our understanding of, his more general ideas on
leadership. In this respect, we shall see how both Isocrates’ description of
Pericles and his characterisation of Alcibiades ultimately throw light on his
awareness of, and attempt to deal with, the issues posed by the problematic
relation between leaders of great merit and the democratic toiig. The overall
representation of Alcibiades focuses, in particular, on the need for the great
man to secure the ebvowa of his fellow citizens. In addition, it also reveals how
the notion of goodwill becomes a cornerstone of the renewed model of foreign
politics promoted in the Isocratean corpus.

Taken together, the investigation of Isocrates’ usages of dnpaywnyog and
his depiction of Alcibiades hint at, and cast some light on, the crucial role that
his views on leadership, especially by and within Athens, play in the broader
context of his political thought.
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2. Anpaymyog

The origin, meaning and development of the term dnpaywyog (‘leader of the
people’) are particularly noteworthy. Indeed, the English counterpart
‘demagogue’ has a negative connotation and is usually employed to describe
with disparaging intent those politicians who are regarded as manipulating and
flattering the people to win their support. Conversely, it is generally believed that
dnpoywyog and its cognates originally did not have any derogatory meaning,
although by the fourth century they had probably acquired a pejorative
connotation.*

Nonetheless, it is worth pointing out that there has not been unanimous
agreement among scholars on the original meaning and subsequent
development of the term. For instance, Finley appears to assume that
dnuoywyog has always had an intrinsically negative sense,® even though in the
final part of his study he abruptly refers in passing to a neutral meaning of the
word.® On the contrary, according to Connor, dnpaywyog (together with pntop
and npootdtng tod dMpuov) belongs to the new terminology employed to indicate
political leaders that began to appear in Athens in the last third of the fifth
century.” Within this context, Connor stresses that the word originally did not
have a pejorative meaning and that the decisive factor in determining whether
the noun takes on a neutral, negative or even positive sense is represented by
the context in which it is employed, so that ‘[e]Jven in the fourth century one can
speak of “good demagogues” without seeming excessively oxymoronic’.2 A
somehow similar view has been expressed, more recently, by Lane who rejects
Finley’s conclusions, and thus questions the existence in Athenian politics of ‘an
evaluative distinction between terms signifying the good statesman and the bad
demagogue’.® More particularly, she argues that neither dnuayoyog nor
dnunyopog had an inherently negative meaning before Plato and suggests that
the concept of dnpaywyog in its pejorative sense became clearly demarcated

only with Plato (who, nonetheless, never employs the word dnpaywyog and its

4 See Hornblower (2015).
® See Finley (1962) 4.
6 See Finley (1962) 19; on Finley’s study and his sudden reference to the neutral meaning taken
on by dnpaywyog see Lane (2012) 182-183.
7 See Connor (1971) 108-109.
8 Connor (1971) 110.
° Lane (2012) 179.
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cognates) and Aristotle, adding that the distinction between statesmen and
demagogues was forged not in Classical Athens, but by Plutarch.©

However, the negative tinge conveyed by the dnpaywyog family of words
is attested already in the Aristophanic use of the noun dnpayoyio in Knights
191, the adjective dnpoywyikog in Knights 217 and the verb dnpayoyéw in Frogs
419 as well as in the two Thucydidean occurrences, which refer to Cleon and
Androcles respectively,!! pace Lane who argues that both Aristophanes and
Thucydides employ this terminology in a merely descriptive way.*? In the
following century, the derogatory sense that dnpaywyog and its cognates could
convey appears to emerge also from the Xenophontic instances, as | shall
illustrate below.

In this respect, of particular importance is Saldutti’s relatively recent
study that offers a concise but comprehensive lexical analysis of the
occurrences of dnpaymyog, dnpayonyio and dnpaywyéw in the fifth and fourth
centuries.!® Indeed, in his article, to which | shall refer in greater detail below,
Saldutti suggests that dnpoaywyodc and its cognates, despite being coined shortly
after dnunyopoc and mpootdtng Tob dNpov, belong to a different historical and
political context and thus take on, since their first occurrences, a negative
meaning.'* In other words, according to Saldutti, dnpayoydg carries an
intrinsically and irrevocably pejorative connotation and, even when the term is
connected with adjectives indicating a neutral or positive sense, the ultimate
aim consists in stressing the unbridgeable gap between a merely hypothetical
good leader of the people and the despicable conduct of the actual
demagogues.

Saldutti has certainly had the merit of providing us with a thorough
examination of the occurrences of the dnpoaywyoc family of words, and, more

specifically, of highlighting the relevance of the Isocratean usages within the

10 See Lane (2012) 181-183, 189-192.
1 Thuc., IV, 21, 3 and VIII, 65, 2 (where we find the noun dnpayoyico to indicate one of the
reasons why the young oligarchic conspirators decided to put Androcles to death in 411). On
the pejorative sense conveyed by the Aristophanic and Thucydidean occurrences of the
dnnaywyog family of words see, for instance, Saldutti (2015) 81-88. On the pejorative sense of
dnnaywydc and dnpayoyia in Thucydides see Yunis (1996) 101 n. 32.
12 See Lane (2012) 184-187.
13 See Saldutti (2015).
14 See Saldutti (2015) 104 who points out that mpoctéing 100 dfpov is a hypernym (not a mere
synonym) of dnuoymyog, while dnunyopog is a hyponym of dnpaywyog since the meaning of
dnunyopog remains primarily linked to oratorical skills even if in the fourth century it can at times
be employed, more broadly, to refer to political leaders in general.
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framework of the development of this terminology. However, in the present
section | shall challenge his conclusion concerning the inherently negative
connotation of dnpaymyos. In doing so, | shall base my interpretation of the
Isocratean occurrences on the assumption that dnupaywydc and its cognates had
an originally neutral meaning even though by the fourth century they had taken
on a negative connotation. In this respect, | will argue that, while retrieving the
initial ethical neutrality of the dnpaymyog family of words, Isocrates
problematises the meaning of the notion of dnpaywyio by dichotomising it and
extending its range of application even beyond the boundaries of Classical
Athens. This problematisation, rather than hinting at an ill-concealed anti-
democratic agenda, suggests, as we shall see, that by exploiting the intrinsic
flexibility of dnpaywyog and its cognate verb Isocrates upholds the need to
rethink and reshape Athenian leadership in both internal and external politics
within the broader context of the debate going on in fourth-century political
thought on these topics and in light of his more general ideas on leadership.

2.1 Good versus bad dnpoaywyot

The analysis carried out in the present section will primarily revolve around the
occurrences of dnpaymyog in On the Peace. | will thus begin by contextualising
such occurrences within the framework of the harsh criticism towards
contemporary leaders of the people, which represents the main background for
the use of the term in this speech. Nonetheless, we shall see how, far from
condemning the role of dnpoywyot per se, Isocrates recovers the ethically
neutral connotation of dnpaywyodg and ultimately suggests a dichotomy between
bad and good dnpaywyot. Before turning to the discussion of how Isocrates
presents Pericles as belonging to the latter category and of what this entails, we
shall also see how this binary opposition reflects Isocrates’ attempt to promote a
reshaping of internal leadership that represents a conditio sine qua non for
implementing his renewed model of foreign politics. The section will then end
with a comparison between the rehabilitation of dnpaywyog (effected by means
of the distinction between good versus bad dnpoaywyot) and that of the term
coplotng, both of which can be interpreted as pointing in the direction of

Isocrates’ attempt to rehabilitate rhetorical culture.
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The attack on bad dnpoywyot in On the Peace
My investigation of the Isocratean usages of dnpaymyog and its cognate verb
dnpaywyém shall take as its starting point the occurrences of the noun in On the
Peace as this work presents the highest number of instances of dnpoywyog in
the corpus. This speech was written most probably around 356/5, that is,
towards the end of the Social War'®> and the specific historical setting in which it
was composed appears to have deeply influenced its content.1® Indeed, at
about the same time as Philip captured Amphipolis (357), some of its allies,
namely Chios, Rhodes, Cos and Byzantium revolted against Athens helped by
Mausolus, the Persian satrap of Caria, and eventually managed to withdraw
from the Second Athenian League.!’ On the Peace is thus generally considered
as ‘something of an anti-imperialist, anti-war tract’'® whose main goal consists in
advocating peace, as it appears to be suggested by the title itself. The second
widespread assumption regarding this work involves the interpretation of
Isocrates’ strong criticism towards the political leaders of contemporary Athens,
as being part of his alleged negative attitude towards democracy.*®

These two presumptions are closely related to one another. Indeed,
according to Bearzot, Isocrates presents peace as a conditio sine qua non for
the safeguard of democracy in order to label the current leaders of the people
as warmongering individuals who damage the Athenian democracy with their

warlike attitude; in doing so, Bearzot continues, Isocrates intends to defend

15 For the date of On the Peace see Jebb (1876) 182-183, according to whom the speech ‘was
probably written while negotiations for peace were pending, i.e. in the first half of 355’; see also
Norlin (1929) 5, Gillis (1970) 196, Davidson (1990) 21. Conversely, Mathieu (1925) 116-117 and
Cloché (1963) 105-106 believe that Isocrates wrote it in 356, that is, in the midst of the war. On
the Peace is the title of the speech in the manuscripts Urbinas 111 (G, from the end of the ninth
or beginning of the tenth century AD) and Ambrosianus O 144 (E, late fifteenth century AD), as
well as in Dion. Hal., On the Style of Demosthenes, 17. Nonetheless, the other manuscripts and
Arist., Rhetoric Ill, 17, 10 give the title On the Confederacy ('O Zvuppayikog); on this matter, see
Norlin (1929) 2 and Davidson (1990) 21 n. 3.
16 1t is, nonetheless, worth noting that some scholars have downplayed the historical
significance of this speech and its intention to influence contemporary politics. In this respect,
Harding (1973), by claiming that On the Peace is merely a rhetorical exercise, has suggested
that, due to their antithetical nature, On the Peace and Archidamus should necessarily be taken
together and considered as being antilogical, with the former making the case for peace and the
latter for war; for a rather similar view see, more recently, Ghirga and Romussi (1997) 250.
However, Moysey (1982) has convincingly rebutted Harding’s thesis point by point showing the
role of On the Peace as ‘an actual political advice to the Athenians towards the end of the
Social War’ and thus highlighting its historical and political relevance. See also Davidson (1990)
21 n. 3. For a discussion of Harding’'s hypothesis (with a brief reference also to Moysey’s
counter-argument) see Too (1995) 66-67.
17 See Musti (2006) 598-599.
18 Goldhill (1990) 105. See also, for instance, Too (1995) 95. Cf. Brock (1998) 236.
19 See Bearzot (1980) 122.
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himself from the allegations of being a supporter of oligarchy by turning those
charges against Athens’ dnuorywyoi.?° | shall return to the first assumption and
its confutation more in depth below. For now, let us begin with the analysis of
the Isocratean usages of the term dnpaywyog in the speech, which shall lead us
to rebut the second inference. Indeed, | aim to show that the harsh criticism
voiced throughout On the Peace against the leaders of contemporary
democracy should not be dismissed as confirming Isocrates’ supposedly anti-
democratic sympathies. Rather, it should be interpreted within the framework of
the division between good and bad dnpaywyot that he effects in the speech.
The attack on contemporary statesmen that characterises On the Peace
has been interpreted as directed against Chares and Aristophon of Azenia, with
both leaders being responsible for Athens’ aggressive attitude in international
politics and with the latter having prosecuted Timotheus, Isocrates’ pupil.?! Yet, |
would note that, while these are indeed the specific leaders that Isocrates is
targeting, through his sharp criticism he might also intend to draw a broader
portrait of bad leadership in general. More particularly, in the opening sections
of On the Peace Isocrates claims that the Athenians have been deceived for a
long time by those leaders whose only ability is ‘to lie’ (pevaxiletv) and who
despise ‘the mass’ (10 mAfi6oc) so much that, whenever they wish to wage war
against any other noig, they take bribes and misleadingly urge their fellow
citizens to follow the example set by their ancestors.?? Throughout the rest of
the speech Isocrates intertwines his discussion on Athens’ position abroad with
his attack on contemporary political leaders, which becomes particularly
prominent in the final part of On the Peace. Here, he deals a heavy blow
against those leaders who, in his view, gratify their fellow citizens in the present
moment without caring at all for the future (ot év 1® mapovtL pev xoplopevor,
100 8¢ pEALOVTOG XpOVOL Undepiov Empérelay Totovpevol) and against those
who claim to love the people but in reality only damage Athens (ot giielv pgv
TOV dTOV PACKOVTEG, OANV 8& TNV TOALY Avpovopevor), comparing such leaders
to men of similar character who in the past have led the city to ‘folly’ (&voiwa) and

consequent misfortunes.??

20 See Bearzot (1980) 120-122.
21 See Moysey (1987) 85. Cf. Arist., Rhetoric Ill, 17, who explicitly states that Isocrates has
directed On the Peace against Chares. On the role played by Chares in determining Athens’
foreign policy in the 350s and on Isocrates’ hostility towards him see also Moysey (1985).
22 1soc., On the Peace 36; see also Isoc., On the Peace 38.
2 |soc., On the Peace 121.
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Owing to the leadership of such men, Isocrates goes on to claim, the
Athenian dfuog is worse off than ‘those who are subject to the oligarchies’ (ot
Taig OAMyapyiang doviebovteg) and is mistakenly convinced that it has to ‘rule
over others’ (tdv &ALlwv &pyerv).?* Furthermore, Isocrates insists on criticising
the attitude of contemporary political leaders by accusing them of having gained
profits at the detriment of their fellow citizens: although they claim to care for the
public good, and thus to be unable to attend to their private interests, in reality
they have cultivated the latter while ‘the mass’ (1o nAf60g) is in such a sorry
state that no citizen can live ‘pleasantly’ (né¢wg) or ‘lightly’ (pa8tuwg) and Athens
is ‘full of lamentations’ (63vpu®dV pecth).?

This attack on contemporary statesmen reaches its climax when
Isocrates warns his fellow citizens that no ‘group’ (yévog) is ‘more ill-disposed
toward the mass’ (kakovovotepov t@ mAnOet) than ‘worthless rhetoricians and
leaders of the people’ (tovnpoi phtopeg kol dnpaymwyol) who know that those
who can manage their own affairs by means of their private resources are on
the side of the noAic and of the wisest orators (oi t& BéATiotar Aéyoviecg),?d
unlike those who rely on the income deriving from the law courts and
assemblies.?” Thus, instead of providing a livelihood for the poor, they seek to
reduce to poverty the wealthy so that they can hold power over them.?® So, here
the term dnpaywyog is employed in the context of the harsh criticism towards
the behaviour of contemporary Athenian leaders who support a warlike policy
and who, according to Isocrates, cultivate not the interests of the noAig but their
own. Such statesmen are presented as embodying a negative kind of
leadership, which is opposed to the conduct of the wise orators and which is
depicted as having detrimental effects on Athens in its domestic but also in its
foreign politics (as suggested particularly by the reference to the excessive
activism of the Athenian dfjpog towards the other Greeks in On the Peace 125).

In this passage from On the Peace the word dnpaywydg can thus appear,
at least at first reading, to be used with a derogatory connotation. Nonetheless,
dnpoywyog here might well have, strictly speaking, a neutral sense, considering

that it is possible to suggest that the pejorative weight is borne not by the noun

24 |soc., On the Peace 125.
25 |soc., On the Peace 127.
26 |soc., On the Peace 129.
27 |soc., On the Peace 130.
28 |soc., On the Peace 131.
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dnpoywyog itself, but by the adjective movnpég. Indeed, despite what some
modern translations have suggested,?® movnpot can be regarded as referring not
only to pritopeg but also to dnporywyoi.®° This reading is in accordance with the
neutral sense that, as it shall emerge in the course of my investigation,
dnpoywyoc and its cognate verb convey throughout the Isocratean corpus.
Moreover, the use of dnpaywyog in conjunction with the adjective tovnpog calls
to mind not only a similar juxtaposition of the two terms in Aeschines’ Against
Ctesiphon 134 (i.e. ol movnpol tdv dnpayoydv) but also, e contrario, the phrase
dnpoywyog xpnotog from section 78 of the same speech, where Aeschines
states that a man who is a ‘bad father’ (ratnp movnpdg) cannot be a ‘good leader
of the people’. These two instances hint at the fact that in the fourth century the
term could indeed be employed in an ethically neutral sense.

The neutral meaning of the term in On the Peace emerges even more
clearly from yet another occurrence of dnuaywyéc, still in the context of the
attack against fourth-century leaders, which, as we have seen, represents the
framework for the use of the term in the speech. Indeed, contemporary
Athenians prefer as ‘leaders of the people’ (dnpaywyot), Isocrates complains,
‘not men who are of the same mind as those who made the néAig great’ (o0 ot
TNV AOTNV YVOUNV EXOVTEG TOTG MEYGANV TNV TOALV Tomoaoty), but ‘men who
say and do the same things as those who destroyed it’ (ol dpoto kol AEyovTeg
Kol TPATTOVTEG Tolg dmoAécooty avthv), despite knowing that ‘the worthy’ (ot
xpnotol) are superior to ‘the worthless’ (ot movnpot) in making Athens
prosperous, and that under the leadership of the former democracy remained
unchanged for many years, while under the latter in a short amount of time it
has already been overthrown twice.*! So, Isocrates argues that, despite being
fully aware of the opposite effects that these two different kinds of leadership
have had on their néAig, his fellow citizens are pleased with ‘the knavish tricks
of the rhetoricians’ (ai 1@v pntépmv movnpilot) even though most Athenians have
been deprived of their patrimony precisely ‘because of the war and the troubles’
(3 Tov mOAepOV Kol TOGg Topaydg) caused by such men, who have instead

enriched themselves.32

29 See, for instance, Ghirga and Romussi (1997) 315.
30 This reading appears to be the one adopted by Mathieu (1960) 46, who translates the above-
mentioned phrase as follows: ‘les mauvais orateurs et les mauvais démagogues’.
31 1soc., On the Peace 122-123.
32 1soc., On the Peace 124.
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Here Isocrates reiterates against contemporary dnpoywyot the
accusations levelled against the political leaders of the end of the fifth century33
turning against them the charge of damaging the Athenian democracy and of
being ultimately sympathisers of the oligarchy, as suggested by the reference to
the oligarchic coups of 411 and 404. Nonetheless, it is plausible to argue that
the term dnpaymyog does not bear an intrinsically pejorative meaning since
being a leader of the d1jpog is not depicted in itself with a derogatory
connotation. Rather, it is the specific category of individuals selected by his
fellow citizens as dnuoywyot that Isocrates views in a negative light. In other
words, | would suggest that in this passage from On the Peace he hints at a
dichotomy between bad and good dnpaywyot.

This polarisation, which appears to take root in a comparison with the
leaders of the past, is applied to fourth-century statesmen and is presented in
terms of an opposition between ot xpnotot and ot movnpot. Therefore, here the
use of dnpaymyodg manifestly contradicts, in my view, Saldutti’'s contention
according to which, as | mentioned above, the dnpoywyog family of words has at
its origin a negative connotation and invariably preserves it in subsequent
usages. What Isocrates condemns is not being a dnpoywyog in itself but the
particular kind of individuals on whom his fellow citizens’ choice falls. So, far
from using the term in an entirely pejorative sense, and thus excluding
altogether the existence of good dnpaywyot, he highlights the possibility, or
rather the need, to select better leaders of the dfuoc.

Furthermore, | would note that special attention has to be devoted to the
association of dnpaywyog with pritwp that emerges in particular from On the
Peace 129, where we find the phrase movnpol pntopeg kol dnporywyot.
Significantly, a similar juxtaposition of the two terms occurs also, as we shall
see later on, in the definition of Pericles as dnpoaywyog dyabog kai pRtmp
dplotog in Antidosis 234. It is thus possible to suggest that in connecting the two
terms Isocrates is alluding to the phrase pntopeg xai otpatnyot that, as Hansen
stresses, was employed to indicate fourth-century Athens’ political leaders.3* In
this respect, by replacing otpatnyot with dnpoaywyot Isocrates might well intend
to shift the focus in the definition of leadership from military skills to rhetorical

culture considering also that bad dnpoywyot are presented as closely

33 See Saldutti (2015) 90.
34 See Hansen (1983a) 37; cf. Hansen (1983b) 151 and Hansen (1999) 345.
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associated with the figure of flatterers. Thus, if bad dnpoywyia is linked with
kohoakela it follows that, in Isocrates’ view, good dnpoaywyio is opposed to
flattery and assimilated to the ability of employing rhetorical skills in the best
interest of one’s fellow citizens without paying court to them.3> And, if this is
indeed the case, we could identify a parallelism not only with tappncia in its
positive sense (see Chapter 2 section 3.4) but also with the semantic shift of
nyepovia from referring to Athens’ military superiority to indicating its cultural
pre-eminence, as argued by Bouchet and discussed in the previous chapter

(see Chapter 3 section 4).

Good dnpayonyio and good niryepovio
In this respect, | intend to make a comparison between Isocrates’ ideas on
internal leadership and his views on Athens’ position abroad as expressed in
On the Peace. More specifically, in the same way as his attack on
contemporary dnpayoyot does not indicate that he opposes the role of
dnpoywyol per se and ultimately reveals that he considers good dnpoywyio as
achievable and necessary, an in-depth analysis of his criticism towards Athens’
contemporary leadership over Greece in On the Peace suggests that Isocrates
fundamentally upholds the need to rebuild on different foundations, not reject in
toto, Athenian hegemony. Indeed, Davidson has referred to ‘good imperialism’
as an innovative and characteristic feature of this speech and as an element
absent from both Thucydides and Plato.36

Nonetheless, as | briefly mentioned earlier, On the Peace is often
regarded as a pacifist speech. This commonly-held view arises from the fact
that Isocrates explicitly urges his fellow citizens to make peace not only with
their former allies, who have revolted and have thus given rise to the Social
War, but also, more broadly, with all mankind.3” Furthermore, the prima facie
goal of advocating peace goes hand in hand with a vigorous criticism towards
Athens’ empire and its sea power. Indeed, throughout the speech Isocrates
sharply condemns Athens’ allegedly unfair behaviour towards its allies, who, he
argues, are entitled to be disposed harshly towards Athens since they have

suffered many terrible wrongs at the hands of the Athenians and have had to be

35 See Arist., Politics 1313b39-41, who associates dnpoyoyio with kolokeio (without
distinguishing, unlike Isocrates, between good and bad dnuoywyio).
36 Davidson (1990) 36.
37 1soc., On the Peace 16.
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subject to their ‘insolence’ (&céryera).2® The strong criticism against the
Athenian empire expressed in On the Peace has led to the widespread opinion
that the whole speech is dominated by a very pessimistic tone and that
Isocrates condemns without appeal Athens’ hegemony suggesting that the
Athenians should right away give up their leadership over Greece. In this
regard, through a blend of arguments from justice, possibility and expediency?°
Isocrates attempts to convince his fellow citizens that the ‘empire’ (&pyn) is not
‘just’ (ducaiier) nor ‘possible’ (Suvarth) nor ‘useful’ (cupeépovoa).? So, his harsh
criticism appears to lead, at least at first sight, to a firm condemnation of
Athenian hegemony without the possibility of appeal.

However, some studies have suggested that in On the Peace, unlike
what one could assume at first reading, Isocrates ultimately aims not to reject
Athenian hegemony over Greece altogether but to reshape it and rebuild it on
different foundations.*! In this respect, of particular interest is Bouchet’s Isocrate
I’Athénien ou la belle hégémonie that, as we saw, argues for a semantic sliding
in meaning of nyepovia which goes hand in hand with Athens’ progressively
decreasing capacity to exercise a merely military power.*?> According to
Bouchet, such a shift emerges, first and foremost, precisely in On the Peace

where the term, rather than indicating Athens’ military leadership, becomes

38 |soc., On the Peace 79; see Gillis (1970) 205. Tincani (1923) 104 states that oi BéAtictot in
this passage refers to ‘gli Oligarchi, che Atene o scaccid o tento di scacciare da ogni dove’, but
in Chapter 3 section 3 | have already shown that the meaning of the phrase in the Isocratean
corpus should not be interpreted as a mere synonym for oligarchs. On Athens’ harsh attitude
towards its allies see also Isoc., On the Peace 115 where we find a comparison with how badly
the Thebans treat the other Boeotians.
39 See Gillis (1970) 204-205. See also Gillis (1970) 199 who, concerning the arguments from
justice and expediency employed by Isocrates in this speech, notes that, unlike in Panegyricus
where the two arguments appear to be used mostly separately, in On the Peace Isocrates
employs ‘both types woven into its texture without regard for symmetry’.
401s0c., On the Peace 66.
41 For instance, Gillis (1970) 195 makes a brief reference to the ‘different direction in foreign
policy’ offered by Isocrates consisting, first of all, in peace, but secondly in a renewed
‘hegemony based on the good-will and trust of the allies’. More recently, Balot (2014) 150 has
referred to the Isocratean ‘theory of enlightened hegemony’. In this respect, Balot (2014) 153-
154 highlights that ‘Isocrates generally distinguishes arché from hégemonia at a terminological
level; and, despite the slight fluidity of Isocrates’ terminology, he certainly drew a conceptual
distinction between hegemony and empire’, adding that, while Isocrates strongly criticises
imperialism regarding it as ‘the selfish, aggressive, and unjust acquisition of power over others
and their possessions’ and thus as ‘an operation of enslavement and tyranny’, hegemony in his
view is ‘an enlightened form of leadership in which the Athenians cultivated the prosperity of
their allies and thereby promoted their own advantage’. See also Davidson (1990) 22 n. 7 on the
use of the terms d&pyn and fyepovia in On the Peace. It is, nonetheless, worth noting that
although the above-mentioned studies allude to the Isocratean attempt to shape a new model of
foreign politics, none of them has at its core a thorough examination of his ideas on Athens’
leadership over Greece, unlike Bouchet (2014), on which see below.
42 Bouchet (2014) on which see Chapter 1 section 3 and Chapter 3 section 4.
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‘synonyme de prééminence ou de primauté (culturelle, économique, voire
politique)’.*® It is therefore in this speech that Isocrates clearly attempts to
uphold the need not for peace per se as it is generally assumed, but for a
renewed kind of Athenian hegemony within the Hellenic world, which is indeed
that ‘belle hégémonie’ referred to in the title of Bouchet’s volume.

Moreover, it is worth noting that the Isocratean attitude towards Athenian
hegemony which emerges from On the Peace can be compared with
Xenophon’s views on this same topic, with particular reference to Ways and
Means. In this work, which was written precisely at the same time as Isocrates’
speech, Xenophon appears to make the case for peace stating not only that ‘the
most prosperous cities’ (evdoupovestatot (...) ToAelg) are those which enjoy the
longest period of peace, but also that among all Greek cities Athens is by nature
the most suited ‘to increase in power’ (ab&ecBan) during peace times.*4
However, Xenophon also mentions the need for Athens to regain its ‘leadership’
(nyepovia) and in doing so he resorts to historical examples by referring to the
Athenians who lived at the time of the Persian Wars. In this regard, he argues
that at that time the Athenians reached a position of leadership within the
Hellenic world not through coercive force (Bialopevotl) but by means of good
services done to the other Greeks (evepyetodvteg) and by refraining from
injustice (10 &dikelv dmeoyOuedn).*°

Therefore, as Farrell points out, in Ways and Means, rather than
adopting an anti-imperialist stance, Xenophon appears to suggest that in order
to regain their hegemony over Greece after the defeat in the Social War his
fellow citizens should aim to obtain the voluntary obedience of their allies, and
thus need to redirect their imperial aspirations towards a ‘rule over the willing’
and away from ‘a tyranny over unwilling subjects’.“¢ In doing so, he reiterates
ideas that are not only expressed throughout the rest of his corpus (especially in
Cyropaedia and Hiero) but also similar to the views which we find in On the
Peace. Nonetheless, Farrell also highlights how, in spite of the numerous
similarities, Xenophon’s Ways and Means differs in some respects from On the

Peace:

43 Bouchet (2014) 209.
44 Xen., Ways and Means V, 2-3.
45 Xen., Ways and Means V, 5-6.
6 Farrell (2016) 339 [his italics], who stresses how the reference to the Second Athenian
League in Xenophon’s Ways and Means has often been neglected by scholars.
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Whereas Isocrates rejects all manifestations of Athenian hegemony
after Pericles, Xenophon complements [sic] the Athenian achievements
of the early fourth-century and reiterates that the foundation of the
fourth-century hegemony offered a positive paradigm for leadership.

Xenophon here refers to the Second Athenian Confederacy.*’

While their judgment on the Second Athenian League might well be discordant,
what is worth pointing out here is that for both Isocrates and Xenophon
condemning Athens’ fourth-century hegemony does not necessarily equate with
rejecting its leadership over Greece in toto. Thus, far from expressing a merely
pacifist stance, Isocrates in On the Peace, as we shall see more clearly below,
provides a crucial and idiosyncratic contribution to the contemporary debate on
Athenian leadership in the Hellenic world by upholding the need to reshape and
rethink it.

And it is in this respect that Isocrates’ much debated judgment on the
Second Athenian League comes into play. More particularly, the question is
raised whether he regards the Second Athenian League as having embodied
the pattern of external leadership which he draws in On the Peace. Indeed,
Cargill has argued that the Isocratean work ‘does not provide a single specific
example of imperialistic Athenian behavior between the end of the
Peloponnesian War and the outbreak of the Social War’.*® In this regard, while
sharing the common interpretation according to which On the Peace consists in
a harsh condemnation of the Athenian imperialism, Cargill reaches the

conclusion that:

Isokrates does not equate the Second Athenian League, or Athenian
hegemony per se, with “the Empire of the sea”. A benevolent Athenian
hegemony, he consistently holds, is a good thing for the Greeks, but
during the war it has been perverted into Empire. It is the war, he

explicitly says, that has gained Athens the enmity of the Hellenes.*

47 Farrell (2016) 347.
48 Cargill (1981) 177 [his italics]. In this regard, it is worth noting that Cargill (1981) 178 bases
his argument mainly on the interpretation of Isoc., On the Peace 141 by arguing that in this
passage the aorist participles b gpovicovtag and yevopévoog as well as the aorist infinitives
npootival, kAndfvon and dvoaiofeiv should be considered as referring to past events rather
than being translated, as it generally occurs, in their aspectual sense and so with present tense
forms.
49 Cargill (1981) 177.
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In other words, according to Cargill, all the examples of Athens’ imperialistic
behaviour present in On the Peace refer exclusively to either the fifth century or
the time of the Social War, thus Isocrates’ overall view on the Second Athenian
League is rather positive and laudatory with the only exception being the period
of the Social War. Nevertheless, Bearzot has convincingly rebutted Cargill’s
thesis by highlighting the vagueness and generic nature of most of the historical
examples in On the Peace as well as the likelihood that in some of the other
instances employed in the speech Isocrates might be alluding to the time prior
to the Social War.®° So, we can share Bearzot’s conclusion according to which
Isocrates believes that the kind of renewed hegemony which he upholds in On
the Peace can still be (re)gained, but has not been achieved by the Second
Athenian League.®!

Indeed, the Isocratean purpose of remodelling, not rejecting, Athenian
hegemony over Greece, which emerges throughout On the Peace, becomes
even more manifest in the final part of the speech where by pulling together the
threads of his analysis and by making use of various examples once again
drawn mainly from Athens’ past, Isocrates urges his fellow citizens to rethink
and reshape their leadership within the Hellenic world. In doing so, he attempts
to convince them to adopt a renewed model of foreign politics that should
consist in retrieving the ‘goodwill’ (ebvoua)®? and the ‘good repute’ (edSoxpic)>?
allegedly enjoyed by the Athenians of the generation of the Persian Wars as
well as in championing once again the freedom and autonomy of Greece. Such
a renewed pattern will result, according to Isocrates’ programme, in the
voluntary subjection of the other Greek néreig to Athens’” hegemony and will
thus enable the Athenians to gain ‘the leadership for all time’ (f qayepovia gig ToOv
aravto xpovov).>* Therefore, ebvora, eddokipio and the consequent willing

subjection of the rest of Greece represent the cardinal points around which

50 See Bearzot (2003) 66-68 who focuses especially on Isoc., On the Peace 29, 36, 46 and 134
to refute Cargill’s view.
51 Bearzot (2003) 74. In this respect, it is worth mentioning that Bearzot (2003) 75 also refutes
the definition proposed by Asheri (2000) 199 of Isocrates as a ‘neo-imperialist’.
52 On the various meanings of ebvoio see Romilly (1958) 92. On the wide range of meanings
that the term can take on depending on the different contexts see also Mitchell (1997) 28.
53 On the Isocratean usages of the notion of ebdoxipio throughout the corpus see Alexiou
(1995) 34-40.
54 1soc., On the Peace 142. For a comparison between Isocrates’ remarks and Xenophon’s
emphasis on the notion of willing obedience see section 3 of this chapter.
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Isocrates structures the model of hegemony that he urges his fellow citizens to
adopt.

| shall discuss further these cornerstones, especially ebvowa, in the
second part of the present chapter. For now, | intend to highlight the possibility
of drawing a comparison between Isocrates’ emphasis on the need for Athens
to (re)gain the good fyepovia (allegedly enjoyed in the past and achievable
anew in the future) and his attempt to convince his fellow citizens to opt for the
good kind of dnpaymyia hinted at by his usages of the term dnpaywyog in the
speech. The inextricable link between these two aspects is reiterated and
heightened towards the end of the speech. More specifically, in On the Peace
133-135 when he recapitulates the key steps which, in his view, the Athenians
should take in order to improve their current situation, the very first aspect that
Isocrates mentions consists indeed in urging his fellow citizens to select as
advisers on public affairs the same kind of men as they would choose for their
private matters. Secondly, Athens should treat its allies as ‘friends’ (¢iAot), not
as ‘independent in words’ (Aoym avtovopotr) while ‘in fact’ (Epyw) giving them
over to Athenian generals (with a clear allusion to Chares)®® who do with them
whatever they please, and should thus stand over them not ‘like a master’
(deomotikdg) but ‘like an ally’ (coppoyikdg) considering also that Athens is
stronger than any single néiig but weaker than them all together.>¢ Thirdly, his
fellow citizens, Isocrates goes on to argue, should consider nothing, except
‘reverence towards the gods’ (eboéBela), as more important than ‘being of good
repute among the Greeks’ (10 mapd tolg “EAANCLY £0dokielv) who ‘willingly’
(¢xovteg) confer power as well as leadership (ol dvvaotelot kol ol Nyepoviot)
precisely to those who are highly esteemed. Therefore, by establishing a link of
cause and effect between the two aspects, Isocrates presents once again the
willing subjection of the rest of Greece to Athens’ hegemony as a direct
consequence and a somehow automatic result of the Athenians’ regaining of

their good repute within the Hellenic community.>’

% See Norlin (1929) 90-91 n. d.

5 An allusion to the need to structure the relation with the allies in terms of giAia also occurs

shortly afterwards in Isoc., On the Peace 139 where it is stated that everyone will be eager to

share in Athens’ friendship once they see that the Athenians are not only ‘the most just’

(ducadtartor) and ‘those possessing the greatest power’ (peyiotny dOvoply kektnuévol) among

all Greeks but also both willing and able to save the rest of Greece without needing any help for

themselves.

5" We can find a reference to the voluntary bestowal of hegemony to the Athenians also in Isoc.,

On the Peace 138, where Isocrates even goes one step further by claiming that, if harmed by
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Significantly, in indicating the moves that contemporary Athenians should
make to curb the degeneration affecting their méA1g Isocrates reserves the first
place in the list to the need to rethink internal leadership. This passage thus
shows that the selection of good dnpaywyot to lead Athens cannot be
disentangled from, and is a conditio sine qua non for, the renewal of the
Athenian hegemony over Greece. In other words, in Isocrates’ view, the
rethinking of Athens’ position abroad goes hand in hand with the reshaping of
domestic leadership, which is implicitly articulated in terms of a distinction

between good and bad dnpaywyio.

Pericles as good dnpaymyds
The dichotomy characterising Isocrates’ use of dnpaymyog comes to light even
more manifestly in his portrait of Pericles. Indeed, in On the Peace 126-127
Isocrates explicitly opposes the above-mentioned attitude of contemporary
political leaders, who support war and allegedly focus only on their own
interests to the detriment of Athens, to that of Pericles, who was the ‘leader of
the people’ (dnuaywydc) before such men. In this regard, Isocrates specifies that
Pericles took over the toiig ‘when it was less wise than it had been before it
gained the empire’ (xetpov ppovodca i mpiv Katooyely Thv apynv), but was still
governed ‘in a tolerable manner’ (&vextac), and adds that he did not aim at his
own personal gain. As evidence of his statements, Isocrates points out that
Pericles not only left an estate smaller than the one that he had received from
his father, but also brought up into the Acropolis eight thousand talents apart
from the sacred treasures. Therefore, in this passage from On the Peace
Isocrates emphasises the fact that Pericles, unlike contemporary political
leaders, put Athens’ interests before his own personal affairs.

In addition, it is worth noting that in the forensic speech On the Team of
Horses he is described as ‘the most temperate’ (cogppovéstatog), ‘the most just’
(ducondtatoc) and ‘the wisest’ (copdtatoc) among all citizens.>® Likewise, in

Antidosis 111 Isocrates mentions the exact same ‘democratic virtues’,> namely

the other leading no\eig, the Greeks will flee for refuge to Athens and offer it ‘not only the
leadership but also their own selves’ (ob pévov 1 Ryepoviar AL kol oQelg adTOL).
%8 |soc., On the Team of Horses 28. | will return to this passage in the next section when
devoting specific attention to the characterisation of Alcibiades emerging from On the Team of
Horses.
%9 See Too (2008) 204.
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copla, dikaoovvn and cogpochvn as the main qualities of Pericles in the
broader context of his defence of his former pupil, the Athenian general
Timotheus, and with specific reference to the victory over Samos. Timotheus is
indeed compared to Pericles for the reason that when subjugating Samos in
366/5, he managed to do so in a shorter amount of time as well as with far less
financial and military resources than Pericles did in his campaign against the
island in 441/39. So, here the praise of Pericles ultimately aims to emphasise
the relevance of Timotheus’ achievements by presenting them as even greater
than Pericles’. Nevertheless, the positive portrait of Pericles emerging from this
passage reiterates, and is thus consistent with, the favourable elements that we
can find not only in Antidosis but also in the other two references to Pericles in
the Isocratean corpus, namely the one in On the Peace and that in On the
Team of Horses mentioned above.

Furthermore, the term dnpaymyog is employed again to describe Pericles
in Antidosis 234. Here, as | briefly mentioned earlier when discussing Isocrates’
peculiar move of replacing otpoatnyog with dnpaywyog in the phrase pfitopeg kai
otpatnyot, Pericles is praised as ‘a good leader of the people and an excellent
rhetorician’ (dnpaywyog (...) &yaBog kol pntwp dprotog). Additionally, in this
same section Isocrates states, firstly, that Pericles adorned the noiig to such a
degree that even contemporary visitors regard Athens as being worthy of ruling
not only the Greeks but also the rest of the world (oVtwg éxdounce Ty TOALY
KOl TO1G 1€POLG KOl TOTG AVOONUOCT KOl TOTG BAAOLG AaGLY, AGT £TL KOl VOV
100G £l6aPLKVOVHEVOLG £ig oDV vopilely pn povov dpxety dEiay eivor 1OV
EAAVOV GALO Kol TV GV arndviov); secondly, that he stored in the
Acropolis a sum of not less than ten thousand talents. Indeed, Pericles is
mentioned just after Solon, Cleisthenes and Themistocles®® as an instance of
those historical figures whose excellence in rhetorical skills proves that far from
damaging the Athenians, rhetoric has led the toiig to greatness.

And it is plausible to assume that later on in the speech Isocrates
implicitly refers once again to Pericles in laudatory terms. More patrticularly, in
Antidosis 250, in order to highlight the contradictions of the fictional charges
moved against him, Isocrates complains that his alleged accusers look with

greater favour upon those men who train in gymnastic exercises than upon

60 See Isoc., Antidosis 232-233.
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those who pursue gihocooia, despite acknowledging the superiority of the mind
over the body and the fact that it is not ‘through bodily vigour’ (5t eve&iov
ocopatog), but ‘through practical wisdom of a man’ (81 epovnorv avépdc) that
Athens has become ‘the most prosperous’ (evdoupovestdtn) and ‘the greatest’
(neylotn) among all moreig in the Greek world. Interestingly, here &vnp has been
interpreted by some scholars as an allusion to Pericles and, more precisely, as
echoing what Isocrates has said about him in section 234, considering also
that in sections 253-257 Isocrates resumes the discussion in sections 232-237
by detailing how rhetoric has benefited mankind.? So, throughout his corpus
Isocrates refers to Pericles in favourable terms.

In this regard, the overall Isocratean depiction appears to differ
significantly from what Henderson defines as ‘the view of Pericles’ opponents
among the traditional élite’ and regards as being reflected, for example, in the
attacks on him that we find in Cratinus and Hermippus.®® Nonetheless, there
has been some scholarly discussion on the actual Isocratean judgment of the
figure of Pericles. More specifically, the positive assessment of Pericles which
emerges from Isocrates’ works has been questioned precisely on the basis of
the use of the term dnpaywyog that, as we saw, is employed in both On the
Peace 126 and Antidosis 234 to describe him. For instance, Bearzot argues that
since the term has already acquired an ambiguous meaning at the time when
Isocrates makes use of it, the fact that Isocrates employs it to refer to Pericles
casts a shadow over his apparently laudatory portrait and thus contributes to
unmask the ill-concealed anti-democratic agenda that, according to the Italian
scholar, underpins the Isocratean corpus.® It is indeed highly likely that by the
fourth century the dnpaywyog family of words had taken on a negative
connotation. This derogatory sense is well exemplified in the occurrences of
dnpaymyog and dnpaymyém in the Xenophontic corpus. More specifically,
dnpoywyog is used in a derogatory sense in Hellenica Il, 3, 27 by Critias who in
his speech attacks Theramenes for, inter alia, opposing the Thirty’s wish to put

some of the leaders of the people out of the way.® The second occurrence of

61 See, for instance, Norlin (1929) 324 n. b and Too (2008) 213.
62 See Too (2008) 214-215 who has highlighted that this praise of rhetoric closely recalls the
well-known encomium of Adyog in Nicocles 5-9.
63 Henderson (2003)162.
64 See Bearzot (1980) 121.
% See, for instance, Krentz (1995) 130 on the negative connotation that dnuoaywyog takes on in
this Xenophontic passage.
149



the noun in the Xenophontic corpus can be found in Hellenica V 2, 7, where the
adjective Bapig has been interpreted as simply reinforcing the negative
meaning already inherent in dnpoywyog.%6 Here Xenophon points out that, after
the capitulation to Sparta in 385 with the consequent demolition of the
fortifications and the division of Mantinea into four separate villages, the
Mantinean owners of landed property were pleased to be relieved from the
troublesome leaders of the people (drnAlayuévor 8 foav TV Bapéwv
dnpoywydv) within the framework of an opposition between aristocracy and
democracy. Finally, the pejorative meaning that dnpaywyog and its cognate verb
convey in the Xenophontic corpus emerges even more clearly in the Anabasis
where dnpaymyén describes Xenophon himself.®” More particularly, the term is
used by the Spartans as an explanation for the word gilootpatidng that
Seuthes of Thrace has just employed to point out a negative aspect of
Xenophon’s personality. | will return to this passage from the Anabasis below
with specific reference to the application of dnpaywyém to a non-Athenian
context. For now, | would stress that the derogatory sense conveyed by the
verb appears to be in line with the pejorative meaning taken on by the two
above-mentioned occurrences of the noun in the Hellenica, pace Lane.%®

Thus, the Xenophontic instances reflect the negative connotation that the
dnpoywyog family of words had acquired by the fourth century. In this respect,
Bearzot is not mistaken in stressing, as | mentioned above, that at the time
when Isocrates makes use of it to describe Pericles, the noun has already taken
on an ambiguous meaning. However, the occurrences in the Isocratean corpus
differ from most of the contemporary usages since, as | have attempted to show
in the analysis conducted so far, rather than employing such terminology with a
negative connotation, Isocrates reinstates its original ethical neutrality. And it is
this neutral sense that, in my view, underpins the use of the word when
Isocrates employs it to depict Pericles in both On the Peace 126 and Antidosis
234.%°

In this respect, | disagree with Saldutti’s contention that, due to the

intrinsically negative meaning of dnpoaymydg and its cognates, any reference in

6 See Saldutti (2015) 87-88; on this passage from the Hellenica see also Cartledge (2009) 100-
101 who interprets it as embodying Xenophon'’s alleged oligarchic sympathies.
67 Xen., Anabasis VII, 6, 4.
% |ane (2012) 188.
% See, for instance, Too (1995) 94.
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our literary sources (thus including the one in Antidosis) to a good dnpoaymyog
has to be regarded merely as an ideal, but in practice unfeasible, standard of
comparison.’® More specifically, starting from the recognition that Isocrates,
unlike Plato, does not intend to reject Athens’ democracy per se but rather to
redefine it, and that his pedagogical programme aims to educate successful
political leaders, Saldutti justifies the description of Pericles in laudatory terms
as dnpoymyog ayaboc as an exception that proves the rule. Indeed, the phrase
dInpoywyog ayoBoc represents, according to Saldutti, an outlier that can be
explained in the framework of Isocrates’ strenuous defence of his moudeio in
Antidosis and as a response to the attack in Plato’s Gorgias against the
Athenian democracy, which includes an attack against the relevance of rhetoric
and also against Pericles himself.”* Nonetheless, while his praise of Pericles in
Antidosis might well have been dictated, as Saldutti believes, by the need to
refute Plato’s negative statements in Gorgias, | would suggest that the depiction
of Pericles in laudatory terms hints, more broadly, at the dichotomy between
good and bad dnpayoyio that, as we saw, emerges implicitly from the usages of
dnpoywyog in On the Peace.

Additionally, it is worth noting that the full extent of Isocrates’ encomium
of Pericles has been put in doubt not only on the assumption that in referring to
him in On the Peace and Antidosis Isocrates employs dnpoaywyog in its
pejorative connotation (more common in the fourth century) rather than in its
original neutral sense, but also on the basis of the omission of his name in a
passage from On the Peace that enumerates the best Athenian leaders of the
past. Indeed, in On the Peace 75-76 in order to demonstrate that the sea
empire has caused many ills to the Athenians instead of benefiting them, he
makes a comparison between Athens’ condition before and after the néiig
acquired this ‘power’ (d0vaputg). Isocrates thus argues that the constitution in the
earlier time was ‘better’ (BeAtimv) and ‘stronger’ (kpeittwv) than that established
later as Aristides, Themistocles and Miltiades were ‘better men’ (&vdpeg
apetvovg) than Hyperbolus, Cleophon and ‘those who now make popular
speeches’ (oi dnunyopovvteg). Furthermore, ‘the people’ (6 d1pog) who
governed Athens at the time were not full of ‘idleness’ (&pyia) ‘poverty’ (dmopio)

and ‘empty hopes’ (¢éAnideg kevat). On the contrary, they not only were able to

70 See Saldutti (2015) 89.
1 See Saldutti (2015) 90-92.
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conquer in battle all those who attacked them and were deemed worthy of ‘the
meed of valour’ (&pioteia) in the dangers that they faced in defence of Greece,
but also were so trusted that most Greek noAeig readily put themselves into
Athens’ hands. In stressing that Pericles is not mentioned among the best
Athenian politicians who administered the noAig in the past, Musti compares this
passage from On the Peace with [Aristotle], Constitution of the Athenians
XXVIII, 3-5.72 Indeed, according to [Aristotle], from Cleophon onward ‘the
leadership of the people’ (1 dnpayoyio) was handed on by ‘those who were
most willing to be bold and to gratify the many’ (ot péiiota BovAdpevor
OpacvvesOat kol yopilesbar Tolg moArotg). On the other hand, ‘the best among
the politicians in Athens after those of early time’ (BéAtiotol (...) T@OV "ABHRVNOL
TOALTEVGAUEVDVY HETO TOVG Gpyoiovg) were Nicias, Thucydides and
Theramenes. More specifically, [Aristotle] says that Nicias and Thucydides were
not only ‘noble and good’ (xaloi xé&yadot) but also ‘statesmanlike’ (toiitikot),
and that they administered the whole néiig ‘like fathers’ (rotpikac), while he
acknowledges that the judgment on Theramenes is controversial due to the
constitutional changes (topoy®deic ai moAirteion) that took place in his time.”®

In comparing this passage from the Constitution of the Athenians with On
the Peace 75, Musti identifies two main similarities. First of all, Isocrates does
not detail explicitly the names of fourth-century leaders, and Aristotle mentions
manifestly only one of them, namely Callicrates of Paeania. Therefore, in both
passages the politicians of fourth-century Athens remain anonymous. This
anonymity, Musti argues, goes hand in hand with the increase in the number of
politicians at that time as well as with their lower stature. The second
resemblance is precisely that neither Isocrates nor Aristotle mention Pericles
among the best Athenian leaders of the past. In the Aristotelian passage, in
fact, although he belongs to the period prior to the chronological caesura
represented by Cleophon, Pericles is not explicitly included among the

BéAtiotol. In both cases he thus appears to be relegated, as Musti puts it, to a

2 Musti (1995) 210-211. See also Connor (1971) 141-142 who hints at a connection between
the Isocratean passage and [Arist.], Constitution of the Athenians XXVIII, 1.
3 See Rhodes (1993) 358-359, who specifies the reasons why we should be surprised to find
these men singled out for praise, and highlights that ‘Nicias, as a first-generation politician and a
second-generation rich man, was not one of the koot kdyofot but made himself acceptable to
them’.
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sort of ‘no man’s land: (...) una zona intermedia di rispettoso, ma certo non
esaltante silenzio’.”#

While the comparison and remarks made by Musti are certainly insightful,
| would argue that the subtle criticism that one can deduce from the absence of
any reference to Pericles in On the Peace 75 concerns the Athenian éfjuog of
the time of Pericles, rather than Pericles himself. Indeed, as we have seen, the
term dnpaywyog employed to describe Pericles in On the Peace 126 and
Antidosis 234 appears to be used in its originally neutral sense. Moreover, the
the latter passage in particular (with specific reference to the juxtaposition of the
adjective &yoBdc) presents Pericles as exemplifying the positive model of
dnpoywyio achieved in the past, and still achievable, as opposed to the
negative one embodied by contemporary leaders of the people.

So, the omission of the name of Pericles in On the Peace 75 should not
be explained, in my view, as the result of Isocrates’ insincere, or ultimately not
very enthusiastic, words of praise. Rather, it arises from his negative judgment
on the dfpog contemporary to Pericles. In this respect, it is worth stressing that
in On the Peace 126, as we saw, Isocrates states that Athens had already
entered a downward spiral when Pericles became dnpaywyog. In doing so,
Isocrates might well aim to oppose Pericles’ laudable actions not only to the
deeds of fourth-century leaders of the people but also to those of the
anonymous collectivity of the time of Pericles himself. Another element pointing
in the same direction is the remark that Isocrates makes in On the Peace 75-76,
where, as | noted earlier, after mentioning Aristeides, Themistocles and
Miltiades among the best politicians of the past, he praises the éfpog of the time
by enumerating its qualities and by implicitly contrasting it with the current one.
It is thus possible to suggest that Isocrates does not mention Pericles because
of the conviction that the djpog contemporary to him, unlike that of the time of
Aristeides, Themistocles and Miltiades, had already degenerated and so could
not be included among the examples to follow.

Within this context, | would argue that Isocrates shows his awareness of,
and intention to shift the focus on, the tense and problematic interaction
between leaders of great merit like Pericles and the Athenian dtjuog. In this

regard, he appears to challenge, at least partially, the well-known statement by

4 Musti (1995) 210-211 [his italics].
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Thucydides according to which Pericles led the multitude instead of being led by
them.” Indeed, the picture that Isocrates implicitly draws seems to be somehow
more nuanced as he presents the leadership of Pericles as praiseworthy, while
simultaneously acknowledging the relevant role played by the éfjpog of the time
and condemning its actions, which, in his view, ultimately led to Athens’
misfortunes.

In upholding this interpretation | share the viewpoint expressed by
Azoulay in his recent study devoted to Pericles, where he warns against two
opposite risks in dealing with this kind of biographical inquiry: on the one hand,
personalisation, which by focusing excessively on the role of great men can
lead to commentators overlooking that of the dtjpog, and, on the other hand, an
overemphasis on the actions of the Athenian collectivity, which tends to
overshadow the role played by Pericles.”® By distancing himself from both
tendencies Azoulay shifts the attention towards the ‘complex interaction
between the crowd and its leaders’ and stresses the need to ‘succumb neither
to the illusion of the power of one great man nor to that of the all-powerful
masses’, focusing instead on ‘the productive tension that developed between
the stratégos and the Athenian community’.”” Thus, the absence of Pericles in
On the Peace 75-76, if evaluated together with the subtle criticism towards the
Athenian dfuog of the time after the Persian Wars in the same passage as well
as with the laudatory references to Pericles throughout the corpus, can be
interpreted as part of Isocrates’ attempt to throw some light upon the existence,
and relevance, of the tension referred to by Azoulay.

Furthermore, by shining the spotlight on the problematic interaction
between the great man and the éfjuog, as exemplified by the case of Pericles,
Isocrates hints at the fact that the necessary rethinking of Athens’ domestic and
external leadership (promoted especially in On the Peace as noted above)
ultimately involves a reshaping of its éfjpLog since the two aspects cannot be

disentangled. Indeed, as Simonton points out:

both common people and rhetors likely would have agreed that it was

the demos that made Athens great. But who made ‘the demos’? It was

> Thuc., 11 65, 8.
6 See Azoulay (2014) 3.
7 Azoulay (2014) 4.
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an unceasing, ever-changing collaborative effort between everyday

citizens and the elite politicians who rose to speak on their behalf.”®

So, Isocrates, by upholding the dual nature of dnpaymyia does acknowledge
that good dnpaymyot play a crucial and irreplaceable role in the functioning of
the Athenian democracy, in both internal and foreign politics. Nonetheless, he
also suggests that they cannot ultimately be successful if the decisions made by
the dfpog are not sound. If bad leaders of the people get the upper hand over
the good ones the responsibility lies ultimately in the Athenian dfog itself that,
as a consequence of its degeneration (a degeneration that is first and foremost
moral, as highlighted in On the Peace), needs to be addressed.

The reform of the Athenian democracy suggested by Isocrates in his
corpus should, therefore, be regarded as closely linked to, or rather originating
from, his interest in political leadership. Indeed, Isocrates shows himself to be
especially aware of the issues posed by leadership, with specific reference to
the relation between individual leaders of great merit and the democratic noAig
but also between Athens as leading néAig in the Hellenic world and the other
Greeks. These two aspects are indeed inextricably related to one another, as it
will emerge even more clearly below in the analysis of the Isocratean

characterisation of Alcibiades.

Good dnpaywyol and good cogrotail

| shall conclude this section by suggesting that Isocrates’ problematisation of
the term dnpaymyog can be compared, at least to a certain extent, with the
rehabilitation of cogiotig emerging from Antidosis. In this speech Isocrates,
while not rejecting the current widespread pejorative connotation taken on by
the term, attempts to redefine its meaning positively.”® More particularly, as Too
highlights, Isocrates puts in place a pluralisation of copiotng that comes to
denote not only ‘[clontemporary ‘sophists’ (...) who falsely lay claim to this title,
cheating their pupils and working only for self gain’, but also ‘[glenuine sophists,
like himself, (...) who benefit both their pupils and their communities through

their teaching and writing’.8° Remarkably, in order to rehabilitate the term,

8 Simonton (2018) 235.
® See Too (2008) 13.
8 Too (2008) 195-196.
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Isocrates employs it to refer to Solon in Antidosis 235. Indeed, Isocrates has
already devoted special attention to Solon in Antidosis 232 by describing him as
npootatng Tod dNpov, just before depicting Pericles as dnpoywyog &yadog in
Antidosis 234. In Antidosis 235 he focuses again on these two historical figures
with the purpose of supporting his overall argument that rhetoric should be
considered as the crucial element that has guaranteed, and can continue to
guarantee, Athens’ greatness.8!

More specifically, here Isocrates points out that Solon was included
among the Seven Sophists and that Pericles’ teachers, namely Anaxagoras of
Clazomenae and Damon, were also cogiotat; he thus stresses that the label
coplotng, despite the contemporary negative meaning, was far from being
derogatory in the past. Similarly, in Antidosis 313 Isocrates complains that,
whereas in the past the Athenians’ ancestors drew a clear dividing line between
sophists and sycophants admiring the former and blaming the latter for the
misfortunes experienced by their méAig, in contemporary Athens there does not
exist a definite distinction between the two categories anymore. And it is in
order to support his statement that in this section, located towards the end of
the speech, he refers once again to Solon by describing him as the first
Athenian to receive the title of copiotng and as being deemed worthy to
become mpoctdtng Thg TOAE®G.

Therefore, in Antidosis 234 and 313 Isocrates attempts to reclaim the
term cogiothg as a positive label, first and foremost, by recalling the example of
Solon, that is, ‘through a historicisation which sets out to demonstrate that
verbal ability has been responsible for many of the things which made and now
continue to make Athens a great city’.8? And as evidence that the question of
who might be regarded as cogiotig becomes of paramount importance in the
fourth century, Too stresses that the rehabilitation of the term in Antidosis can
be compared with the redefinition of its meaning in Plato’s Symposium, where
Socrates appears to be presented as a sophist. More precisely, with particular
reference to the analogy between Socrates and Eros and the description of the
latter as both giA6copog and copiotng in Symposium 203d, Too notes that ‘if

Eros is a sophist, then so too must the philosopher be one’; indeed, she

81 See also Aesch., Against Timarchus 25 where Solon and Pericles, along with Themistocles
and Aristeides, are praised as examples of wise rhetoricians whose manners are opposed to
those of the current leaders; on this passage from Aeschines see also Too (2008) 201-202.
82 Too (2008) 13; see also Too (2008) 201.
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continues, ‘Plato redefines what the sophist is for this dialogue in an attempt to
define the true philosopher, although elsewhere he emphatically draws a
distinction between sophist as charlatan and philosopher’. Too then concludes
her remarks by pointing out that here in the Symposium, as in the Apology of
Socrates, in order to rebut the Aristophanic depiction of Socrates in Clouds
Plato aims ‘to show that the noun ‘sophist’ need not denote the unsavoury and
abstracted teacher of the comedy’: since ‘the case against Socrates is one
derived from the misattribution of sophistic activity to a true philosopher, (...) the
defence is based on the abolition of distinctions between philosopher and
sophist’.83

The comparison with the use of copiotg in Antidosis is based on the fact
that Isocrates attempts to defend himself from the fictional charges brought
against him precisely by means of a rehabilitation of cogiotng that does not
entail a rejection of the current derogatory connotation but seeks to show that
the negative meaning represents neither the exclusive nor the original sense.

As Too herself puts it:

If Isocrates has to be regarded as a ‘sophist’, it is as the inheritor of the
Solonic mantle; he is Athens’ self-appointed political saviour and
political wise man, and not the disruptive political trouble-maker of
present-day Athens. Since the Antidosis is in part an attempt to combat
what the author depicts as the crisis of signification at Athens, the eixav
that he announces himself as offering of his life, character and work is
one which has the function of stabilizing, by historicizing, language in

this world.84

Too is indeed right in identifying a certain similarity of Plato’s redefinition of
coplotng With its rehabilitation in Antidosis and her remarks concerning the
Platonic use of the word in the Symposium are reflected in some more recent

attempts to suggest that Plato employs the label in a rather loose way and thus

83 Too (2008) 12.
84 Too (2008) 14. Furthermore, Too (2008) 15 stresses that ‘Isocrates is also to be regarded as
the professional teacher who in his turn bequeaths the Solonic mantle to his students’ with the
specific example of Timotheus who was condemned by his fellow citizens despite his services
to Athens precisely because contemporary Athenians are, as Too notes, ‘ignorant of the true
sophist’s role’. More on the Isocratean depiction of Timotheus will be said in section 3 of the
present chapter.
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not necessarily with a pejorative connotation.®> Nevertheless, even if we accept,
as these views on Plato’s usage of cogpiotig suggest, the existence at least in
some Platonic dialogues of a less clear-cut distinction between philosophers
and sophists than it has previously been acknowledged, it is in the context of
Isocrates’ attempt to rehabilitate rhetoric that we find the explicit assumption
that the term can actually bear a positive meaning.

In this respect, | would stress that Isocrates’ redefinition of cogpiotng can
be assimilated to his problematisation of dnpaywyog, even though the
rehabilitation of cogiotng appears to be more explicit than that of dnpoywyog. In
other words, the dichotomy between good and bad dnpoaywyio can be
interpreted in parallel with the distinction between two opposite categories that
take on the label of cogpiotai: on the one hand, contemporary sophists who do
not differ from the sycophants and are thus responsible for the derogatory
sense that the term has acquired; on the other hand, the true cogpiotat of the
past (like Solon) but also of the present (like Isocrates himself) who act solely in
the interest of Athens. Similarly, Isocrates attempts to redefine the meaning of
dnpoywyog by presenting contemporary dnpoywyot as embodying the negative
pole as opposed to the good dnuaywyot of the past (such as Pericles). By
reclaiming a positive signification for dnpaywydg, Isocrates intends to highlight
that good dnpayoyio should not be regarded as a merely abstract basis of
comparison, pace Saldutti,® or as being relegated to the Athenian past.
Instead, it represents a concrete option that can, and should, be (re)gained,
similar to the case of good cogiotat in Antidosis. In this regard, both good
dnpaywyot and good copiotal (although the latter more explicitly than the

former) point towards Isocrates’ strenuous attempt to rehabilitate rhetoric.

Conclusion

In summary, my analysis of the usages of dnpoywyog in On the Peace (the
Isocratean work with the highest number of occurrences of this word) has
attempted to challenge the assumption that Isocrates makes use of the term
mainly or exclusively with a pejorative connotation and as part of an allegedly ill-
concealed oligarchic agenda. Indeed, even though such instances are

employed by Isocrates within the broader framework of his attack on

85 See Silva (forthcoming).
86 See especially Saldutti (2015) 85.
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contemporary dnpaywyot, they should not be interpreted as revealing an overall
criticism towards the role of dnuaywyot per se. Rather, Isocrates retrieves the
originally neutral meaning of the dnpaywyog family of words in order to make a
distinction between good and bad dnpayoyia. More specifically, the usages of
dnpaymyog in On the Peace show that in this speech, while strongly attacking
fourth-century leaders of the people (whom he regards as embodying a
negative pattern) Isocrates upholds not only the feasibility but also the
imperative necessity to select good dnpaywyot to lead Athens. This emphasis
on reshaping internal leadership goes hand in hand with Isocrates’ attempt to
promote the rethinking, not the complete rejection, of Athenian hegemony over
Greece.

Furthermore, | have suggested that the Isocratean polarisation of the
concept of dnpayoyia is well-exemplified in the references to Pericles in the
corpus. In this regard, | have argued that Isocrates’ use of dnpaywyog in On the
Peace and Antidosis to describe Pericles should not be interpreted as throwing
a shadow over his laudatory portrait. Rather, it presents Pericles as embodying
an instance of good dnpaywylo and ultimately hints at Isocrates’ interest in the
issues posed by the complex relation between great men and the Athenian
dnpog. Lastly, I have highlighted how the distinction between good and bad
dnpoywyot drawn by Isocrates can be assimilated to his attempt to rehabilitate

the term cogpiotig within the context of his defence of rhetoric.

2.2 Anpayoyédg beyond Classical Athens

In order to conclude my analysis of the Isocratean usages of the dnpaywyog
family of words | shall now turn to the three remaining instances of this
terminology in the corpus. Taken together, these occurrences show how
Isocrates extends the range of application of the notion of dnpayoyia to the time
prior to Classical Athens and even to a non-democratic context by reintroducing
its original ethical neutrality.

The Isocratean retrojection of dnpaywyog to Athens’ past is first attested
in Helen, which was most probably written in 370.87 Indeed, towards the end of

the excursus on Theseus it is stated that, rather than retaining his sovereignty

87 See Mirhady and Too (2000) 32 on the debated date of this speech.
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by means of an alien force, he was protected by the ‘goodwill’ (ebvoia) of his
citizens as by a bodyguard, and that he administered Athens as a tHpavvoc® by
means of his authority while, at the same time, leading the people by means of
his benefactions (Kai y&p tot dietéhecev TOv Blov 0Ok ETPOVAEVOUEVOG AL
AYOUTTOUEVOS, 0VO EMOKTA SVVAMEL TV APYXNY SLULPLAATIOV, AAAL TH TOV
TOALTAV £0VOLQ SOPLPOPOVUEVOGS, T HEV EEO0VGLY TVPAVVDV, TG & EVEPYESTOLS
dnuoywy®v).8 The use of dnuaywyém in conjunction with tvpavvéw in this
passage from Helen is dismissed by Saldutti as merely paradoxical,®® whereas
according to Bearzot it confirms Isocrates’ tendency to adulterate the true
meaning of dnpokpoatio and related terms as part of his allegedly anti-
democratic agenda.®*

Bearzot draws a similar conclusion from the occurrence of dnpayoyéw in

To Nicocles,®? where Isocrates advises the Cyprian king as follows:

(-..) MeAétm 6ol ToD TANOOVG, KOl TEPL TAVTOG TOLOV KEXUPLOUEVMG
oOTOTG APYELY, YLYVACK®OV OTL KOl TOV OALYapXLOV Kol TOV ALV
TOMTELDY aDTOL TAETGTOV XPOVOV SLOUUEVOVOLY AiTIVEG LV BpLOTOL TO
TAN00¢ Bepamebmwoty. Kaddg 8¢ dnpoywynoets, éov pnd” vppilelv tov
OxAov €Qg uNd” LPpLlopevoy mepLopds, AAAA oKOTHG OTMG ol PEATIGTOL
HEV TOG TG EEOVOLY, O1 & BGAAOL UNOEV ABIKNGOVTOL TADTO YO

OTOTYELN TTPATA KOl HEYLOTA XPTOTNG TOALTELOG EOTLV.

(...) Take thought of the mass and consider as most important of all to
rule them acceptably, knowing that these among oligarchies as well as
among other constitutions last for the greatest time, whichsoever take
care of the mass. You will lead the people well if you allow the crowd
neither to commit nor to suffer outrage, but behold that the best shall
have the honours, while the others shall not be wronged at all; these
are indeed the first and the most important elements of a good

constitution.®3

88 On the use of the tOpavvog family of words in the Isocratean corpus (with particular focus on
the Cyprian orations) see Chapter 2 section 3.1 n. 59 and Chapter 5 section 2.1.
89 |soc., Helen 37.
% See Saldutti (2015) 89.
91 See Bearzot (1980) 117.
92 See Bearzot (1980) 118.
% Isoc., To Nicocles 15-16.
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While Bearzot suggests that the use of dnpaywyéw in this passage from To
Nicocles, as in Helen 37, hints at Isocrates’ intent of promoting an oligarchic
programme in disguise, | would stress that here the adverb xaiag can be
interpreted as providing a positive connotation to the neutral meaning of the
verb.%* Indeed, xaAdg dnpaywyém implies the opposite possibility of kaxig
dnpoywyém and thus points towards the polarisation between good and bad
dnpoywyol that, as | have attempted to show, Isocrates implements in his
corpus.

Moreover, it is particularly interesting to underline that this occurrence of
dnpoyoyém in the Cyprian speech might represent the first instance in our
literary sources of the use in a non-democratic context of a term belonging to
the dnpaywyog family of words. In this respect, it is worth pointing out that
Saldutti regards the above-mentioned passage from Xenophon’s Anabasis
(where dnpoyoyém is employed in a military backdrop to refer to Xenophon
himself) as presenting the earliest usage in a non-Athenian framework of this
terminology.®> However, the date of composition of the Anabasis is very much
debated and uncertain,®® with some scholars regarding the 360s as a plausible
dating.®’ So, the occurrence of the verb in To Nicocles, which as we saw in
Chapter 2 section 3.1 was most probably written in the 370s shortly after the
death of Evagoras, can lead us to consider Isocrates as the first author who, by
taking part in an ongoing debate on leadership, extends the application of the
concept of dnpaywyia beyond the boundaries of Athenian democracy.

In this respect, Morgan has described this passage from To Nicocles as
a clear instance of the Isocratean ‘constitutional relativism’ which she argues for
in her study.®® Indeed, she considers as noteworthy the use of dnpaywyéwm here
‘since “demagogue” is a term that can express the most extreme disapproval of
democratic politicians’, but she also stresses that ‘Isocrates’ vision of
benevolent despotism rehabilitates the demagogue as monarch and the
monarch as demagogue’, so that ‘monarchy does not rule out gratifying the
people or being a “popular” leader’; at the same time, the reference in the

passage to paying court to the citizens as a principle ensuring long life to

% Pace Usher (1990) 207.
% See Saldutti (2015) 88.
% See Brownson (2001) 8-9.
97 See Waterfield (2009) XVIII.
% See Morgan (2003) 201-202.
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oligarchies and other constitutions alike is interpreted by Morgan as confirming
her view on Isocrates’ ‘affected indifference to constitutional form (...).
Monarchy, democracy, and even oligarchy begin to merge’.%°

Significantly, Saldutti believes that the idea of ‘constitutional relativism’
promoted by Morgan should be applied also to the last occurrence of dnpaymyog
in the Isocratean corpus, that is, the one that we find in Panathenaicus.% More
specifically, in section 148 of this speech Isocrates states that Pisistratus,
‘having become a leader of the people, having caused much harm to the noAig
and having thrown out the best among the citizens’ (dnpoymyog yevopevog kot
TOAAQ TNV TOALY AVUNVAUEVOG KOl TOVG BEATIOTOVG TAOV TOALTOV (...) EkBaddv)
by accusing them of being ‘inclined to oligarchy’ (dAvyapyircot), eventually
‘overthrew democracy and established himself as topavvog’ (tév te dfpov
KOTELVOE Kal TOpovvov abTov katéstnoev). According to Bearzot, by employing
the term dnpaywydg to refer to Pisistratus, Isocrates implicitly intends to make a
comparison between Pisistratus’ despotic behaviour and that of the leaders of
contemporary democracy in order to condemn the latter and present his own
political reform as democratic (although, in Bearzot’s view, this is so only on the
facade).10!

The interpretation advanced by Bearzot entails that the term is used with
a pejorative connotation. However, this negative meaning would differ from the
neutral sense that the noun and its cognate verb take on, as we have seen,
throughout the Isocratean corpus.t% In this regard, | would suggest that in the
portrait drawn by Isocrates, Pisistratus appears to be criticised not so much for
being a dnpaymyodg but rather for the actions which he undertook when he
became a leader of the dtjpog by damaging Athens and setting himself up as
tyrant. In other words, even when applying it to Pisistratus, Isocrates makes use
of the term in its originally neutral meaning in line with the other usages in his
corpus. Far from rejecting the role of dnpaywyot per se, he acknowledges the
need to select good leaders of the people in order to guarantee the functioning
of the Athenian democracy. So, Pisistratus’ mistake lies not in obtaining the role

of dnpaywyodg but in the despotic way in which he behaved when he was at the

% Morgan (2003) 202.
100 See Saldutti (2015) 92.
101 See Bearzot (1980) 130.
102 On the neutral meaning of the dnpaywydg family of words in the Isocratean corpus see also
Zajonz (2002) 209.
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head of the dfuog. In other words, he is criticised for choosing to act not as a
good dnpaywydg but as a bad one, and can thus be regarded as somehow
exemplifying that negative pole of the concept of dnpayoyia to which belong
also the contemporary dnpoywyot manifestly condemned, as we saw, in On the
Peace.

Furthermore, one might well interpret the passage from Panathenaicus in
light of the ‘constitutional relativism’ highlighted by Morgan, as Saldutti himself
suggests. Yet, Isocrates’ blending of constitutional boundaries, as | shall
discuss in the next chapter, does not necessarily entail an oligarchic
programme, as Morgan seems to imply. In this respect, it is worth noting that
Saldutti acknowledges in passing Isocrates’ contribution to the expansion of the
range of application of the dnpoywydg family of words. 193

However, Saldutti wrongly assumes, as | have already pointed out
above, that dnpaymyog and its cognates have always had an intrinsic negative
connotation, which in his view is reflected also in the Isocratean usages.
Instead, | would stress that the occurrences of dnpaywyog and its cognate verb
in Helen 37, To Nicocles 16 and Panathenaicus 148 corroborate that Isocrates
reinstates the original ethical neutrality of this terminology. In doing so, he
establishes a binary opposition between good and bad dnupaywyia as it is hinted
at especially by the use of the adverb xaA®g in conjunction with dnpayoyéw
when advising the Cyprian king on how to rule successfully.

In addition to recovering the ethical neutrality, reframing in positive terms
and dichotomising the meaning of dnpaymyos, in these three instances Isocrates
goes one step further by extending its use beyond the framework of Classical
Athens. This overall problematisation demonstrates once again how Isocrates
exploits, and simultaneously expands, the intrinsic fluidity of democratic
vocabulary. Moreover, rather than being dismissed as part of a supposedly ill-
concealed oligarchic agenda, Isocrates’ usages of dnpaymyog should be
interpreted within the broader context of, and as being deeply influenced by, his
more general interest in political leadership and especially in what makes a
good leader. But what are the specific features that characterise strong and
positive leadership according to Isocrates? An analysis of his characterisation of

Alcibiades shall help us provide an answer to this question.

103 See Saldutti (2015) 93.
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3. The Isocratean portrait(s) of Alcibiades

Isocrates’ interest in political leadership, which, as we saw above, emerges
clearly from an analysis of the occurrences of dnpaywyog and dnpoyoyéw in the
corpus, is well exemplified by his portrait, or rather portraits, of Alcibiades. |
shall begin though by pointing out that, unlike in the case of Pericles examined
earlier, Isocrates never employs dnpoywyog to describe Alcibiades. Moreover,
Gribble has highlighted that, although Alcibiades possessed a ‘famed ability to
manipulate the Athenians rhetorically, his stance of superiority over the demos
and his ‘aristocratic’ expenditure on chariot competitions did not fit the classic
demagogic pattern’. Gribble’s statement appears to be corroborated, for
instance, by the absence of any reference to Alcibiades both in the surviving
fragments of Theopompus’ excursus on the Athenian dnpoaywyot in book IX of
his Philippica and in [Aristotle], Constitution of the Athenians XXVIII, which
presents a picture of the development of political leadership in Athens!®* and to
which | referred earlier in relation to the omission of the name of Pericles.

However, it is worth highlighting that [Andocides], as | shall discuss
below, does make use of the term dnuoywyog to refer to Alcibiades. In addition, |
aim to show how Isocrates’ portraits of Alcibiades, rather than being
inconsistent, reflect his interest in, acknowledgement of, and endeavour to
address the intricate issues posed by leadership both within and by Athens.
Thus, the choice of focusing on the Isocratean characterisation of Alcibiades as
a case study is dictated by the fact that a re-examination of the passages
devoted to him throughout the corpus provides a useful means of exemplifying
and elucidating Isocrates’ views not only on the problematic relation between
great men and the democratic néAig but also on the Athenian hegemony over
Greece.

In this respect, | intend to cast some light on Isocrates’ general ideas on
leadership and, more particularly, to show how they are based, first and
foremost, on the notion of ebvowa. In doing so, | shall also underline how his
views on leadership are part of the wider contemporary discussion revolving
around this topic in which, as we briefly saw in the introductory chapter,

Xenophon was also very much engaged. Furthermore, concerning ebvoua, it is

104 See Gribble (1999) 34.
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worth noting that there has not been much scholarly attention devoted to the
crucial role that it plays within the Isocratean corpus. A notable exception is
represented by Romilly’s study, which has concentrated on how Isocrates
applies this concept to interstate relations.'% However, Romilly does not
discuss the paramount importance that ebvolwa also has in Athens’ internal
politics. In this regard, the Isocratean occurrences of ebvoia have recently been
re-examined by Xanthou'®® who devotes particular attention to the use of this
concept in On the Peace and Antidosis arguing that the theory of ebvoia
displayed by Isocrates in these two speeches can be regarded as an early
precursor of the modern theory of emotional intelligence. Nonetheless, she
does not focus on the key role that such a notion plays within the broader
context of Isocrates’ views on leadership in external as well as in domestic
politics. This is why | believe there is still scope for a re-examination of the
Isocratean emphasis on the notion of goodwill.

So, in the present section | will carry out a reappraisal of the seemingly
contradictory references to Alcibiades throughout the corpus focusing, first of
all, on the portrait that we find in On the Team of Horses, but paying special
attention also to Busiris 5 as well as to To Philip 58-61. Moreover, | shall
compare the depiction that emerges from these passages to the portraits of
Alcibiades drawn by other Attic orators, namely Lysias, [Andocides], and
Demosthenes.%” By means of such a comparison | aim to show how the
Isocratean characterisation fits into, but also goes beyond, the lively debate on
Alcibiades that, as we shall see, appears to be closely linked on the one hand to
the discussion on the intricate relation existing between the élite individual and
the Athenian democracy, and on the other hand to the contemporary debate
about Athenian imperialism.

My analysis below is anchored, at least partially, in Gribble’s study that
investigates the characterisation of Alcibiades’ lifestyle in our surviving literary
sources within the framework of the problematic relationship between the great

man and the democratic noic.1%8 More precisely, Gribble identifies three

105 Romilly (1958).
106 Xanthou (2015).
107 On fragments of lost speeches regarding Alcibiades see Gribble (1999) 149-153. It is worth
noting that, as Nouhaud (1982) 293 points out, we can find a very brief reference to Alcibiades
also in Aeschin., On the Embassy 9, where he is linked to Themistocles and referred to as one
of the most famous men among all Greeks.
108 Gribble (1999).
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different stages, in the literary tradition on the figure of Alcibiades: the fifth
century and first half of the fourth century are characterised by a polarised
picture with Alcibiades being either highly praised or regarded as a danger for
Athens; by the second half of the fourth century polarisation gives way to
ambivalence and, finally, in the Hellenistic period, new anecdotes are created
as a result of a shift of emphasis from the civic context of Alcibiades’ lifestyle to
a moralising depiction.'%® While in comparing the Isocratean portraits with the
other depictions known to us in Attic oratory, | shall refer to the first two stages
highlighted by Gribble, it is also worth pointing out that these categories, from a
methodological point of view, were most probably less clear-cut than Gribble
presents them. Indeed, Dionysius’ statement in Aristophanes’ Frogs, according
to which Athens ‘longs for him, and hates him and wants to have him’ (no6et
név, éxdaipet 8¢, Bovreton & Exe1v),10 suggests that there had always been a
mixed view on Alcibiades.

Moreover, concerning the Isocratean representation of Alcibiades,
Gribble focuses almost exclusively on On the Team of Horses and thus
mentions the references to Alcibiades in Busiris and To Philip only very briefly.
So, by providing a comprehensive analysis of Isocrates’ portraits of Alcibiades
throughout the corpus | aim to point out how his overall depiction, while
teetering between praise and blame, is deeply influenced by, and can help us
deepen our understanding of, his ideas on leadership and the issues posed by it
in both internal and external politics.

Alcibiades in On the Team of Horses

The most extensive and generally most well-known representation of Alcibiades
in the Isocratean corpus can be found in the forensic speech On the Team of
Horses written for Alcibiades the Younger.!!! Indeed, soon after he had reached

majority, the son of the Athenian general was prosecuted by a certain Teisias!'?

109 See Gribble (1999) 31-43.

110 Ar., Frogs 1425.

111 On this forensic speech see also Chapter 2 section 3.3.

112 According to both Diod. Sic., XIll 74 and Plut., Life of Alcibiades 12 the accuser was a certain

Diomedes. Blass (1892) 224 argues that the different name of the accuser in Diodorus and

Plutarch depends on a mistake made by Ephorus, whereas other scholars, like Hatzfeld (1951)

139-140, Sacerdoti (1970) 10-11 and Ellis (1989) 51-52, believe that both Diomedes and

Teisias had provided Alcibiades with the money to buy the chariot but the lawsuit was brought

only by Teisias as Diomedes had already passed away. On the possibility that Teisias might

have been Diomedes’ son and have resumed the lawsuit after his father’s death see for

instance Sacerdoti (1970) 17. For the divergence in details in the various accounts see also
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on the ground that his father had robbed him of one of the seven four-horse
chariots that he had entered at the Olympic festival most probably in 416.1%3
While it is generally assumed that the first part of the speech (containing the
statement of facts and the citation of evidence) is missing,'** much of what we
have appears to be devoted to both defending and praising Alcibiades the
Elder. In this regard, On the Team of Horses goes beyond the borders of a
simple lawcourt speech in the sense that it assumes the tones of an apology as
well as an encomium of Alcibiades,!® through which Isocrates has a say in the
lively debate prompted by this controversial figure in the 390s.

Remarkably, the depiction of Alcibiades that emerges from this speech is
that of a loyal, convinced and consistent supporter of democracy who was firmly
opposed to both oligarchy and tyranny. This depiction, as we will see below,
stands out from the portraits drawn by the other Attic orators who refer to him. |
shall thus, first of all, focus on identifying the main elements and the vocabulary
which Isocrates makes use of in order to convey such an image. In this respect,
it is worth noting that Isocrates’ characterisation of Alcibiades as a faithful
supporter of democracy goes hand in hand with his attempt to defend the
Athenian general from the charges of being an oligarch on the one hand, and of
aiming at tyranny on the other.

Indeed, the accusations of being involved with the oligarchy made
against Alcibiades are refuted throughout the work. More specifically, at the
very beginning of the speech, Alcibiades the Younger, after having stressed the
fact that the same men accountable for putting down the Athenian democracy
were also responsible for his father’s exile,*'¢ argues that the Four Hundred

repeatedly invited his father to join them in their attempt to overthrow

Gribble (1999) 98-100 who reaches the conclusion that in any case the discrepancy of names
cannot be employed to argue that the trial which gave rise to Isocrates’ speech was an
invention.
113 Although in the reference to Alcibiades’ victories in the Olympic games in Isoc., On the Team
of Horses 32-34 there is no mention of the chariot team which would have led to the current
lawsuit, Gribble (1999) 98 argues that section 49 (where Alcibiades the Younger makes an
explicit reference to his father’s victory at Olympia) proves that the allegations regarded the
Olympic games of 416.
114 See Sacerdoti (1970) 10-11, Bianco (1993) 16, Gribble (1999) 102 and Eck (2015) 33.
Conversely, Too (1995) 240-244 argues for the integrity of the speech.
115 See Eck (2015) 35-36; see also Gribble (1999) 111-117 on the elements that characterise
this speech as an encomium.
116 |soc., On the Team of Horses 4; see Sacerdoti (1970) 20 on Isocrates’ juxtaposition of the
two events. See also Isoc., On the Team of Horses 37. See Gribble (1999) 128-129 who
stresses that ‘the identification of the enemies of Alcibiades responsible for his exile with the
oligarchic enemies of the city’ aims to portray ‘both Alcibiades and the democrats of 403 (...) as
involved in a similar attempt to liberate the city from their (and its) natural enemies’.
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democracy, but he so vigorously opposed their actions ‘remaining faithful to the
mass’ (tpog 10 TAfiBog ToTAG drokeipevog) that they thought it impossible to
carry out their plan until they had removed him.''’” Therefore, they combined
together against him the charge of violating the Eleusinian Mysteries and that of
attempting to overthrow the democratic government.*® As a result, Alcibiades
was compelled to go into exile but even then he took great care not to damage
his noiig, and thus went to Argos, where he ‘lived quietly’ (hovyiav eixev).
Within this framework, his subsequent flight to Sparta is presented as his only
means of safety and as an unavoidable consequence of the pitch of ¥VBpig
reached by his enemies.'®

In a rather similar way, Alcibiades the Younger denies any involvement of
his father with the Thirty Tyrants. In order to do so, he equates his father’s
misfortunes to those experienced by the Athenian democrats who were
banished by the Thirty and who did everything they could to get back to Athens,
suggesting that it is precisely for this reason that they should sympathise with
Alcibiades who sought to return to take revenge on those who had sent him into
exile.? Indeed, Alcibiades the Younger argues, his father chose to suffer any
misfortune with his moéAig rather than prospering with the Spartans, and he made
manifest to all that he was making war not against Athens but only upon those
who had banished him and that he desired not to destroy his oA but to
secure his return.? Moreover, Isocrates makes Alcibiades the Younger
underline the involvement of the prosecutor Teisias with the Thirty Tyrants,?2
and it is in this context that section 42 of the speech is addressed against
Charicles (a relative of Teisias) who was precisely one of the Thirty. Isocrates
puts both Teisias’ and Charicles’ deeds in open contrast with Alcibiades’, thus
corroborating his defence of the Athenian general against the charge of

supporting oligarchy.

117 |soc., On the Team of Horses 5. On this passage see Sacerdoti (1970) 21.
118 Isoc., On the Team of Horses 6.
119 Isoc., On the Team of Horses 9. On Alcibiades’ flight to Argos see also Plut., Life of
Alcibiades 23, 1, whereas Thuc., VI 88, 9 states that Alcibiades had flown from Thurii first to
Cyllene in Elis and then from there to Sparta; on this matter see Sacerdoti (1970) 24. As
Sacerdoti (1970) 25 highlights, in this passage the VBpig of Alcibiades’ enemies is opposed to
the mpovola that he demonstrates in avoiding to do any wrong to his méiig even when he was in
exile.
120 Isoc., On the Team of Horses 12-14. For Alcibiades’ alleged opposition to the Thirty Tyrants
see also Isoc., On the Team of Horses 40.
121 |soc., On the Team of Horses 19.
122 |soc., On the Team of Horses 43-45.

168



In addition to defending Alcibiades from the accusation of being an
oligarch, Isocrates, as | mentioned, also attempts to reject the charge that he
aimed to make himself a tyrant. Indeed, he makes Alcibiades the Younger claim
that many Athenians believe that his father was plotting a tyranny not on the
basis of his actions but on the assumption that everyone aspires to it and that,
in this respect, he had the best chance of becoming a tyrant. Thus, with greater
reason, Alcibiades the Younger continues, the Athenians should be grateful to
his father who, while being the only citizen worthy of this charge, regarded that
he had to be on equal terms with his fellow citizens.'?® Nevertheless, it is worth
noting that the Isocratean arguments against the tyranny charge stress
Alcibiades’ status as an extraordinary individual, who is somehow in competition
with the noAg itself ‘almost as if he were another city’.1** So, On the Team of
Horses clearly hints at Isocrates’ awareness of, and interest in, the intrinsic
tension in the relation between great men like Alcibiades and the democratic
TOALC.

Furthermore, the defence against the charges of being a sympathiser of
oligarchy and of aiming at tyranny is closely linked, as | noted above, to the
representation of Alcibiades as a convinced and loyal supporter of democracy,
a depiction that is a key element of his portrait in this speech.'?> Not only does
the speaker claim that his fellow citizens should be grateful to Alcibiades for the
services he offered to Athens before he was exiled,*?% he also enumerates the
many benefits that his father allegedly brought to the néAic when he returned
from his exile. In this regard, Alcibiades the Younger underlines the state of
otdolg, paviae and distress in both military and financial terms prevailing in
Athens before his father’s return.'?” And among the various benefits yielded by
Alcibiades to the Athenians according to his son, he is credited with restoring

democracy in 411 (&nédwke 88 @ dNue v moirteiay).r?8 Indeed, Alcibiades

123 |soc., On the Team of Horses 38. Gribble (1999) 114, who wrongly refers to this passage as
belonging to section 28, regards it as a clear instance of how in the speech ‘the encomiastic
tone is (...) modulated to suit a democratic context’.
124 Seager (1967) 12. See also Gribble (1999) 140-141. A similar aspect appears to emerge
also from the recount of Alcibiades’ participation to the Olympic games in Isoc., On the Team of
Horses 34 where the speaker states that his father entered a larger number of teams than even
the greatest noéAieig had done.
125 |n this regard, it is interesting to note, as Eck (2015) 39 points out, that in On the Team of
Horses we can find around one quarter of all the occurrences of the word dfjpog in the whole
Isocratean corpus.
126 See Isoc., On the Team of Horses 15.
1271soc., On the Team of Horses 16-18.
128 1soc., On the Team of Horses 20. See Gribble (1999) 119-120.
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was such a genuine supporter of the Athenian people (dnpotikdg), his son
claims, that he preferred to suffer injustice at the hands of his own noiig rather
than to betray the Athenian democratic constitution.?°

Thus, in order to depict Alcibiades as a convinced and loyal supporter of
democracy Isocrates endeavours to link his fate with that of the Athenian
democracy, an attempt which pervades the speech and reaches its peak in the
final part of the work, particularly in On the Team of Horses 41. Indeed, in this
section Alcibiades is said to have supported the Athenian democracy, suffered
the same misfortunes that affected his noéiig and had the same friends and
enemies as Athens, running risks at his fellow citizens’ hands, on their account,
on their behalf, and together with them.*3° In this respect, it is worth pointing out
that this passage suggests how in On the Team of Horses Isocrates highlights,

as Gribble puts it,

not Alcibiades’ similarities to the demos, but his friendship towards it.
(...) The implication is that Alcibiades had a choice about whether to
support the existing constitution in a way that other Athenians did not,
and possibly even that he as an individual stood in a relationship of
equality to the demaos, their relations being those of individuals or cities

with each other (enjoying either friendly or hostile relations).*3!

Furthermore, as Gribble himself notes, ‘[s]ince Alcibiades is a clear member of
the élite of birth’ Isocrates is neither able nor willing ‘to portray him as an actual
member of the demos’.1*? In a similar way, Turchi has underlined that the
depiction of Alcibiades which emerges from On the Team of Horses is that of a
leader who is not fettered by pre-conceived political schemes, and thus

distances himself not only from the oligarchs but also ultimately from the

129 1s0c., On the Team of Horses 36. For a detailed examination of the use of the term dnpotikog
in the Isocratean corpus see Chapter 5.
130 For a depiction of Alcibiades as taking risks on behalf of his fellow citizens see also Isoc., On
the Team of Horses 36. For a reference to Alcibiades sharing Athens’ misfortunes see also
Isoc., On the Team of Horses 38-41.
131 Gribble (1999) 137-138 [his italics]. It is also worth noting that Gribble (1999) 138 points out
that a similar impression can be derived from the defence of Alcibiades in Xen., Hellenica I, 4,
13-20.
132 Gribble (1999) 1109.
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democrats because of the wrongs he considers to have suffered at their
hands.33

Therefore, in this speech, along with his attempt to portray Alcibiades as
an adamant advocate of the dfjuog, Isocrates (as we saw particularly in
discussing the refutation of the charge of tyranny) maintains, and at the same
time stresses, his status as a great man. Moreover, he shows himself to be well
aware of the intrinsic friction existing in the relation between the élite individual
and the democratic moAg. In this respect, Isocrates tries to ease such a tension
highlighting the benefits of Alcibiades towards Athens and thus attempting to
find a place for leaders of great merit like him within the democratic oA,

In this light, I dissent with the hypothetical explanations provided by
Bearzot for the Isocratean depiction of Alcibiades as a firm supporter of the
Athenian democracy. More specifically, in addition to stressing the primary
nature of On the Team of Horses as a forensic speech, Bearzot has suggested
that either Isocrates in the 390s has not yet adopted an anti-democratic stance
or the depiction of Alcibiades and his deeds in positive terms results from
Isocrates’ ill-concealed support of oligarchs like Theramenes and Thrasybulus,
who had sought the return of Alcibiades to Athens.'3* Thus, Bearzot suggests
that this speech might be considered as presenting an embryonic attempt by
Isocrates to promote his alleged oligarchic propaganda in disguise. Such
hypotheses lead, in my view, to a misinterpretation of the Isocratean
characterisation of Alcibiades in On the Team of Horses since, first of all, they
fail to recognise that Isocrates’ ultimate emphasis lies on Alcibiades’ special but
problematic status as a great man within the democratic noiig. Significantly, this
aspect is not confined to On the Team of Horses as it re-emerges in the
references to him in Busiris and To Philip,1%° two passages that are not
analysed by Bearzot and on which | shall focus below. Secondly, the
interpretations offered by Bearzot overlook the fact that, as we shall see, the
speech hints, although in nuce, at some of Isocrates’ main ideas on external
and internal leadership that are then developed throughout the corpus.

In examining the Isocratean portrait of Alcibiades in On the Team of

Horses, particular attention has to be devoted also to the digression on his

133 See Turchi (1984) 116.
134 See Bearzot (1980) 116.
135 See Gribble (1999) 137-138.
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ancestors since this excursus sheds light on Isocrates’ characterisation of the
Athenian general and exemplifies, more broadly, his key views on leadership in
both foreign and internal politics. Indeed, after stressing that on his paternal
side Alcibiades belonged to the Eupatrids,'*® and that on his maternal side he
was a descendant of Alcmeon, the speaker focuses on the ‘goodwill’ (ebvoic)
that the Alcmeonids displayed ‘towards the mass’ (eig 10 TAf60¢), with specific
reference to the time of the Pisistratids when, despite being kinsmen of
Pisistratus, they refused to partake his tyranny, preferring to go into exile rather
than to see their fellow citizens being enslaved.**’ In addition, Alcibiades the
Younger underlines not only the deep hatred of the Pisistratids for the
Alcmeonids, but also the fact that during all the period of the rule of Pisistratus
and his sons his ancestors continued to be the leaders of the people (&ravta
ToVTOV TOV Xpdvov NyoLUevol ToD dNpov detédecav) and that Alcibiades (1) and
Cleisthenes, his father’s grandfathers,3® after having assumed the leadership of
those in exile, ‘restored the people’ (xatnyoyov tov d1pov) and threw out the
Pisistratids.**°

Indeed, Isocrates, through the words that he puts into the mouth of
Alcibiades the Younger, praises Alcibiades’ forefathers focusing on three
aspects in particular. First of all, ‘they established that democracy’ (xatéotncav
gxeivny v dnpoxpatiav)iO as a result of which the Athenians were so well
trained in bravery that they managed to prevail on their own over the barbarians
who had attacked Greece at the time of the Persian Wars. Secondly, they
gained so much ‘repute’ (86&a) for justice that the Greeks willingly entrusted to

them ‘the empire of the sea’ (1 dpyn thg Baddting). Finally, they enabled the

136 While this term could simply be a designation for all aristocrats, Hatzfeld (1951) 3-8 argues
that here Isocrates does refer to the actual yévog. See also Gribble (1999) 124 who argues that
the reference to the Eupatrids as Alcibiades’ paternal yévog can be interpreted as ‘an attempt
misleadingly to exaggerate the aristocratic status of the family’.
137 |soc., On the Team of Horses 25, where Alcmeon is described as the first Athenian citizen to
win at Olympia with a team of horses.
138 Cleisthenes in reality was not Alcibiades the Younger’s great-grandfather but the uncle of his
maternal grandfather Megacles; see Sacerdoti (1970) 37 and Eck (2015) 40. For other
Isocratean references to Cleisthenes as being opposed to the Pisistratid tyranny and as the
founder of the Athenian democracy see Isoc., Areopagiticus 16 (where Isocrates argues that the
democratic constitution established by Cleisthenes was a restoration of that which Solon had
enacted by law), Antidosis 232 and 306 (where Cleisthenes is not explicitly mentioned by name
but it is rather clear that Isocrates alludes to him). Concerning Alcibiades (1), this passage from
On the Team of Horses represents the only evidence for his participation in the expulsion of the
Pisistratids.
139 1s0c., On the Team of Horses 26.
140 1 agree with Pownall (2013) 349 in assigning to the verb xebictnut the meaning of ‘to
establish’ rather than ‘to restore’.
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Athenians to expand their power so that Athens is rightly regarded as the capital
of Greece.'*! Therefore, the speaker continues, Alcibiades not only has
inherited from his ancestors a ‘friendship with the people’ (pilia Tpog TOv dfijLov)
that is ‘ancient’ (raAad), ‘genuine’ (yvnoia) and has come into being ‘through
the greatest services’ (51 tog peyiotag edepyeoiag),**? but has also proved
himself not inferior to his forefathers’ legacy.43

And it is in this context that the speaker, as we saw in the previous
section, mentions Pericles, Alcibiades’ uncle and guardian, who is described as
‘the most temperate’ (coppovéstatoc), ‘the most just’ (dikodtatog) and ‘the
wisest’ (copmtatog) of citizens.# In this regard, Too, after stressing that here
Pericles is presented as the ‘paradigm of the civic virtues of moderation, justice

and wisdom’, 14> adds that:

Inasmuch as Pericles is an ideal citizen, his education of Alcibiades
implies the orphan’s allegiance to Athenian values and ideals. The
speaker offers this depiction of his father’s upbringing in response to the
literary tradition, which portrays Alcibiades as the treacherous Athenian,
indeed as the antithesis of the citizen. By so doing, he takes issue with
the iconography, which presents the general as the student who

betrayed what Athenian education and culture had to offer to him.46

Therefore, the digression on Alcibiades’ ancestors provides interesting
points for reflection about some of the key aspects which characterise Isocrates’
portrait of Alcibiades in On the Team of Horses and, more broadly, about his
ideas on leadership, which, as | mentioned earlier, are referred to, at least in
nuce, in this speech and will be more fully developed later on in the corpus.
Indeed, it is worth stressing, first of all, that this excursus appears to be

designed mainly to endorse the picture of Alcibiades as a convinced supporter

141 |soc., On the Team of Horses 27. The same description of Athens as capital of Greece
occurs also in Isoc., Antidosis 299.
142 1s0c., On the Team of Horses 28.
143 |soc., On the Team of Horses 29.
144 see Isoc., On the Team of Horses 28; on the reference to Pericles in this passage see also
section 2.1 of the present chapter.
145 Too (1995) 217.
146 Too (1995) 218. See also Too (1995) 219, who points out that in the subsequent sections of
the speech Alcibiades’ ‘participation and victory in the equestrian competition become part of
the portrayal of the responsible Athenian citizen, personified earlier in this oration by the figure
of Pericles’.
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of democracy. Moreover, the focus on the Alcmeonids’ strenuous opposition to
the Pisistratids can be interpreted as supporting the refutation of the tyranny
charges brought against Alcibiades, which Isocrates explicitly rejects, as we
saw, in section 38. Indeed, the emphasis on the fact that the Alcmeonids went
against the tight bonds of kinship'4’ when contrasting the Pisistratids further
corroborates the argument that they were radical opponents of tyranny.

Remarkably, the Isocratean account of the expulsion of the Pisistratids
differs from the one that we usually find in the other Attic orators. Indeed, even
though as we shall see below Demosthenes in Against Meidias does attribute
the liberation of Athens from the tyranny of the Pisistratids to Alcibiades’
forebears, Isocrates appears to deviate deliberately from the fourth-century
oratorical tradition that generally endorsed the version attributing the expulsion
of the Pisistratids to the two tyrannicides Harmodius and Aristogeiton.*® In this
respect, we can make a comparison with what Alcibiades says in the speech
that, according to Thucydides, he delivered at Sparta. Here Alcibiades stresses
the Alcmeonids’ long-standing hostility to tyranny and leadership of the
multitude (toig yop TLPAVVOLG OlEl TOTE SLAPOPOL ECHEV...BTt EKELVOL
Evumapépelvey 1| Tpoostacio Huiv Tod tAnBovc).24° However, in specifying that he
and his family felt compelled to conform to democracy mainly because it
represented the inherited constitution under which Athens had achieved
greatness and freedom, Alcibiades does not hesitate to define it as a blatant
folly.2%° To that effect, the portrait of Alcibiades and, more broadly, of the
Alcmeonids in On the Team of Horses differs significantly from the overall
picture drawn by Alcibiades himself in the Thucydidean speech.

By giving credit to Alcibiades’ ancestors for both the liberation of the
oA from tyranny and the foundation of democracy, Isocrates intends to
substantiate through this digression the main features characterising the
representation of Alcibiades in his forensic speech, namely his fervent support
of democracy and his strong opposition to tyranny, two aspects that, Isocrates
appears to suggest, he inherited from his ancestors. Nonetheless, as | noted
above, in the depiction of Alcibiades in the Isocratean speech the emphasis lies

ultimately on his status as an élite individual as well as on the issues posed by

147 pisistratus married Megacles’ daughter; see Hdt., 1 60, 2; 61, 1.
148 See Pownall (2013).
149 Thuc., VI 89, 4.
150 Thuc., VI 89, 5-6.
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leadership: first and foremost in terms of the problematic relation between great
individuals like him and the democratic toiig but also, taking an even closer
look, with regard to Athens’ hegemonic role in international politics.

In other words, | would suggest that some of Isocrates’ main ideas on
leadership, which we have unearthed in the previous section, arise in On the
Team of Horses in their early stages from the overall portrait of the Athenian
general throughout the speech as well as from the excursus on Alcibiades’
ancestors. More specifically, concerning this digression, the first element which
comes to light in relation to the Isocratean views on leadership is the crucial role
played by ‘goodwill’ (ebvoia). Indeed, ebvola is a particularly relevant concept,
as we saw above, in the reshaping of Athens’ hegemony over Greece promoted
in On the Peace. Significantly, in the excursus on the Alcmeonids their
leadership is characterised precisely by the goodwill that they have shown
towards their fellow citizens. More precisely, their leadership is framed in terms
of both ebvoira and giAia towards the people, two elements that are closely

interrelated with one another. As Mitchell has pointed out, ebvoia represents:

the proper response to gilia-relationships, whether public or private,
because it was the proper response not only to the exchange itself, but

to the inclusive relationship that was created. %!

In this respect, it is worth highlighting that here, unlike in the case of On
the Peace that we have examined in the previous section, Isocrates applies the
concept of ebvola not to interstate relations but to domestic politics, namely to
the relation between individual leaders of great merit and the Athenian dfpog.
Interestingly, the reference to the ebvowa of the Alcmeonids anticipates the
attribution of the same quality to Alcibiades himself later in the speech when he
is described as a perfect example of a man ‘most well disposed’ (ebvovotatog)
toward the néiig;*°? his goodwill towards his fellow citizens is indeed easily
recognisable not only from his services to them but also from the wrongs he

suffered on their account.1%3

151 Mitchell (1997) 43-44.
152 |soc., On the Team of Horses 39.
153 |soc., On the Team of Horses 41.
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Furthermore, what Isocrates makes Alcibiades the Younger say about
both his forebears’ and his father’'s goodwill towards their fellow citizens can
also be compared to the reference to etvoia that we find in Antidosis in
connection with Isocrates’ defence of Timotheus. More particularly, his former
pupil is praised for winning the goodwill of the allies towards Athens and for
realising that the friendship of the other moAeig is what made Athens prosperous
and powerful.1> Nevertheless, at the same time he is criticised for making the
fundamental mistake of failing to cultivate the goodwill of his fellow citizens
towards himself.1>® In other words, in Antidosis Timotheus, unlike Alcibiades and
his ancestors in On the Team of Horses, is described as not having understood
the importance of building the crucial, yet problematic, relation between leaders
of great merit (like himself) and the d1jpog on mutual ebvola. Therefore, if we
compare what Isocrates makes Alcibiades the Younger say about both his
father and his ancestors regarding ebvola with what Isocrates himself states in
Antidosis about Timotheus concerning the same topic, we can infer that in On
the Team of Horses Isocrates deals, at least in nuce, with one of the key
concepts of his political thought. Indeed, ebvoia turns out to be a notion at the
heart of his ideas on leadership and, more specifically, of his discussion of the
main features characterising a good leader both within and as a democratic
nolg like Athens.

The second aspect related to Isocrates’ interest in leadership that
emerges from the excursus on Alcibiades’ ancestors is the theme of the other
Greeks’ willing subjection to Athens. More specifically, in this digression, in
addition to referring to internal leadership as we have seen in the case of
ebvoua, Isocrates does also allude to Athens’ position as leading noAg in the
Hellenic world when he makes Alcibiades the Younger state that, because of
the great reputation for justice reached by Alcibiades’ forefathers, all other
Greeks voluntarily put into the hands of the Athenians the dominion of the sea.
Such a reference, which probably hints at the foundation of the Delian League,
is noteworthy since it is the first occurrence in the Isocratean corpus of an
allusion to the other Greeks’ willing subjection to the Athenian hegemony, a key

idea which we find again in his subsequent works.*® Indeed, Isocrates returns

154 Isoc., Antidosis 122. See Too (2008) 154
155 |soc., Antidosis 135.
156 See Sacerdoti (1970) 38.
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to it especially in On the Peace where, as | mentioned earlier, he strongly
criticises Athens’ oppressive conduct in international politics and holds it
responsible for leading the allies to replace the goodwill they had accorded to
the moiig with hatred. Contextually, he suggests a new model of foreign
relations based primarily on winning back the goodwill of the Greeks and
obtaining their willingness to submit themselves to Athens’ leadership.
Moreover, the same topic also occurs, for instance, in Isocrates’ last major
speech, Panathenaicus, when in his account of the Delian League he stresses
that the allies willingly conferred upon the Athenians the supremacy by sea.®’

Isocrates’ reference to the Greeks subjecting themselves sua sponte to
the Athenians is reminiscent of Xenophon’s remarks on willing obedience. %8
And to the extent to which Xenophon is interested in willing obedience, he is
also interested, as Romilly notes, ‘in establishing such a system of rewards that
eunoia should become natural’; yet, as Romilly herself goes on to stress,
Xenophon'’s discussion of willing obedience, and thus his interest in ebvoa,
remain largely (even if not exclusively) confined to military leadership.® So, it is
only in the Isocratean corpus that the notions of willing subjection and ebHvowa
are consistently extended to the field of international politics with specific
reference to the need to reshape Athens’ hegemonic role within the Hellenic
world.

Isocrates’ interest in Athens’ leadership over Greece in On the Team of
Horses is revealed also by the fact that, as | underlined above, the speech
positions itself within the debate around Athenian imperialism that was
particularly vivid at the beginning of the fourth century. In this regard, the
positive characterisation of Alcibiades in this Isocratean work can be linked to
the renewed imperialistic aspirations of Athens in the 390s.1¢° Thus, the overall
depiction of Alcibiades in favourable terms that emerges from the forensic
speech appears to be closely related to the idea of recovering the power of the
great days of the Athenian empire somehow embodied by Alcibiades himself,
an idea which took root precisely at that time, namely just before the beginning

of the Corinthian War.%! On the other hand, the allusion to the other Greeks’

157 |soc., Panathenaicus 67.
158 On the relevance of the témog of willing obedience in the Xenophontic corpus see, for
instance, Gray (2007) 7-8 and Gray (2011) 180-196.
159 Romilly (1958) 94.
160 See Gribble (1999) 121.
161 See Bianco (1993) 19.
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willing subjection to Athens in the excursus devoted to the Alcmeonids shows
how Isocrates addresses here a key aspect that will become one of the
cornerstones of the renewed model of Athenian hegemony that he promotes
later on in his corpus.

In short, given the primary nature of On the Team of Horses as a forensic
speech, it is nonetheless possible to identify in this work the presence, at least
in nuce, of some crucial elements closely related to the Isocratean views on the
topic of leadership in both internal and foreign politics. More specifically,
Isocrates refers for the first time to the notion of ebvola as well as to the idea of
the other Greeks’ willingness to subject themselves to Athens’ hegemony. Both
these key aspects are reiterated and developed throughout his following works
in connection with his reflection on what characterises strong leadership and

especially on the need to reshape Athens’ position abroad accordingly.

Alcibiades in Busiris

It is worth pointing out that Isocrates briefly mentions Alcibiades also in Busiris.
Indeed, in the opening sections of this eulogy of the mythical king of Egypt,
Isocrates states that he aims to show that in the Defence of Busiris and the
Accusation of Socrates Polycrates, the author of these two works, missed what
was really needed in order to achieve his intended results.6? More precisely,
addressing Polycrates himself, Isocrates points out that in the Accusation of
Socrates by claiming that the philosopher had been the teacher of Alcibiades, a
man who notoriously ‘excelled’ (dinveyxe) all his contemporaries, Polycrates
actually ends up praising Socrates instead of achieving his alleged purpose of
attacking him.'®2 Once again, then, Isocrates appears to commend Alcibiades
by portraying him in favourable terms. However, the verb diapépw, despite
being employed mainly in a positive sense (such as in On the Team of Horses
11 where it refers likewise to Alcibiades’ superiority over his fellow citizens), can
at times convey a negative meaning. In this regard, Livingstone has highlighted
that this verb means ‘occasionally ‘to outdo’ others in some negative quality’,
adding that:

162 See Isoc., Busiris 4.
163 |soc., Busiris 5. See Too (1995) 216 who, by referring to both this passage and On the Team
of Horses, highlights how Isocrates, contrasting the contemporary tradition which makes
Alcibiades a pupil of Socrates, holds him as pupil of Pericles.
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the use of the verb on its own here just about leaves space for divergent
assessments of Alcibiades (everyone agrees that he ‘was exceptional’—
for good or ill), while strongly suggesting (falsely, but as suits the

argument) that everyone agrees in a positive assessment.64

Thus, in a similar way to the overall characterisation of Alcibiades that emerges
from On the Team of Horses, this passage in Busiris suggests that Isocrates
ultimately intends to put the spotlight on his extraordinary status as a great man

and the issues inherent to it.

Alcibiades in the other Attic orators
It is nevertheless undeniable that Isocrates’ characterisation of Alcibiades in
overall positive terms both in On the Team of Horses and in Busiris 5 appears
to differ from the other rhetorical portraits of the Athenian general known to us,
which usually convey a negative image. Indeed, Lysias’ prosecution speech
Against Alcibiades (1) For deserting the ranks,%® written for the trial that took
place immediately after the battle of Haliartus (395), consists in an attack
against Alcibiades the Younger carried out side by side with that against his
father in order to show that, although Alcibiades the Younger was the most
contemptible of his breed, father and son, as well as their ancestors, were all
enemies of the méAlg and were characterised by the same moral
degeneration. 166

Interestingly, Lysias’ speech is closely related to On the Team of Horses
not only because it belongs to the court actions that, like Isocrates’ speech,
involved Alcibiades the Younger in the context of the debate on Alcibiades and
the wider discussion on the Athenian empire going on in the 390s, but also
because we can identify some specific correspondences between the two
speeches. For instance, in Against Alcibiades (1) the speaker strongly criticises

the parallelism between Alcibiades’ exile and that of the democrats of 403,167

164 1 jvingstone (2001) 109. On the use of the expression diapépely t@v &AAwv in the Isocratean
corpus to refer to Alcibiades see additionally Gribble (1999) 137, who highlights that such
phrase indicates his ‘outstanding place not just in the community, but also with regard to all his
fellow men’.
165 This speech along with Lys., Against Alcibiades (1) For refusal of military service represents
part of a prosecution brought by a certain Archestratides against Alcibiades the Younger for
illegally serving in the cavalry.
166 See Gribble (1999) 101.
167 See Lys., Against Alcibiades () 32-33.
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which is a key aspect of On the Team of Horses. In the Isocratean speech, as
we have seen, the enemies of Alcibiades, responsible for his exile, are identified
with the oligarchical enemies of Athens.1®® In this regard, while Isocrates
stresses that Alcibiades, driven by the desire to return to Athens, had made war
not against his néiig but only against those responsible for sending him into
exile, Lysias claims that he had marched more often in the ranks of Athens’
enemies against his own néiig than in those of his fellow citizens.°

Moreover, Lysias also refers to the fact that Alcibiades the Younger’s
great-grandfathers (namely Alcibiades and Megacles) were ostracised twice. In
doing so, Lysias intends to corroborate his depiction of Alcibiades’ son as a
‘hereditary enemy’ (rotpiog éx08pdc) of Athens.t’® Conversely, Isocrates, as |
have illustrated above, praises his forefathers, thus endorsing the portrait of
Alcibiades as a loyal supporter of democracy. As Gribble has pointed out, some
of the correspondences between Against Alcibiades (I) and On the Team of
Horses suggest that Lysias is responding to Isocrates, while some others may
indicate that Isocrates also replies to Lysias, so it is possible to assume that
Isocrates’ speech represents a revised version published after Against
Alcibiades (I) was delivered at the desertion trial.1"*

Be that as it may, Lysias’ speech presents a polarised picture of
Alcibiades compared to On the Team of Horses and the intertextuality between
the two speeches bears witness to the widespread debate on Alcibiades, which,
as | mentioned earlier, was particularly vivid in Athens at the beginning of the
fourth century and which was linked to the debate on Athenian imperialism
going on at the same time. Indeed, by portraying Alcibiades (along with his son)
in such a negative light, Lysias not only attempts to tone down the favour
around him, which was very lively at the beginning of the fourth century, but

also appears to highlight, through the figure of Alcibiades, the harmful results of

168 See Gribble (1999) 128.

169 |ys., Against Alcibiades (1) 30.

170 ys., Against Alcibiades (I) 39-40.

171 See Gribble (1999) 107-111 who challenges the theory of Bruns (1896) 495-500 according to

which both Isocrates’ On the Team of Horses and Lysias’ Against Alcibiades (I) can be

regarded as reworkings of the original court speeches. Bruns’ reconstruction had already been

guestioned by Seager (1967) 16-18 who reached the conclusion that Isocrates’ speech

preceded a single complete version of Lysias’. See also Nouhaud (1982) 296 n. 201 and Carey

(1989) 149-150 who consider On the Team of Horses as preceding Against Alcibiades (1);

similarly, Bianco (1993) 21 believes that Lysias’ speech represents a clear reply to Isocrates.
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the fifth-century Athenian empire and thus the need to avoid giving way to the
renewed imperialistic aspirations.

Another well-known rhetorical depiction of Alcibiades is represented by
the speech Against Alcibiades, which has been transmitted among the works of
Andocides although many scholars consider it as a spurious work by a later
author, probably composed in the mid- or late fourth century.’?2 The speech
appears to be set in 416/415, since the dramatic occasion is usually regarded
as being that of the ostracism of Hyperbolus involving Alcibiades, Nicias and the
speaker himself who can perhaps be identified with Phaeax.1”? All events
included in the work are indeed prior to this date, so there is no reference, for
example, to the performance of the Mysteries or the mutilation of the Herms, 174
and the work assumes the tone of an invective against Alcibiades with attacks
upon both his private and public conduct. Concerning the latter aspect, the
speaker accuses Alcibiades not only of having recommended the attack against
Melos in 416,17 but also of having damaged Athens’ relationship with its allies
by doubling the contribution of each member of the Delian League for his own
personal interest; thus, Alcibiades’ policy towards the allies is contrasted with
that of Aristeides, who is said to have assessed the tribute with the utmost
fairness.'’®

Furthermore, Alcibiades is considered as not being a genuine supporter
of democracy and this charge goes hand in hand with that of refusing to treat
his own fellow citizens as equals.'’”” In this respect, [Andocides] makes a clear
reference to the suspicion that he intends to make himself tyrant’® and regards
his treatment of Diomedes at Olympia as a glaring example of his refusal to
accept fellow Athenians as his equals.'”® Indeed, [Andocides] goes on to argue,

Alcibiades ‘proves that the democracy is worth nothing’ (obdevog &&iov v

172 See Gribble (1999) 90. Instead, Raubitschek (1948) 192-193 points to features of the speech
which suggest a fifth-century origin; see also Bianco (1993) 15-16 who believes that the speech
might indeed have been written by Andocides and regards it as belonging, like Isocrates’ On the
Team of Horses and Lysias’ Against Alcibiades (1), to the debate on Athenian imperialism going
on at the beginning of the fourth century.
173 On the identity of the speaker as Phaeax see Bianco (1993) 13 and Gribble (1999) 154.
174 See Turchi (1984) 117; see also Gribble (1999) 154-155.
175 See [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 22-23.
176 See [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 11-12. On Alcibiades’ behaviour as being responsible for
the allies’ hatred towards Athens see [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 28.
177 See [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 13. On Alcibiades aiming to be superior not only to the
other Athenian citizens, but even to the laws, thus endangering the greatest safeguard
possessed by the noiig, see [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 19.
178 See [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 24.
179 See [Andoc.], Against Alcibiades 25-26.
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dnpoxpartiav dropaivel) since he speaks like a leader of the people but acts like
a tyrant (tobg pev Adyoug dnpoaymyod ta 8 €pyo TuPAVVOL TopExmv) having
realised that his fellow citizens are not concerned about tyranny in itself but only
about the word.*8 Significantly, in this context dnuoywydg (which here indicates
what Alcibiades only pretends to be) does not appear to bear