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Abstract

A COMMENTARY ON AESCHINES AGAINST TIMARCHUS 1-115

by

James Mulkin 

Adviser: Professor Edward M. Harris

The first oration of Aeschines is one of our richest sources for the social, 

intellectual and political history of Athens, yet there exists no commentary on it in 

English and the only complete English translation of it was published in 1919. While the 

study of the Attic orators in the English-speaking world has in general languished for 

most of this century, the study of Against Timarchus was impeded by two additional 

factors: its author had fallen into the shadow of his more esteemed rival Demosthenes, 

and the subject matter of the speech was long considered distasteful, unseemly and 

undeserving of serious scholarship. This is no longer the case. On the one hand, there is 

a renewed interest in the orators: on the other, scholars have begun to investigate topics of 

gender and sexuality in the ancient world. Since the late 1970s Against Timarchus has 

been frequently cited in discussions of the history of sexuality, for it is the primary source 

for the study of sexual relations between males in classical Athens. The first and most 

influential treatment of the speech in this light was Dover's Greek Homosexuality (1978). 

but it is not a full commentary. The speech was meant to persuade Athenian dikasts to 

convict a defendant in a case personally significant to Aeschines and politically important 

to the preservation of the peace between Athens and Macedon; it is therefore crucial to 

evaluate his condemnation of certain sexual practices in terms of its context.
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The dissertation consists of an introduction, translation, and commentary on 

chapters 1 through 115. It is based upon the text established by Dilts. The introduction 

consists of six sections: a biography of Aeschines; the political situation in Athens 346/5 

B.C.E.: the date of the trial; the legal procedure under which the trial was conducted: 

structure and rhetorical strategy; and a survey of the transmission of the text.
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1

I. WHO WAS AESCHINES?

We are relatively well informed about the life of the Athenian orator Aeschines. 

Our primary sources are his three orations as well as the eighteenth and nineteenth 

speeches of Demosthenes: later sources include the vitae transmitted in various 

manuscripts of his speeches and the notices of the Suda, pseudo-Plutarch, Libanius, 

Philostratus and Photius. These are not all of equal value, nor can we accept without 

hesitation even the orator's own statements about his life. It is the nature of forensic 

oratory to subsume historical accuracy to persuasive efficacy, and both he and 

Demosthenes have many reasons to misrepresent the truth in their speeches. For 

example. Demosthenes tells us that Aeschines’ father was a slave and his mother a 

prostitute; but these are clearly grotesque distortions designed to abuse and discredit him. 

The rhetorical nature of other statements made by both Aeschines and Demosthenes is 

not so readily apparent, and requires a more critical examination of the sources: for 

example, the charges of bribery and treason against Aeschines, ubiquitous in the speeches 

of Demosthenes, virtually disappear under scrutiny. We must also use caution in 

evaluating the later sources. Their redactors derived them almost entirely from the 

speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines, and when they discuss incidents not found in 

those texts, such as the fortunes of Aeschines after his defeat in 343, we often do not 

know if the authors are reporting a reliable tradition, making an inference from the 

speeches, or merely guessing.1

1 Ancient sources for the life o f  Aeschin.: Aeschin. 1 ,2 , 3, D. 18, 19, Plut. Dem. 1 5 ,1 6 ,2 4  et passim, 
Aeschin. vitae 1 and 3, Apollonius vit.. [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840, Philostr. VS 1.18, Suda a i  347 and 348. Lib. 
Arg. D. 19, Progymn. 10.3, Ph. (BibI.) 61. On their reliability as sources see Harris 1995 17 with n. 1. 
Kindstrand 1989 67-8 and Harris 1988. There are two systematic modem accounts o f  Aeschin.. Harris 
1995 and G. Ramming "Die politischen Ziele und Wege des Aischines" diss. Erlangen 1965. From the 
nineteenth century see Schaefer (1885-7) and AS, in which, like the numerous works on the fourth century 
given at n. 10 below, his life is related in the larger context o f history or oratory. Harris 1995 7-16 provides 
a methodology for evaluating the historical accuracy o f  the statements o f  the orators.
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Aeschines was bom probably in 391/0 or 390/89 to Atrometus, an Athenian of the 

deme Cothocidae, and his wife Glaucothea. Atrometus and Glaucothea had two other 

sons, Aphobetus and Philochares, who like Aeschines would take active roles in the 

government of Athens. Along with many of his contemporaries, Atrometus had suffered 

hardships in the Peloponnesian War and the turmoil which followed, including the loss of 

his property and exile under the Thirty; but after their fall he returned to the city with the 

exiled democrats and established a school where he taught elementary subjects.

Aeschines himself may have worked there in his youth; Against Timarchus at any rate 

demonstrates his familiarity with school regulations. The family of Aeschines did not. it 

seems, belong to the liturgical class, but neither was it as humble as Demosthenes claims. 

Atrometus had at least enough property to allow Aeschines to serve as a hoplite.2

But owing to their father’s profession, the brothers could enjoy a privilege of the 

kccAoi tcayccSoi: a traditional education. In his three orations Aeschines never hesitates 

to display his learning, either by quoting the epic and tragic poets or by calling attention 

to his opponents' ill-breeding. These displays consistently inform his ethos in the 

speeches and are in part a means of persuading the judges that he is a man of prestige, 

worthy of their attention. The actual extent of his education is unknown; ancient 

biographers suppose him a student of various famous men—Socrates and Plato, Isocrates. 

Leodamas and Alcidamas—but it is unlikely that he received any formal training in 

rhetoric since Atrometus probably could not afford it. In fact the stronger tradition 

considers Aeschines to have been a natural speaker.3

2Date of birth: see Commentary on §49.8. Atrometus (PA 2681). Glaucothea (PA 2989), Aphobetus (PA 
225, Develin 1989 297. 350), Philochares (PA  14775; see also Commentary on §27.3): 2.78, 147-9. D. 
18.129-30, 258-60,19.237, 249, 281; see also Schaefer 1885-7 1.215-28, Davies 1971 543-7 and Hams 
1995 21-9. Cothocidae: [Plut.] v/7. X or. 840a, vit. 1.8, 2.1; cf. D. 18.180. Exile o f Atrometus: see 
Commentary on §39.4. On the status o f the family see Bourriot 1995 435-9. Aeschin. as hoplite: .2.167- 
70.
3 Aeschin. educated by father: Quint. I.O. 2.17.12. Education as a privilege o f the tcaAoj Kaya0o<;: 
Marrou 1967 ch. 4; cf. Harris 1995 28. Socrates and Plato: vit. 3.6-7. cf. vit. 2.6. Ph. (Bibl.) 61 and Z 1.4. 
16a. Isocrates and Leodamas: [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840b; cf. Commentary on §69.5. Alcidamas: Suda at 347. 
Natural speaker: [Plut.] vit. X o r. 840f, vit. 3.7, cf. Suda a t 347 and Ph. (Bibl.) 61. For an assessment of 
these attributions see Kindstrand 1989 68-84.
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Aeschines did not enter public life in earnest until when he was around forty two 

years old, but the occupations of his earlier years were probably an invaluable preparation 

for his political career. After reaching the age of majority, he along with his brother 

Aphobetus was employed as undersecretary; later he was elected secretary to the Council 

and Assembly. This experience probably acquainted him with the various laws of Athens 

deployed so skillfully in this speech. Sometime thereafter he became an actor, the 

TpiTaycoviorris in a troupe which toured the demes. He had an imposing physical 

presence, no doubt shown to advantage when, for example, he demonstrated to the judges 

of Timarchus the Solonian stance he felt an orator should assume. He likewise had a 

strong and mellifluous voice; the fact is known to us from Demosthenes, who never tired 

of mocking it.4

His entry into politics is obscure; he tells us with pride of his military service, a 

field in which other members of his family had distinguished themselves, and the honors 

he received for his service in Euboea under Phocion won him . He also married at around 

this time into a family of the liturgical class. The war with Macedon was the principal 

issue of the day and so it is not surprising that our first notice of him in the political arena 

finds him pressing the Assembly for a united front among the Greek cities against Philip. 

In late 348 he was elected ambassador to the Arcadian Assembly in Megalopolis, where 

he made a speech on the danger he believed Philip represented. Although it failed, he 

continued in this vein, warning the Athenians of Philip's attempts to gain influence in the 

Peloponnese and exhorting them to assemble the Greek cities in Athens, to discuss how 

best to oppose Philip.5

Undersecretary: D. 19.237. Secretary of the Council and Assembly: D. 19.70; see Harris 1995 29-30.
On the office o f secretary see Commentary on §2.4. T piT aycovicm is: D. 18.261-2, 19.246.337. See 
Dorjahn 1929. Physical presence: [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840a. Strong voice: D. 19.126, 199,206.216,337-40.
5Military service: 2.167-70; see also Commentary on §49.7. His father's military exploits have been noted 
above. His mother’s brother Cleobulus was also honored for service; see Harris 26 with n. 27. Euboea: 
2.167-70. Harris 1995 37-9 speculates that Phocion helped Aeschin. at the beginning of his career, but 
Tritle 1996 believes the evidence is insufficient. Marriage: Davies 1971 543-7. First speeches: D. 19.10- 
12,303-6. Ambassador to Megalopolis: D. 19.10.
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After Philip made it known to Athens that he was ready to end the war, the 

Athenians debated what course they should pursue; and in the winter of 346, Philocrates 

proposed that ten ambassadors be sent to Pella to negotiate. Aeschines and Demosthenes 

were among those elected. The relation of the two men, initially cordial, would flare into 

open hostility a few months later. Dissatisfied with the peace and suspicious of Philip's 

intentions, Demosthenes began to accuse Aeschines of colluding with Philip, of accepting 

bribes from him, of serving Philip's interest to the detriment of the city. These charges 

were made so forcefully that Aeschines' reputation has long labored under them. He 

seems to have circumvented Demosthenes' attack at this point by successfully prosecuting 

Timarchus, an event which we will discuss more fully in the following section. But in 

343, after Philocrates was convicted for treason, Demosthenes resumed, charging 

Aeschines with misconduct on the embassy. He barely avoided conviction.6

The policy of compromise which Aeschines pursued in subsequent years brought 

him more and more into disfavor, just as Demosthenes rose by advocating opposition.

He suffered various ignominies, including censure by the Areopagus before 342/1 after 

being elected to represent Athens to the Amphictyons in a dispute over the temple on 

Delos. In 336 Ctesiphon proposed that Demosthenes be awarded a crown for his services 

to Athens; Aeschines indicted the proposal as illegal, and when the case finally came to 

court six years later, he not only lost but also failed to receive one-fifth of the vote, losing 

in consequence some of his rights as a citizen.7

We know nothing with certainty about the life of Aeschines after his defeat. 

According to the vitae, he left Athens and traveled through Asia Minor in an attempt to 

meet with Alexander; but failing in this he settled in Rhodes and there established a 

school. Some say he taught ypaqqaTa like his father, while others make him a

6Philocrates'proposal: 2.18. D. and Aeschin. elected: 2.18, D. 19.13. Charges o f  bribery’: see the list of  
passages in Harvey 1985 115 and Commentary on §106.5. Barely avoided conviction: Plut. Dem. 15. hyp. 
2.4.
7Censure by the Areopagus: D. 18.134-6. Lost suit against Ctesiphon: Plut. Dem. 24. Loss of some 
citizen rights: probably the right to bring public suits again; see Commentary on § 1.2.
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rhetorician. Quintilian believed that from his school arose the Rhodian style of rhetoric, 

which however seems to have developed long after the time of Aeschines. The date and 

circumstances of his death are unknown. He is said variously to have died on Samos, or 

to have been executed by Antipater after the purge of Athens in 322.8

8Left Athens: Plut. Dem. 24, [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840c, Suda a t 347,348, vit. 1.14-5,3.3. Traveled to Ephesus 
and Rhodes: Plut. Dem. 24, [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840d-e, Suda a t 347,348, vit. 1.15-7,3.3-5. Taught 
y pduyaT a: vit. 1.21-2, cf. Suda a t 347. Taught rhetoric: Plut. D em  24, [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840d-e(vz7. 
1.18-21 explicitly denies this). Founded Rhodian school o f rhetoric: Quint. Inst. 12.10.9. On this tradition 
see Kindstrand 1982 75-84. Dies on Samos: [Plut.] vit. X  or. 840e. Executed by Antipaten vit. 2.12-3.
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n. WHY DID AESCHINES PROSECUTE TIMARCHUS?

At the beginning of his speech against Timarchus Aeschines is quick to explain 

his motives to the court. He alludes to personal reasons: his opponent has made certain 

slanderous allegations about him, and he wishes to defend his injured reputation. But the 

emphasis here and throughout the speech is on an entirely different motive: he says he is 

prosecuting because Timarchus’ profligacy is a threat to the public good. At his own trial 

in 343 he speaks of the conviction of Timarchus in the same terms: he asks the judges to 

return the favor he had done them in bringing the man to justice and issuing an 

"unforgettable warning" to their sons and younger brothers to guard their chastity.9

However Demosthenes, speaking at the same trial, finds Aeschines' motives 

somewhat less altruistic. He claims that the prosecution of Timarchus was meant to 

protect the interests of both Aeschines and Philip. Timarchus stood in their way, and 

with the conviction Aeschines was able to remove the obstacle and intimidate others who 

might have done the same. It is highly unlikely that Aeschines was ever the agent of 

Philip, but it is equally unlikely that Timarchus was prosecuted solely because of his way 

of life. The motive lies instead in the political situation of the time and particularly in the 

complex negotiations of Athens with Philip which resulted both in an unhappy peace 

between them and in the bitter enmity of Demosthenes and Aeschines. Our knowledge of 

this tumultuous period comes primarily from their speeches, delivered years after the fact 

in the course of two highly charged political trials. As a result there is considerable 

disagreement about the motives of the two men in the course of negotiations. In this 

section I will focus on the second embassy sent by Athens to Philip, since these events 

led directly to the prosecution of Timarchus.10

^"Unforgettable warning": 2.180.
1(>D. on the prosecution o f  Timarchus: D. 1 9 2 ,2 8 4 ,2 8 6 -7 . Considerable disagreement: Todd notes that 
despite the "unparalleled richness" of the evidence on the peace o f  Philocrates. "there is still no sign o f a 
consensus" on what happened (1990c 173). The bibliography is enormous: recent accounts of the peace of
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Athens and Philip had been at war since 349. In 346, the Athenians sent a series 

of three embassies to Macedon for the purpose of ending this conflict; two of the ten 

ambassadors on the Aeschines and Demosthenes. The mission of the second embassy 

was to present the Athenian proposal for peace to Philip, and to receive his own proposals 

and convey them back to the Assembly. The treaty was later called the Peace of 

Philocrates. after the ambassador who had originally proposed it. Having completed 

their task, the ambassadors returned home, the peace was debated and then ratified in the 

Assembly. On the motion of Demosthenes, the ambassadors were asked to return to Pella 

with all haste and receive from Philip and his allies the oaths which would ratify the 

treaty on their side. They set out again at the beginning of April 346.11

On their arrival they learned that Philip was in Thrace campaigning successfully 

against Cersebleptes. Demosthenes later blamed Aeschines for their slow progress, 

which he said was deliberately dilatory and allowed Philip to gain control of Thrace, but 

this charge is probably not true. The territory of Cersebleptes was not covered by the 

provisions of the Peace, nor is it likely that the ambassadors had any means to stop 

Philip’s advance. Once the ambassadors reached Pella, they found delegations sent by- 

other Greek cities in hopes of having Philip intervene in what is now called the Third 

Sacred War. This war had begun years earlier when Phocis, charged with sacrilege by 

the Amphictyonic Council, responded by seizing the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi. The 

Amphictyons declared war on Phocis but Phocian mercenaries, funded by the temple's 

treasures, repeatedly beat them back. The war eventually involved all the major powers 

of Greece. Athens and Sparta at various times taking the side of Phocis. In 353/2

Philocrates and its consequences in Harris 1995 78-106, Ellis CAH (?■ 1994 747-59, Roberts 1982 49-53, 
Hammond and Griffith 1979 2 ch. 9, Cawkwell 1978, Ellis 1976 113-28 and Markle 1974, and from the 
previous century Schaefer 1885-7 2.334-43.
^Youngest: 2 .22 ,25 . Fust embassy: 2.15-19, D. 19.13. Promises to benefit Athens: 2.45. 50. [D.] 7.33. 
D. 19.40, 316. Debate on the Peace: see the analysis o f Harris 70-7. D.'s proposal to send the ambassadors 
out again: D. 19.17, 154. April: I have given the modem equivalents o f  the Attic months in order to make 
the arguments more accessible. The Attic calendar is very roughly equivalent to the Julian; the year was 
eleven days shorter and so the calendar required intercalation. A uic dates will be given in the footnotes.
The second embassy departed in Mounichion (2.91).
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Thessaly enlisted the help of Philip, but his subsequent victory was not exploited and so 

the cities were still at war at the time of the second embassy. Now however the situation 

had changed: Thebes had asked Philip to fight again on behalf of the Amphictyons: the 

other cities, including Phocis, had sent embassies to Macedon to advance their own 

interests: and it was clear that Philip was ready to re-enter the conflict, as he was 

preparing to move on Thermopylae.12

Thus the second embassy found themselves but one of many in Pella, all with 

different agendas. Some of the Athenian ambassadors, including Aeschines, thought to 

take advantage of the situation in order to further the city’s interests. Aeschines, 

confident that the king would make good his promises, sought what must have seemed 

best for Athens and acceptable to Philip in the short term: a settlement which would be 

just yet merciful to Phocis and at the same time prevent Thebes from regaining its former 

strength. Demosthenes on the other hand, now suspicious of Philip's intentions, warned 

the ambassadors not to interfere. This was the real beginning of the rift between the two. 

Demosthenes later said that before the second embassy Aeschines was a fierce opponent 

of Philip, but afterwards worked to ensure Philip's interests. He accounted for this 

alleged reversal by claiming that Aeschines was bribed.13

Having taken Philip’s oath to ratify the Peace, the ambassadors returned to Athens 

in June. When they came to make their report to the Council, Demosthenes denounced 

the conduct of Aeschines and Philocrates and accused them of conspiring with Philip to 

ensure the fall of Phocis. Three days later, the ambassadors addressed the Assembly. 

Aeschines spoke favorably of the promises made by Philip, ana his confidence that the 

king would deal fairly with Phocis and check Thebes; Philocrates proposed and passed 

one decree extending the peace to the descendants of Philip and another demanding that

*-Trip to Macedon: D. 19.155, 181,323. Charge o f delay untrue: Harris 1995 79-80. Delegations from 
other cities: 2 .104 ,112 , 136, D. 19.139. On the Third Sacred War see J. Buckler Philip II and the Sacred 
War Leiden 1989. Philip ready to move on Thermopylae: 2.103.
l^See 2.101-7 and Harris 1995 82-4. Rift between D. and Aeschin.: 2.36. 97,109; D. 19.17. More serious 
on second embassy: D. 19.212, cf. 19. 333; see Harris 66. Bribery: see n. 6 above. According to the 
scholiast Aeschines owned land in Pydna (1 ,3 , 12; cf. D. 18.41 and vit. 1.4).
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the Phocians surrender the temple at Delphi to the Amphictyons. Demosthenes later 

claimed that the other ambassadors prevented him from warning the Assembly about 

Philip, and that Aeschines’ speech was a deliberate misrepresentation designed to deliver 

the Phocians over to Philip and secure his power in central Greece. The people elected 

the ambassadors to return to Philip to inform him of their decisions; this time however 

Demosthenes refused the nomination.14

There next began a series of events which would eventually result in the trial of 

Timarchus. Timarchus was a rhetor of some note; by the time of the trial he had held 

several offices, served on various embassies and was twice a member of the Council. He 

had been prosecuted at least once previously, in an attempt to remove him from a 

guardianship. The accusations at that trial were apparently similar to those leveled by 

Aeschines. According to the author of the hypothesis to our speech, he had proposed 

over one hundred decrees. We know of only one, a decree of 347/6 which punished the 

transport of weapons or ship's tackle to Philip with death. It is very likely that Timarchus 

opposed the rapprochement with Philip; the support he received at the trial from 

Hegesander, Hegesippus and Demosthenes seems to confirm this.15

At some point after the return of the second embassy, and after Demosthenes' 

dissatisfaction with the peace became known, Timarchus seems to have filed a ypacpq 

n ap a trp eap e ias  against Aeschines for misconduct on the embassy. Timarchus may 

have taken action together with Demosthenes; the two men were known to each other, 

having both served as @ouAeutch' the previous year. The most opportune moment for 

filing the charge would have been at the eu0w at, or "rendering of accounts.” of the 

ambassadors following the second embassy. Ambassadors were required to give an

14Retumed in June: 13 Scirophorion 346 (D. 19.58). Report to the Council: D. 19.17-8. Meeting of the 
Assembly: 16 Scirophorion 346 (D. 19.58). Aeschines' speech to the Assembly: D. 19.82, 112, 220,308. 
cf. §106. Decrees o f Philocrates: 19 .48 .49 ,54 . Demosthenes prevented from speaking: D. 19.45-6. 
Election to third embassy, D. refuses: D. 19.121-2.
^Timarchus: PA 13636. Offices: §§107-13 with Commentary. Embassies: §120; see Develin 1989 351. 
Council: §80 with Commentary. Previous prosecution: Harp. s.v. © epaavSpog. Suda t  595. One 
hundred decrees: hyp. 1.1.2. Cf. D. 19.286. Decree: D. 19.286.
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account of any public money they had administered. The account was rendered to a 

decemviral board known as the A oyiorai, who after checking it took the man into court 

to appear before judges. But even if a man successfully passed this stage of the 

accounting, he could still be accused within thirty days of malfeasance to a second panel, 

the euGuvoi. The euSuvoi seem to have had the power to reject a charge or alternatively 

to send it on to the appropriate apxcov to begin formal proceedings.16

Aeschines clearly wanted to avoid rendering his accounts for the second embassy. 

When Demosthenes appeared before the A oyiarcu, probably near the end of June, the 

proceedings were stopped by Aeschines, who declared that accounts of the embassy had 

already been given and that Demosthenes could not be called again. This was not true: 

Aeschines was apparendy trying to convince them that their service on the second 

embassy was covered by the accounting they had given of the first, which they already 

successfully passed. In Against Timarchus he implies that he still had not rendered 

accounts at the time of the trial. This also cannot be wholly true, as he had left Athens in 

the meantime, and we know that a man could not leave Attica until he had rendered 

accounts. Aeschines probably filed his account with the Xoyicrrai. and Timarchus at 

once made the charge of misconduct with the e u 0 u v o i . This time Aeschines had a more 

secure option: by filing a countering accusation against Timarchus he was able to have 

his suit heard first. If he succeeded, Timarchus would be deprived of his right to 

prosecute and unable to proceed: his other opponents might likewise hesitate to press on. 

In the event, this is exactly what happened. Aeschines' attack was so devastating that 

according to one tradition Timarchus hanged himself, although this is unlikely. Nor was 

Demosthenes confident enough to bring Aeschines up on charges until 343.17

16rTapa-npeaPeia: §20. D. 19.240, 257; cf. Z 1 .20 .46 , 1, 119, 259. hyp. 2.3, Greg. Cor. 7.1182 W.
Easier target: cf. Ellis 1976 270 n. 138. Took action together: hyp. 1 .1 2 ,2 .3 , hyp. D. 19.2.10. Z 1.3. 12 
reports two traditions, that Timarchus acted alone and in concert with D., and says the latter is the stronger 
tradition. However this is not explicit in the speeches o f D. or Aeschin. That Demosthenes was involved in 
the defense is clear from §§94, 119ff., 167-7,173,175; some modern scholars assert that he did not appear 
on behalf o f Timarchus (Ellis 1976 128 with n. 16). Rendering of accounts: see Commentary on §1.2.
17End o f June: the others probably submitted their accounts and left for Pella before 21 Scirophorion; see 
Harris 1995 201 n. 39. Aeschin. attempts to prevent D. from rendering accounts: D. 19.211-3. In §174
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Aeschin. foresees the time when he will render accounts (OTav if js  tTpeofSeias r a j  euQuvas 5t5co); this 
probably refers to the trial arising from the accusation to the elyunoi. Leaves Athens: 2.142-3. Unable to 
leave Attica: 3.21; see Harris 1995 201 n. 39. On the sequence o f events here see Pidrart 1971 560-4, LCA 
171. Countering accusation: see n. 24 below. On loss of citizen rights see Introduction IV. Timarchus' 
suicide: hyp. 1.1.5, [Plut.] vit. X  or. 841a.
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m . WHEN DID THE TRIAL OF TIMARCHUS TAKE PLACE?18

Timarchus was tried in the archonship of Archias 346/5 B.C.E. The date is 

readily established. Aeschines tells us that Timarchus was a member of the Council in 

the archonship before the trial. We know that as a member of the Council he passed a 

decree which prescribed capital punishment for those who shipped arms or nautical 

supplies to Philip. The decree was no doubt motivated by the war between Athens and 

Macedonia, which was concluded in the archonship of Themistocles 347/6. This is then 

the latest possible date for Timarchus' service on the Council, which in turn makes 346/5 

the latest possible date for the trial. It is in fact the only one possible. At § 175 Aeschines 

warns the judges that Demosthenes will introduce irrelevancies like Philip and the 

Phocians. This must be a reference to the conditions in Phocis following its surrender 

and punishment. Therefore the speech could not have been delivered before the 

Athenians learned of the Phocian surrender in June of 346: their punishment was decided 

soon thereafter in July or August.19

Schaefer first established this chronology and it has been accepted by most 

scholars. He in fact Fixes the date of the trial more precisely to early 345. It appears that 

the 5iavpri<piaEi5 of 346/5 had been completed by the time of the trial Schaefer assumes 

as a result that the trial did not take place before the middle of the year, apparently 

imagining that the SiavpriqnoEis started at the beginning of the year and took several 

months to complete. He adduces a second piece of evidence: Aeschines’ statement that

18See Schaefer 1885-7 2.336 n. 5, Harris 1985, Wankel 1988 and Harris 1995 202 n. 53.
1 M em ber o f  the Council in the year before the trial: §80. Resolution: D. 19.286. Timarchus had served 
as (3ouAeurfis in 361/0 (§109), but he did not pass the decree in that year; Philip did not assume power 
until 359 (D .S. 16.2). Schaefer and Wankel mistakenly cite X 1, 109, 237, which refers to the year 361/0. 
as evidence for Timarchus' service as {3ouAeurf|S in 347/6 (1885 2.336 n .5 ,1988 384 with n. 6); cf. 
Commentary on §109.3. Conclusion of war: Philoc. FGH  328 F 53-6. June of 346: The Assembly 
received the report o f Phocis' surrender on 27 Scirophorion 347/6 (D. 19.60). Punishment of Phocians: the 
meeting o f the Amphictyonic Council took place in Hecatombaion or early Metageitnion; see Harris 1985 
377 n. 4. Wankel objects to Harris' equation o f the Delphic month Bukatios and the Attic month 
Metageitnion (1988 384 n. 7).
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the Rural Dionysia had recently (trpcoriv) been celebrated. This festival took place in 

December, thus if the trial were held in early 345, Aeschines could refer to a festival held 

at the end of 346 as having recently occurred.20

Harris says that Schaefer's date is possible but believes that placing the trial in the 

late summer of 346 is preferable. He notes that if we follow Schaefer, and if we assume 

that Timarchus charged Aeschines soon after the return of the second embassy in June 

346, Aeschines waited approximately six months before bringing Timarchus to trial, and 

Timarchus likewise refrained from pressing his suit during that time. There was no 

apparent advantage for either side in delaying: why then did Aeschines not retaliate 

immediately after his return with the third embassy at the end of June? He supports this 

date in two ways. First of all, he points out that there is no reason to believe that the 

scrutiny of the deme registers took several months to complete. The demesmen of 

Halimous voted on sixty members in a single day: this suggests that the scrutiny of all 

deme-registers could have been completed much more quickly, provided that the 

scrutinies occurred simultaneously. Therefore we may consider the possibility that the 

trial took place before early 345. Secondly, Aeschines refers to another recent (TTpcbr)v > 

event, a meeting of the Council at which Demosthenes made disparaging remarks about 

his behavior while in the court of Philip. This must refer to the report to the Council 

made after the second embassy, since the two men were apparently still friendly after the 

first embassy. The ambassadors reported the second embassy to the Council in June 346: 

if the prosecution of Timarchus took place within the next three months. Aeschines could 

easily refer to the report as recent. So in Schaefer's formulation the Rural Dionysia had 

just happened, the meeting of the Council six months earlier; according to Harris, the 

meeting of the Council took place recently, and the Rural Dionsyia six months before.21

20Aiavyri<piaEis: §§77-9, 114-5. Scrutiny completed by time o f trial: §77 Teyovacn 5iavpn<piaeis ev toTj 
Sijuois. Kai eicacrros upcov vprj<pov SeScoke TTEpi toO acopaT os. Wankel accepts Schaefer's argument. 
Celebration o f Dionysus in the Fields: §157. See Mikalson 1975 97, Whitehead 1986 212-22.
2 •Return o f Second Embassy: 13 Scirophorion 347/6 (D. 19.58). Return o f  Third Embassy: 27 
Scirophorion 347/6 (D. 19.60). Demesmen o f Halimous: see Commentary on §77.3. There is no need to 
assume with Schaefer that no appeal could be lodged until the process had been completed in every deme;

R eproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



14

Aeschines mentions the Rural Dionysia to relate a joke made about Timarchus in 

one of the comedies presented there. But this can be interpreted so as to support either 

date: he was mocked because of his imminent prosecution or because he was a well- 

known politician whose lifestyle made him an easy target. In conclusion, the trial of 

Timarchus took place in 346/5 B.C. Although it is not possible to fix the date more 

precisely, I would agree with Harris that the earlier date is more in keeping with the facts 

of the case as we know them. Demosthenes and Timarchus were ready to prosecute: why 

would they wait for six months to bring him to trial?

see Harris 1985 376. Wankel's article in support o f Schaefer depends entirely on the notion that the 
scrutiny of the deme registers took a long time to complete. Report to the Council: 13 Scirophorion 347/6 
(§168).
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IV. WHAT PROCEDURE DID AESCHINES USE AGAINST TIMARCHUS?

The SoKipccoia, "scrutiny of qualifications," was a fundamental element of the 

Athenian democracy. It was used to establish a man's qualifications to hold certain rights 

or enjoy certain privileges bestowed by the city. Candidates for all archai underwent a 

SoK ipaaia before taking office, as did members of the light-armed cavalry, their horses, 

and the infantry who fought with them. The physically disabled had to submit to a 

SoK iuaaia in order to receive public assistance, likewise ephebes before assuming many 

of their rights as citizens. The procedure varied in its particulars; for example, the lesser 

archai were scrutinized before judges in the court of the thesmothetae, but the sitting 

Council handled the scrutiny of the others mentioned above. Candidates for the nine 

archonships had to pass a second scrutiny, which took place in the court. Ephebes also 

underwent two scrutinies, the first in their deme and the second before the Council. The 

qualifications varied in the same way: for example, to enter one of the nine archonships a 

man was required to name his father, his mother, their fathers and his father's deme: he 

also had to state that he maintained various ancestral and civic cults, that he treated his 

parents well, paid the city its dues and performed his military duties properly.22

According to Aeschines, Athenian law also authorized a scrutiny of qualifications 

for public speakers (o vopos o Ttepi Tfjs tgov pryropcov SoKipacnas §186). He 

discusses some of the provisions of this law §§28-32; public speakers who had mistreated 

their parents, failed to carry out their military duties properly, who had been prostitutes or 

who had squandered their patrimony could be summoned to submit to a SoKipaoia 

(§32). He identifies the proceedings as a scrutiny (T f)v  BoKipaoiav xaim rivi §2). and

22The basic meaning o f the word S oxipaaia  is "test, trial"; its technical meaning is "scrutiny of 
qualifications." The former is found often in Attic prose and even in the orators (e.g., [D.] 26.21, Is. 7.34). 
but never in Aeschin. On the SoKtpaata in general see AR 1.235-57, LA ii.200-7. LCA 167-9, Adeleye 
1983, SAL 115-6, 285-9, Roberts 1982 14-5 and Rhodes 1985 171-8. Procedures for archai: AP45.3.
55.2, D. 20.90. For the Council: AP  55.2. For the cavalry, horses and infantry: AP  49.1; see also Rhodes 
1985 174-5. For the physically disabled: AP  49.4; see Commentary on §103-4. For ephebes: AP 42.1-2, 
D. 27.5, 30.6, Is. 9.29, Lys. 26.21; see Commentary on §18.5.
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since he accuses Timarchus of having prostituted himself and wasted his inheritance, the 

procedure he uses against Timarchus can be none other than the SoKiuaaia pryropcov.23

Despite these explicit statements of Aeschines there has been, since ancient times, 

a misconception that Aeschines prosecutes Timarchus for "homosexual prostitution." It 

is easy to understand how this idea arose and lingered, given the sensational way in 

which Aeschines treats the subject and the emphasis he places upon it. For example 

Demosthenes says that Aeschines brought Timarchus to trial on the grounds of 

prostitution (ouro$ aXXov etcpive -Trap’ u(jiv etti nopveig 19.200). However the 

statement is not evidence for the procedure used against Timarchus: it is purely rhetorical, 

intended to prove Aeschines' duplicity. Since the notion that Timarchus was tried for 

prostitution is retailed even today, I will first examine how it arose and why it is false: 

then we can consider in detail the features of the SoKipaata priropcav.

First of all "homosexual prostitution" perse was not illegal in Athens. On the 

contrary it was apparently common, and male prostitutes were liable to taxation. But if a 

citizen male had worked as a prostitute, it was illegal for him to exercise many of his 

citizen rights. If he did, he was subject to prosecution under the ypacpn ETaipfiOEcos 

(§§19-20). Foreigners and slaves on the other hand were apparently free to practice 

prostitution. According to Aeschines, the law was aimed not at private citizens but those 

who took leading roles in public life; on the BoKijiaaia pryropcov Winkler writes "it 

begins to look as if the entire procedure had very little to do with sex and everything to 

do with political ambitions and alliances in the high-stakes game of city leadership 

according to the rules of honor/shame competition."24

^C f. hyp. 1 2  toutov tov X oyov o  Aioxivn? y iy p a g e  SoKtuaaiav K ara T ip d p xou . On the 
PHTopcjv SoKipaaia see AR 1.248-53, GH 20-29, LA i1.204-5 and LCA 174.
24No word in Greek covers the same semantic field as the noun "homosexual" or the abstraction 
"homosexuality" do in modem English. The problems raised by the use o f such English words to denote 
persons or phenomena in ancient cultures are discussed by Halperin 1990 15-40. Male prostitution: §§74. 
119-20,158, 163; see Halperin 1990 88-112. Foreigners: §195. Winkler: 1989 60. In general see GH 19- 
39.
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Some ancient and modem scholars believe Timarchus was prosecuted under the 

ypacpri ETaipriaEcos. For example, Cantarella writes: "In an antigraphe, a preliminary 

issue raised before a hearing, Aeschines rebutted Timarchus’ accusations not by 

defending himself but by accusing his accuser of having himself broken the law—more 

precisely, the law on hetairesis." While it is true that Aeschines claims Timarchus has 

violated this law, it was not the procedure used to prosecute him, nor is the law on paid 

companionship the only law Aeschines accuses Timarchus of breaking. Cantarella has 

apparently misunderstood the word avTiypdnpaoQai (§§119, 154) to mean "file a 

countering ypacpfi"; but in Attic usage it is synonymous with avTitcaTriyopfiaai.

"make a countering accusation." The word is evidence not for the type of procedure used 

by Aeschines but for the fact that he challenges Timarchus to the scrutiny in response to a 

suit Timarchus has filed against him.25

There are several references in the sources to laws which prevented the male 

prostitute from taking part in public life. One of these confirms the existence of a ypacpfi 

ETaipfjascos. probably the same as the ypacpfi mentioned by Aeschines. In his speech 

Against Androtion Demosthenes threatens to charge Androtion with ETaipriaig (22.21-4). 

The words ETrayyeXia and ETrayyeAAeiv describe the initiation of the ypacpf): 

ETrayyEAAsiv is also the word used by Aeschines to describe the initiation of the 

SoKipaaia ptyropcov. But there seems to have been a procedural difference: in the case 

of the ypacpf), the denunciation was given to the thesmothetae. while Aeschines 

denounced Timarchus in the Assembly. The fact that ETrayyEAAEiv signifies the 

beginning of two different procedures seems to have caused considerable confusion for 

the grammarians, who tend to identify ETTayyeAi'a ETatpf|OEco$ with SoKipaai'a.26

25The speech in ancient times was apparently given the heading Trepi rraipfiaecog "because most of the 
accusation concerns this" (hyp. 1.2.3). For ancient misconceptions, see below on emxyyeAia: among 
modern scholars. Arnaoutoglou 1998 66. Lane Fox 1994 149-51, Cantarella 1992 49 (quoted) and Todd 
1990a 166. For the meaning o f avnypaq;aa0ai see X 1 ,119 ,259 , Hsch. a  5399, LA ii.131 n. 3 and cf. 
Wyse on Is. 6.52.5. Harrison LA ii.205 n. 1 thinks that Aeschines uses the word "to describe the initiation 
of the procedure before the court," i.e.. "to submit a countering accusation in writing."
26Laws on male prostitution: And. 1.100-1, D. 22.21-4; cf. Isoc. 12.140. Confusion in grammarians: X 1. 
32, 7 0 ,X 1, 6 4 ,146a, hyp. 2.2, Poll. 8.43, Bk. 185.32. 241.15, Lex Pat ad D. 22.23. The proper distinction
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Further confusion may have ensued from the paucity of evidence for the 

SoKipccaia, which consists almost entirely of the speech Against Timarchus. Aeschines 

tells us that Aristophon threatened with Hegesander with a scrutiny (§64). Otherwise we 

hear in Lysias' speech against Theomnestus of a previous prosecution in which Aua(0eos 

0eouvr|crrov sicrfiyyEAAE x a  onA a ct7To{3E@Ar|K6xa, ouk e^ ov auxcp SriuriyopEtv. 

Since throwing away one’s shield is a liability mentioned in our speech, Gemet proposed 

ETTTiyyeAAE to conform with Aeschines' use of ETrayyEAAsiv. The boast of the 

Paphlagonian in Aristophanes’ Knights has also been interpreted as a reference to the 

scrutiny:

TTA. . . .E tT duaa xou$ kivouhevou^. tov  Tpuxx o v  E^aAEi’vpag.

AA. Oukouv as 8qxa xaOxa Seivov eoxi TrpcoKxoxr)peiv 
TraOaai te tou$ kivoupievous; Kouk Ia0 ’ ottcos ekeivous 
oux'i q>0ovcov ETrauaas. Tua pf) pqxopEs yEvoivxo.

Harpocration notes the existence of a prixopucf) ypcupri: eoike prrropucfi ypatpf)

KaAEia0ai f\ K a r a  p f jro p o s  y p d '+ ’a v x o g  xi f| eittovtos f| T rpd^avxog  T ra p a v o p o v .

Rhodes tentatively suggests that this procedure can be identified with the SoKipaoia

pHTopcov. while Hansen and Ober take it as a reference to the ypacpf) Trapavopcov.

But as Lane Fox notes, even Harpocration is uncertain about what it signifies. However

the lexicographer offers more persuasive evidence in citing a lost speech of Lycurgus

which states the existence of a scrutiny of public speakers. This same passage mentions

the scrutiny of cavalry horses, the existence of which, though once doubted, has recently

been proven correct. Finally we may note certain similarities of the SoKipaaia

pr)Topcov to the scrutiny of candidates for the nine archonships, in that they could also

be disqualified if they had maltreated their parents or had failed to carry out their military

duties properly.27

is made by Z 1 ,2 ,6 . According to Harp. s.v. ETrayyeAia (= Suda e 1916) the word could refer to the 
summoning o f a man who was illegally exercising the right to speak or do public business; if  correct, this 
would account for the confusion.
27Lysias: 10.1; Lysias: Discours 1 ed. L. Gernet and M. Bizos (Paris 1955) 144 n .l. Paphlagonian (i.e., 
Cleon): Ar. Eq. 877-80. Winkler thinks that the reference is "probably" to the scrutiny but notes that it
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The fact that the ypacpfi Exaipfiascos and the law on the scrutiny of public

speakers lay down similar grounds for prosecution ("if anyone serves as a paid

companion..") cannot be used as proof that one or the other did not exist. Each of the

liabilities listed in the law could have been prosecuted using other procedures: for

example maltreatment of parents was also covered by the ypacpfi yovecov KaKcbaecos-

There was a limited "procedural flexibility" in the Athenian legal system; there might be

two or more procedures with which to prosecute a single offense. Thus Aeschines seems

to have had the choice of prosecuting Timarchus with the ypacpf) ExaipfjaEcos or the

SoKipaafa prjxopcov.28

Now we may consider the features of the Soicipaai'a pryropcov. Aeschines cites

the text of the law authorizing it §§28-32 but at the same time offers an extended

commentary on the lawmaker's intentions. The text of the law is here restored:

eav ti$ Xeyyi ev rep 5f]pcp xov -rraxEpa xvmxcov fj xf)v prjxEpa. f) pp 
xpecpcov, f) pp Trapexcov oucr)atv f) xa$ axpaxeias pf)
EorpaxEupEvog, oaai av auxcp 7rpoaxax0coaiv. f| xf)v aam Sa  
aTro(3e(3Xr|Kcbs f| TTETTopvEupevos f| f)xatpriKcbs f| x a  Traxpcpa 
KaxeSriSoKcbs. r ) cov av xXripovopog yEvrjxai. SoKipaatav 
ETrayyEiXaxco ’A0r)va(cov o (3ou\oqEVOs. ol$ e ^ e o x i v .

It seems authentic in terms of its formulation: this structure, described by Carey as "a

protasis which lays down the conditions under which a certain legal consequence

follows." is shared by many other Attic laws. However in the absence of supporting

evidence we cannot be sure that Aeschines is quoting the law verbatim or in its entirety.

This is not to say that he freely invents here; but he may be quoting selectively or

rephrasing into his own words. In regards to the former, there seems to have been other

requirements made of public speakers qua politicians: Dinarchus’ speech against

Demosthenes in 324/3 says that ppxopEs teal crrpaxriyoi had to have legitimate

could be to the ypacpf) ETaipf)aecoj (1989 54-5). Dover takes it as a reference to the ypacpf\(GH  34). 
Rhodes: 1993 660 n. 53. Hansen: 1974 25. Ober: 1989 109 n. 14. Lane Fox: 1994 149. Lycurgus (F18-
27 Conomis): Harp. s.v. SotauaoOeis- y ' Sotapaalai icaxa t o v  vopov.. . yivovTai, pia uev f)v oi 0' 
apxovres Sotapa^ovTai. exepa 8e f\v o i piixopes, Tprrr) 8 e f)v oi o x p a n iy o i .  Cf. Z I, 195. 387. 
Scrutiny of horses: J.H. Kroll Hesperia 46 (1977) 83-146. Cf. Lane Fox 1994 149-50. Similarity to other 
scrutinies: cf. AP  55.3-4.
28Procedural flexibility: Osborne 1985 and SAL 160-3.
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children and own land in Attica. We do not know if these were among the provisions of 

our law.29

In terms of procedure, the law gave any qualified citizen the right to summon a 

public speaker to submit to the SoKiqaaia. The citizen initiated the proceedings by 

making a formal announcement (eTrayysXia) in the Assembly of his intentions. This 

feature perhaps explains why Aeschines asked Timarchus to submit to the SoKiuaaia 

and did not, for example, prosecute him under the ypatpri ETCttpfiaecos: it was the most 

effective way of publicizing the case. It has been suggested that after making his 

denunciation in the Assembly the prosecutor took an oath stating his intention to proceed, 

and that as a result the accused was forbidden to speak publicly until the case was settled: 

however there is no direct evidence for such an oath. Harrison imagines that next the 

initiator filed the accusation in writing with the thesmothetae, who would then preside 

over the case, just as they did in the scrutiny of lesser archai. The Council may also 

have taken some part in the proceedings. While other scrutinies seem to have taken the 

form of an inspection or interrogation, the scrutiny of public speakers was apparently a 

regular aycbv. It took place in a court and opened with a reading of the charge. 

Aeschines as prosecutor speaks first. Supporters were allowed to plead for the accused. 

Each litigant had a limited amount of time in which to speak: the time was regulated by 

the water-clock.30

We are not certain about what penalty was imposed. The accused public speaker 

was summoned to the scrutiny because, in consequence of the various liabilities listed in

29Carey: 1998 95. Paraphrased: c i.L A  ii.205 n. 4. Hansen 1987 189 n. 752. See the Commentary on 
§§28-30. Freely inventing: cf. Carey 1998 94 n. 11: "it is not in a litigant's interest to indulge in gratuitous 
and blatant misrepresentation." Dinarchus: 4.71. The meaning of the clause is controversial and centers 
on the meaning of rhetor: see Worthington adloc. Koch RE 5.1 1273 thinks the law listed no other 
liabilities.
30Any qualified citizen: o  { 3 o u A 6 u e v o $  oI$ e^eoxiv §32; cf. Commentary on §23.8. Formal 
announcement: §§2 ,32 , 1  1 ,2 ,6 . Made in the Assembly §64,81; cf. Koch RE  5.1 1273. Oath of 
intention to proceed: LA ii.204. Accusation filed in writing with thesmothetae: LA ii.205. Council: Lex. 
Seg. 310.23. Took place in court: §§33, 175,186. The scrutiny o f the lesser public officials was also held 
in the dikasterion (AP 55.2). Reading o f the charge: see Commentary on §222. Supporters: see 
Commentary on §193.2. Limited time: see Commentary on §109.4-5 and cf. D. 19.120.
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the law, he was believed to be atimos, not entided to certain citizen rights. Therefore 

there may have been no penalty in the strictest sense: a vote of conviction served to 

confirm his atimia. Demosthenes later says that Aeschines "did away with" or 

"destroyed" Timarchus, but as Winkler notes atimia can be spoken of as "civic death.” A 

remark of Demosthenes suggests that there was a penalty phase, but it may refer to a 

section of the speech excised in the written version.31

On the one hand the SoKipaaia prixopcov differed significandy from other types 

of scrutinies, perhaps most significandy in the fact that, as Todd notes, it "does not take 

place automatically: any citizen can speak in public until and unless he is challenged." 

But it could not be otherwise. This scrutiny was brought to bear on a man who occupied 

a very peculiar place in the life of the city. The rhetor held no office but was largely 

responsible for guiding policy. Therefore a mechanism to ensure his accountability had 

to be created. On the other, the scrutinies of public speakers and officials alike 

demonstrate the Athenians' concern with the integrity of their leaders. This is a 

controversial subject. Some scholars believe that the Soiciuaai'ai were concerned solely 

with formal qualifications. For example Hignett writes that their purpose was "not to test 

the candidate's capacity but to make sure that he possessed the legal qualifications for the 

office to which he had been appointed." However Adeleye maintains that "the dokimcisia 

was a comprehensive enquiry, covering not only the candidate's legal qualification but 

also the probity of his life." He bases this primarily on a reading of the scrutiny speeches 

in the Lysianic corpus, which, where this can be determined, were delivered for or against 

candidates for office (16, 25. 26, 31). In all of them, the speaker advances arguments 

based not on the legal qualifications of the candidate but on the way in which he has lived 

his life. Adeleye's view has recently been criticized by Todd, who in support of the view 

that the scrutiny was a test of formal qualifications alone believes that arguments based

31 Atimos: see Commentary on § 1.5. Punishment o f  Timarchus: dvtjpnice D. 19.2; dtrcbXeae D. 19.285. 
c f .2 8 7 ;dTiucoaere§ 134 ,cf.D . 19.257,284, hyp. 1 .1 .5 ,hyp. D. 19.1.4. Cf.SAL 1 1 6 n. 15. LA ii.171-2. 
Winkler: 1989 55. Remark of Demosthenes: see below n. 51.
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on a man’s way of life represent an "illegitimate use of the procedure." Since the various 

types of annual scrutinies involved large numbers of men, it is highly likely that most 

were of necessity confined to establishing the formal qualifications of the candidates. But 

Todd’s objections serve to obscure rather clarify the issue. A candidate for public office 

was asked if he cared for his parents and served in the military according to his duty: such 

questions cannot have been asked merely to determine whether or not he was cxtiuos, as 

Todd suggests. Aeschines justifies his prosecution not with the claim that Timarchus was 

&Ti|ios and therefore unqualified to speak in public, but that his way of life is inimical to 

the proper functioning of the city. Moreover, he says, the ancient lawmakers enacted the 

5oKi|aaa(a piyropcov because they were concerned with the probity of the citizens, 

especially those who spoke for them in the Assembly. This claim cannot be dismissed as 

merely rhetorical, for it is advanced over and over again in fourth-century sources. The 

Athenians understood a link between a man's character and his ability to speak and act in 

their behalf: the SoKiuaatat were one arena in which that link could be tested.32

3-Todd: SAL 116. On the meaning of rhetor see Commentary on §7.7. Hignett: 1952 232. Fora  
summary o f the controversy see Adeleye 1983. Todd's criticisms o f Adeleye: SAL 287-9. Todd is 
probably right to argue against the idea that "the procedure was itself designed to test general moral probity 
of life," although again the questions o f treatment o f parents and military service suggest a concern with 
matters beyond citizen rights. Rhodes 1993 542 offers a more balanced appraisal o f the scrutiny:
"formally the purpose.. .was to check their qualifications for the office, but in practice the officials might 
find themselves under pressure more generally to justify their career and demonstrate that they were 
satisfactory citizens." Aeschin. justifies the prosecution: e.g. 3, 30, 33,179. Fourth-century sources: e.e.. 
D. 25.29-31, Din. 5.14-9, Isoc. 12.139-42.
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V. STRUCTURE33

Prooimion34

1-2 The motives for prosecution

3 Timarchus' responsibility for the trial

Prothesis

4-5 The three forms of government: tyranny, oligarchy and democracy

6 The importance of laws in a democracy

7 The laws which prescribe the proper behavior of children, youths and adults

8 Outline of the speech to § 116

9-12 Laws on the proper behavior of children (a): education and training

13-17 Laws on the proper behavior of children (b): prostitution, procuring, hubris

18-21 Laws on the proper behavior of youths: prostitution

22-5 Laws on the proper behavior of adults (a): conduct in the Assembly

26-7 Comparison of Timarchus' behavior to the ideals of these laws

28-32 Laws on the proper behavior of adults (b): scrutiny of public speakers

33-4 Laws on the proper behavior of adults (c): tribal presidency

35-6 Conclusion

Diegesis

37-8 Introduction; the prostitution of Timarchus

39 Timarchus as a child

330 n  the structure o f the speech see AB 195-201. Kennedy 1963 238. Martin and de Budci xxx-xxx and 
Dobson 1918 193-4.
34This schematic belies the organic nature of the speech. While the speech certainly has a traditional five- 
part structure, there is not necessarily a specific point at which one section leaves off and the next begins. 
Dobson (1918) considers the diegesis to begin at §37, while Kennedy (1963) has it starting at §40, the 
introduction o f  the first fully narrated episode (cf. Z 1 ,40, 86). The same is true o f the subdivisions o f  each 
part. For example, the scholiasts (1 ,2 ,4 ;  1 ,3 ,8 ,9 ;  1 ,3 , 13) divide §§1-3 into three prooemia and 
distinguish various episodes with the diegesis (1 ,4 0 ,8 6 ; 1 ,43 , 94; 1, 53, 120,122; 1 ,5 5 ,1 2 5 ). All such 
divisions are to an extent subjective, although they also depend on the critic’s analytic tools: the scholiasts, 
for example, analyze the speech according to the theories o f  Hermogenes. Their dissection o f the 
prooimion is examined by Volkmann 1963 142-3.
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40-53 Timarchus as a youth: Misgolas and others

54 Timarchus and Pittalacus

56-70 Timarchus and Hegesander

71-93 Anticipation of defense (a): the lack of wimesses not a liability in this case

94 Anticipation of defense (b): prostitution and prodigality not incompatible

95-6 The prodigality of Timarchus

97-101 The estate of Timarchus

102-4 The family of Timarchus

105 Conclusion of the section on prodigality

106-15 The public career of Timarchus

Some ancient critics considered Aeschines the exemplar of natural eloquence, the 

speaker who lacked the benefit of rhetorical training but relied on and sometimes 

triumphed through innate ability. This belief may depend more on the ideals of the 

Second Sophistic than historical fact; yet the exculpatory asides, the violent oaths, the 

hectoring and cajoling and admonishing of the audience, even the clumsy accretion of 

phrases into seemingly endless sentences, all give the orations of Aeschines a remarkable 

illusion of spontaneity. In their force and fluency they seem the creations of the moment 

and not of the stylus. But as much as Against Timarchus appears at times to be the 

record of extemporaneous performance, it is very much the product of art. An analysis 

reveals that the speech, its arguments and the ethos it projects have been artfully shaped 

towards the goal of convicting Timarchus, and above all overcoming the biggest obstacle 

to that goal: Aeschines' inability to provide the judges with witnesses to Timarchus’ 

alleged offences.35

Aristotle distinguishes two types of proof, the technic and the atechnic, which the 

speaker of a forensic oration may use to weaken his opponent's argument or strengthen

35On Aeschines as a natural speaker, see n. 3 above. On the extemporaneous nature o f his speeches see 
Dorjahn and Fairchild 1970.
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his own. The atechnic proofs are documentary: Aristotle lists laws, witnesses, contracts, 

statements made by slaves under torture, and oaths. The technic proofs on the hand are 

purely rhetorical; the speaker proves his case to the audience by demonstrating a certain 

ethos, rousing in them certain emotions or presenting certain kinds of argumentation. 

Aeschines is able to offer very few atechnic proofs, and he is clearly aware that this is the 

weakest point of his case: for example, at §71 he declares that his opponents "will 

require me to furnish witnesses to testify clearly about where he did it or who saw it or 

how they did it." He cannot produce anyone who will testify to hiring Timarchus for 

sexual services, or contracts made by Timarchus, or witnesses to such contracts or 

witnesses to the alleged acts. Even the depositions he has secured, like that of Timarchus’ 

purported former patron Misgolas, do not seem to touch on the crucial question of 

compensation. And so he sets out to strengthen his case in other ways.36

First of these is the ethos he adopts as speaker. At the beginning of his second 

oration, Aeschines asks the judges "to be well-disposed to me as you hear me speak." To 

the rhetorical theorists of the classical age, obtaining the good will of the audience was 

the essential first task of any speaker. And so they attempted to rationalize it: they 

distinguished the opening section of a speech and named it the prooimion. They 

identified three aims for the prooimion of a forensic speech—to make the audience 

euvous ("well-disposed"), ttpooektikos ("attentive"), and eupaSfis ("ready to Ieam")-- 

and prescribed various methods for achieving these aims. Their methods, increasingly 

elaborate in the course of time, are for the most part based on common sense: and it 

suffices to say that "the introductory section of a speech is of crucial importance for the 

audience's attitude to the speaker, his opponent, and the issue under discussion."37

36Two types o f  proof: Arist. Rh. 1355b35-56a4. Atechnic proofs: Arist. R/i 1375a22-5; see Carey 1994c.
370 n  the prooimion in forensic speeches see Martin 1974 60-75. Prooimion: e.g., PI. Phdr. 266d7, Arist. 
Rh. 1414b9; the term was known to Aeschin. (2.34). Aims: Arist. Rh. 1415a35-9; cf. Rhet. Her. 1.4.6; Rh. 
Al. 1436a; Cic. Part. 8.28; Inv. 1.15; Quint. 4.1.5. Mattheus analyzed the prologue o f Aeschin. 1 in terms 
o f these aims: Nonne cum se moderatum et a n p d y t to v a  et reipublicae amantem ostendit, sibi reddit 
auditores benevolos? Cum reipublicae periculum a  Timarcho imminere docet, attentos? Cum, de quibus 
sitdicturus, aperit, dociles? Methods: see Volkmann 1963 127-48, Lausberg 1960 152-60. "Introductory 
section': Carey 1989 64.
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How then does Aeschines attempt to win the judges' favor? He crafts an ethos 

which embodies virtues the Attic judges seem to have held dear. He presents himself as 

moderate (piETpiog) and restrained (acbtppcov), a man who minds his own business 

(cmpdyucov) but who is nevertheless concerned for public welfare. These values are 

frequently invoked by the Attic orators; they are aspects of ettieikeicx , "reasonableness," 

whose power to sway the listener is singled out by Aristotle and which Hermogenes 

considers one of the basic components of a successfully drawn ethos. Aeschines 

emphasizes his au p ay n o au v ri, claiming that he has no experience in the courts, or at 

least, unlike his opponents no experience in bringing a public suit or filing charges at an 

accounting. On trial for his life in 343, Aeschines makes a similar claim in the epilogue: 

"no one of you . . .  has been deprived of your homeland with me as your accuser in the 

revision of the citizen-lists, nor has suffered risk when rendering accounts of your 

office."38

This assertion of inexperience is ubiquitous in forensic orations and serves three 

purposes here. First, Aeschines makes inexperience an expression of his ethos. This is 

typical; other speakers offer it as a sign of youthfulness, plain-spokenness or lack of skill. 

But Aeschines means to show that he is not litigious; he is a quiet and moderate man. 

Second, the claim of inexperience helps Aeschines mask his personal interest in 

convicting Timarchus. Planudes notes that "Aeschines immediately reveals his nature in 

the prooimion; he says 'I have always lived a quiet life but was now driven to file charges 

by Timarchus' disgusting behavior."’ He claims that his concern for the city was what 

primarily compelled him to take action. Throughout the speech he will refer to the suit of 

Demosthenes and Timarchus only in passing, and while he admits from the beginning 

that he does have his own reasons for prosecuting, he stresses that he acts on behalf of the

38Aeschin. presents essentially the sameethos in all three orations: see e.g. 2 .4-5 ,181-2, 3.215-21. D. 
attacks the ethos as mere show 19.199-200. MrrpioTris: e.g. D. 18.4 ,24.6 , 30.1. 'ATrpaypoouvri: e.g. 
Lys. 7.1, Antipho 2.2.1. See CPM  187-90 and esp. Carter 1986. Public welfare: e.g. [And.] 4.1. Lye. 1.3. 
'ETTieucEia: Arist. Rh. 1415a39; Hermog. 3, 321, W. Hermog. 3, 330 W. notes how skillfully Aeschin. 
demonstrates his emeitceia in the prooimion of this speech. Trial in 343: 2.182.
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city. Athenian litigants tend to downplay their personal interest in prosecuting, probably 

again in order to avoid seeming litigious.39

But more importantly, by claiming that he has been compelled to take action 

against Timarchus, he is able to draw a stark contrast between his own ethos and that of 

his opponent. Aeschines’ portrait of Timarchus in the prooimion is of a man who does 

not respect the law (T rapavopos), causes trouble by making false allegations 

(ouKO<pdvTris), lacks self-control and leads a disgraceful life. These antithetical 

characterizations are of course meant to attach the judges to his own cause and align them 

against Timarchus, and they are pursued and developed in the course of the speech. 

Timarchus is shown to be unlike Solon, Pericles, Aristeides: unlike the good citizen; 

unlike the laws: and of course, unlike Aeschines himself. Thus Aeschines moves the 

contest far beyond any personal grievance; he and Timarchus become paradigms of right 

and wrong, of the traditional order and the lawless violence which threatens it.40

This larger design becomes apparent in the second section of the speech. In the 

conventional ordering of a forensic oration, the prooimion is followed by the prothesis or 

statement of the case. But at this point in Against Timarchus, Aeschines instead extols 

and explains the nature of Athenian democracy and its laws of eutcoaut'ct, "proper 

behavior" (§§4-36). While Aeschines has claimed inexperience of the courts, he is 

obviously well-informed about the laws themselves; the law under which he prosecutes 

Timarchus is but one of several he cites and discusses. Praise of the law is not 

uncommon in the orators, nor is it unusual for an orator to "teach the law" in the early 

part of a forensic speech, as for example Demosthenes does in his speeches against

39YouthfuIness: e.g., Antipho 1.1, D. 27.2. Plain-spokenness or lack of skill: e.g., Antipho 5.1. D. 34.1.
Is. 8.5, 10.1, PI. Ap. 17d. Planudes: schol. 5 ,4 6 2  W. Orators seek to avoid seeming litigious: Harris 1995 
102; cf. [D.] 52.1, Lys. 12.2.
40Auach judges: This tactic (rousing anger) caught the attention of the author o f  the first hypothesis to the 
speech, who noted t o  5e T r p o o iu io v  e c t t i  x p a y i k c o t e p o v  . He apparently means that Aeschin. attempts to 
stir emotion in the prooimion, a strategy conventionally confined to the epilogos. The topos o f  "how 
unlike": see Commentary on §§8.10, 25.2-3. The prooimion o f  the first oration was apparently held in 
high esteem in the ancient rhetorical schools. "Dionysius the sophist, upon encountering the speech against 
Timarchus and reading the beginning of the prooimion, said W ould that you had arraigned many, harassed 
many, so that you would have left more speeches'" (cited by Ph. Bibl. 20b4).

R eproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2 8

Meidias, Aristocrates and Timocrates. But in these three examples, Demosthenes 

discusses laws which have a direct bearing on his case; here however only the law on the 

scrutiny of public speakers is strictly relevant.41

The prothesis of our speech makes a "statement of the case” in that it provides the 

judges with the basis on which Aeschines hopes they will convict Timarchus. In it 

Aeschines teaches the judges what he considers to be the underlying premise of their 

government. Democracy, he says, differs from tyranny and oligarchy because it alone is 

based on the rule of law. It derives its strength and stability from Euvopua, the condition 

of that community which has both good laws and law-abiding citizens. While he 

considers both essential to the maintenance of euvoyia, he dwells on the second. A law - 

abiding citizen is euKooyos, "well-behaved," and so the early lawmakers first turned their 

attention to regulating the behavior of children and adults. The behavior of children was 

of special concern because they believed that a badly trained child will become a 

licentious adult, a citizen of no use to his community. The behavior of adults on the other 

hand was regulated in the interest of the community at large, for they believed that a man 

will treat others as he treats himself. If a man breaks these laws he must be punished, 

since by disobeying the laws he threatens Euvoyta, and without Euvoyia democracy 

cannot exist.42

This is the basis of Aeschines' argument; now let us consider how he puts it into 

play. Under the rubric of EUKoayia he places the following: laws on the education of 

boys which, in Aeschines' interpretation, are intended to protect their chastity: a law on 

the prostitution of boys by their legal guardian; the law on hubris; a law on paid 

companionship; procedural rules of the Assembly; the law on the scrutiny of

41Def. o f prothesis: Ar. Rhet. 1414a. On the prothesis o f forensic speeches see Martin 1974 91-5 and 
Volkmann 1963 167-75. Praise of the law: e.g. D. 18.6-7. Irrelevance o f  many o f the laws cited by 
Aeschin.: C.f. e.g. GH 27-39, Blass 196.
42The preparatory nature o f the prothesis is recognized by the scholiast (1 ,4 ,1 5 )  who labels §4 
TrapaatcEufj. Emesti defines this as praemunitio qua ante utinuir ut confirmet id quod subiecturi sumus ut. 
si testem producturi sumus, ante est, eifidem  habendam esse, doceamus. Cf. Matthaeus who, in defense o f  
the speech's unity, writes ita non solum apte cohaeret cum reliqua oratione, sed et hanc opinionem in 
judicibus excitat, ut putent, se non de salute unius hominis, sed  de libertate suaque ipsorum salute judicare.
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qualifications for public speakers; and a final law on procedure in the Assembly. These 

are clearly very diverse laws; how does euKoapta stand behind them all? In his 

interpretation, the proper functioning of the democracy depends on euvopua, and 

euvopta is founded on "orderly behavior," euKocrpna. Eutcoapu'a in tum depends on 

acotppoauvq, "self-control," but also "chastity" or "moderation" of the sexual appetite 

and of one's desires in general. And so Aeschines slips easily from laws intended to 

protect the young citizen’s chastity to laws designed to ensure orderly meetings of the 

Assembly. Timarchus' lack of acocppocruvri, his ctKoapua in private life and public 

speaking, violates both; his way of life is a threat to euvopia and so a threat to 

democracy. Thus the laws on euKoopia are cited en masse to prove that Timarchus is 

dangerous to the city itself. Two recent commentators on the speech have also noted how 

Aeschines uses the laws to conjure the image of an ideal Athenian, chaste, well-behaved, 

obedient to the law. Against this ideal Aeschines takes the measure of Timarchus, who is 

of course found wanting.43

The good order that Aeschines demands for the Athenian citizen is reflected in the 

ordered presentation of his arguments. This clarity of presentation is a characteristic of 

the style of Aeschines; it has been examined by Wooten, who notes that Aeschines tends 

to "state clearly in advance what arguments he is going to use and in what order he is 

going to present them." Clarity is further achieved by an actual numeration of important 

points, as for example in his citation of the law on the scrutiny of public speakers. 

According to Wooten, another way in which Aeschines seeks clarity is by stating "a 

series of points in general terms and then retum[ing] to them, in the same order, but this 

time in reference to a specific example." For example, in §8, Aeschines announces the

43The scholiasts (1 ,6 ,1 8  and 1 ,8 ,22ab) also noted that Aeschin.' uses the laws in this section to offset the 
lack o f witnesses. For the relation of eunomia, eukosmia and sophrosyne see the Commentary on §§5.9,
6.6 and 8.4. For the argument that an individual's way o f life can threaten the entire society cf. D. 25.24-7 
and Arist. Pol. 1280b5-8, where Arist. writes that the city which is eunomos must concern itself with "the 
virtue and vice o f its citizens.” Recent commentators: Thomas 1994 (see Commentary on §6.7) but this 
paragraph owes much to the insightful analysis o f Ford 1998 (the prothesis gives "an artificial synthesis o f  
laws and interpretations designed to add up to an ideal ('Solonian') prescription o f  the citizen s proper 
education and conduct through life" 12).
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course he will follow in the ensuing chapters: to examine first Athenian laws on 

EUKoauia and then the life of Timarchus, contrasting the ideals of the democracy with the 

crimes of the defendant. While such enumeration is "not uncommon in Attic oratory," 

notable in Aeschines is the frequency and length of such lists, as well as the fact that he 

often strictly follows the order he has previously announced. This concern with clear and 

orderly presentation is on the one hand suitable to the didactic ethos Aeschines assumes 

in the speech. Wooten's point is however that while these devices lend apparent clarity to 

the argument they in fact often serve to obscure it: he notes that since most of the laws 

are not relevant to the case, "this whole first section of the speech, therefore, is nothing 

but an attempt to build up prejudice against Timarchus by implying that he is somehow 

guilty of transgressing all the laws that Aeschines cites.”44

So then in the prothesis Aeschines in effect calls the laws of Athens to witness 

against Timarchus. He has also attempted to establish there an atmosphere of suspicion, 

as for example in his interpretation of the laws on education, to make the judges more 

receptive to innuendo in the subsequent sections and mitigate the need for substantiation. 

He now begins the narrative, or diegesis, in which he relates selected events in the life of 

Timarchus. I will focus on two aspects, the ordering of episodes and the handling of 

witnesses, which pertain to Aeschines' overall strategy in prosecuting the case.

The diegesis is divided roughly into three sections; the first two are concerned 

with the private life of Timarchus (§§40-70,94-105), the third with his public career 

(§§ 106-115). The narratives of the dokimasia speeches in the Lysianic corpus are 

similarly structured as an examination of private and public life. Here, the first two 

sections are designed to prove that Timarchus has violated provisions of the law on the 

scrutiny of public speakers; as he says in the introduction to the diegesis, his narrative 

will allow the judges to see how Timarchus has lived a life contrary to the laws. The first

^ S e e  Wooten 1988. On the final point, that this aggregate o f laws is meant to deceive the judges into 
thinking that Timarchus is guilty o f  them all, cf. GH  28. Didactic ethos: cf. Introduction I and e.g. the 
account o f his speech on the second embassy, in which he teaches Philip the history and significance o f  the 
Amphictyonic Council (2.114-6).
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section deals with allegations of prostitution, the offense named in the third clause of the 

law, and the second with allegations of profligacy, cited in the law's fourth clause. The 

discussion of Timarchus' public career considers first the allotted offices he has held, then 

those to which he was elected. This structure also seems to be derived from the clause of 

a previously cited law, the law on paid companionship, insofar as it forbids the 

f|Taipr|Kcbs from serving in any allotted or elected office.45

The attention to order seen in the prothesis can be observed here. Aeschines 

makes a formal introduction outlining the course he will follow; thereafter he proceeds 

chronologically through the life of Timarchus. Chronological order is sometimes the 

simplest means of achieving clarity and may be particularly suited to the investigation of 

a man's life, but behind this simple arrangement lies considerable art. First, in the 

placement of episodes: for example, Aeschines enumerates the sexual partners of 

Timarchus beginning in his youth through his apparently current affair with Hegesander. 

We do not know the exact nature of Timarchus' relation with Hegesander; and if they 

were in fact lovers, we do not know if they were still involved at the time of the trial.

The incidents reported by Aeschines seem to have taken place long before the trial. But 

by arranging Timarchus' alleged affairs in chronological order, Aeschines implies that the 

relation is ongoing and that Timarchus still places allegiance to his lover before duty to 

his city. We can likewise detect a deliberate order in the list of lovers. The encounter 

with the so-called public slave Pittalacus is clearly meant to be the most repugnant, and it 

is placed in a climactic penultimate position, the same position in which he had placed 

the law on the scrutiny of public speakers within his list of laws on EUKoauia. Second, in 

the expansion of incidents: Aeschines avoids the inherent tedium of chronological order 

by relating some episodes in greater detail, for example Timarchus at the Dionysia and 

the beating of Pittalacus. Similarly the incidents reported in §§ 106-12 are presented with

45Narrative o f dokirnasia speeches: Adeleye 1983 297-300. That the narrative is based on two provisions 
in the law on public speakers is made explicit §116.

R eproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



32

ever greater elaboration: the first charge is a single sentence, the last takes up several 

chapters.46

Finally, the narrative of Timarchus' private life is sharply distinguished from that 

of his public career by a lengthy section in which Aeschines attacks and anticipates the 

defense (§§69-93). The scholiast on §69 reports the censure of certain critics: the attack 

on supporters belongs in the epilogue. But it is in this section that Aeschines directly 

addresses the weakness of his case. He introduces several paradigms designed to support 

the proposition that certain kinds of cases do not require witnesses. In the first example 

he considers a topic which recurs throughout the speech: the reliability of rumor. 

According to Aeschines, "everyone knows" that Timarchus is a prostitute; why then does 

he need to call witnesses? He also uses this paradigm to explain why he cannot call 

witnesses: since the act takes place behind closed doors, the only witnesses are the 

participants, and shame or fear of prosecution will prevent them from testifying. The 

other paradigms are drawn from contemporary events: the revision of the citizen-lists, 

current cases of bribery, and the procedures of the Areopagus are all discussed to 

demonstrate that the judges do not require witnesses to convict Timarchus.47

In the diegesis Aeschines displays considerable skill in the handling of witnesses. 

Attention has been paid to their artful deployment: for example, Aeschines makes many 

allegations about the wrongs Timarchus has done while in office, but calls witnesses only 

for the final incident reported. Thus it seems as if the witnesses testify not only to that 

one event but to all that has gone before. Attention has also been paid to the 

characterization of the narrative's supporting players, particularly the lovers Misgolas.

46On the diegesis o f forensic speeches see Martin 1974 75-89. Atmosphere o f suspicion: cf. 1  1,45, 100. 
Clarity through chronological order: cf. Rh. Al. 1438a, Rhet. Her. 1.9.15 rent dilucide narrabimus si ut 
quicquid primurn gestum eric ica primum exponemus, et rerum ac temporum ordinem conservabimus ut 
gestae res erunt. aut ut potuisse geri videbuntur. Lists sexual partners: for a similar narrative structure, cf. 
the narrative o f  [D.] 59 and especially Lys. 14.25-28: the speaker emphasizes the promiscuity o f the son of 
Alcibiades by describing the chain of lovers who took him up. Chronological order in the narrative of 
Timarchus' public career: Develin 1989 262 and Cawkwell 1981 52 n.47.
47On the use o f rumor in the speech see Winkler 1989 58 and esp. V. Hunter "Gossip and the Politics of 
Reputation in Classical Athens" Phoenix 44 (1990) 299-325.
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Pittalacus and Hegesander. Part of the power of these characterizations derives from the 

ferocity of Aeschines' attack. Such devastating assaults on the appearance, habits or 

heritage of the opponent (8ia(3o\a{) are standard weapons in the Attic orator’s arsenal: 

Aeschines himself would feel their heat in his later battles with Demosthenes. But they 

are not mere slander. Aeschines sketches these men in such a way as to persuade the 

judges that his allegations are likely to be true, to believe that Timarchus and his lovers 

are threats to them and the democracy.48

Aeschines' portrait of Misgolas will serve to illustrate his techniques of 

characterization. The section of the speech which deals with Misgolas is meant to prove 

that Timarchus has been a prostitute and that he is addicted to luxury and extravagance. 

Misgolas is a hostile or at best reluctant witness. The deposition written by Aeschines for 

Misgolas apparently says no more than "Timarchus spent time in my house." Therefore 

Aeschines has to ensure that the judges accept his interpretation of what "spending time” 

with Misgolas means. The fact that the incident occurred many years before the present 

trial is no disadvantage. It gives him the freedom to retail gossip, very litde of which is 

substantiated. The story of Timarchus and the foreigners, attested by Phaedrus, is 

exceptional in this regard, and it too may have had the effect of seeming to confirm more 

than it actually did. Secondly, the passage of time gives Aeschines the license to 

embellish. While even Demosthenes concedes that Timarchus had perhaps lived "a little 

too recklessly," Aeschines' account of his profligacy-gambling, drinking, feasting and 

hiring ETalpai—is drawn along highly conventional lines, which suggests that some 

features of this portrait may have been invented.49

In his description of Misgolas Aeschines relies primarily on t o  e u c o s , that is, he 

describes the kind of man likely to engage male prostitutes. Misgolas has an unusually 

intense and uncontrolled desire for young men: he hires male rather than female

48Aia(3oAai: Harding 1994b, Burke 1972, Gavigan 1944. Demosthenes' attack on Aeschines: e.g., 
18.129-31,19.281. See Dyck 1985.
49D . on recklessness o f Timarchus: 19.233. §42.5-6; highly conventional see commentary.

R eproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



34

musicians; he has enough money to engage musicians and therefore to spend on 

Timarchus. Having established the character of Misgolas in this way, Aeschines 

proceeds to argue the likelihood that Misgolas' relationship with Timarchus was 

commercial and sexual: a handsome young man has only one reason to associate with 

someone like Misgolas. Misgolas is older than Timarchus and no relative of his, but they 

live together in luxury all the same; Misgolas becomes extremely upset when he 

discovers Timarchus in the company of other men. What else could their relationship 

be?50

The power of the first three sections of the speech is somewhat diffused in its 

concluding chapters. Nevertheless Aeschines' strategy successfully overcame the 

weakness of his case, so successfully that his skill was conceded even by Demosthenes, 

who later noted with withering praise: 05 yap aycovas xaivoug coarrep SpapaTa. 

sat t o u t o u s  apapTupous Ttpos 8tapEpETpr)pevr|v t t )v  rjpEpav aipets S ic o k c o v . 

8fjAov o n  ttccvB e i v o s  eT T15.51

50Argument from probability that Timarchus and Misgolas were lovers: cf. §153 and Minuc. 345, 10. 
Misgolas was in fact roughly the same age as Timarchus; see note on §49.8. Male musicians: see note on 
§41.1.
5 •Demosthenes: 19.120.
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VI. TEXT

We do not know when Aeschines disseminated the text of the first oration. The 

terminus ante quern is 343 B.C., the year he was finally prosecuted for misconduct on the 

second embassy to Philip. At that trial Demosthenes discussed Aeschines' speech against 

Timarchus at such length and in such detail that it seems likely he had a written copy to 

consult. As for the terminus post quern, we can assume an immediate demand for the 

speech. The crowd which thronged the trial shows that the case had aroused the city's 

interest, and book-sellers might expect the sensational charges to appeal to the curious. 

More importantly, Aeschines was no doubt eager to publicize his victory as quickly as 

possible. By doing so, he could increase his burgeoning prestige, vindicate his position 

on the question of Philip, and consequently deter Demosthenes from proceeding with the 

charge of misconduct against him. We can therefore assume that Aeschines put the 

speech into circulation soon after the completion of the trial.52

We also do not know to what extent the disseminated version of Against 

Timarchus differed from the speech Aeschines delivered in court. The orators sometimes 

made slight revisions before having their speeches copied for distribution or sale: both the 

second and third orations of Aeschines show signs of this. External and internal evidence 

suggest that the first oration was also revised. In 343 B.C. Demosthenes stated that at the 

trial Aeschines had asked the judges not to pity Timarchus for the sake of his mother or 

children. No such passage exists in the speech as we have it. Possibly Aeschines made 

this remark not in the prosecutorial speech but during the penalty phase: it is also 

possible, but unlikely, that Demosthenes simply invented it to convince the judges of 

Aeschines' cruelty. As for the internal evidence, some statements appear to have been

52D. refers to Against Timarchus: 19.241-6,251-6, 283-6. Cf. 19.14, where he claims to report the exact 
words used by Aeschin. in a speech to the Assembly following the first embassy to Philip. Crowd at the 
trial o f Timarchus: §117. Immediate demand: cf. Commentary on §41.1 for the notoriety the trial seems 
to have conferred on Misgolas, and hyp. 1.1.6: outco 51 Trepi{36r|Tov t o  tT payua eyeveTo cocrre otto  
Tfls icpioEGjg TauTTis to u j  TTopvouj t o  Xoittov EicaXouv T ip ap xou s. Deter D.: cf. D. 19.257. On the 
question o f the "publication" o f speeches see Dover 1968 151-4,168-74.
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added after the trial took place. For example, Aeschines vividly conjures the courtroom 

milieu by describing the audience, his opponents and their reactions; these details may 

reflect the circumstances and events of the actual trial. The extended epideictic section 

on famous and infamous youths seems unsuitable to a forensic speech. But the most 

persuasive evidence for revision is §69, where he notes that Hegesander refused to swear 

the oath of disclaimer. Since he may have known beforehand that Hegesander would 

refuse, but could not have been certain of it, this remark must have been interpolated after 

the trial. It is telling that he does not mention the response of Misgolas to a similar 

challenge. Only in the case of Hegesander, his political enemy, did he choose to insert a 

notice of the embarrassing refusal. So while the evidence is not indisputable, we can 

consider the possibility that Aeschines made some changes in Against Timarchus before 

putting it into circulation.53

The survival of the text from this point depended on several factors. First the 

orations of Aeschines continued to be read because of their close connection to the 

eighteenth and nineteenth speeches of Demosthenes. But they were valued for their own 

sake; we can see from the works oflater commentators, particularly the redactors of the 

scholia and vitae, that his speeches were used not only as sources of history, biography 

and lexicography but also as models of both Atticism and of the rhetorical art. From 

Alexandria we have evidence of biographies by Demetrius of Phaleron and Hermippus of 

Smyrna, and later, of commentaries by Didymus. In Roman times his works were 

admired by Cicero and studied by Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Caecilius. They are 

cited frequently by Hermogenes, whose theories in turn inform many of the scholia which 

treat matters of rhetoric. Also important to their survival was the inclusion of Aeschines

53One ancient reader believed that the received version o f the speech was composed after the trial 
(Botcoum 5e p o i  oi A oyoi m e tc i t c j j  Biicaj yeypd(p0ai hyp. 1.2.3). There also seems to have been a 
tradition that the speech was never delivered at all (hyp. 2.4). Some scholars have argued for significant 
revisions: Worthington 1991 56-8, Todd 1990, Dover 1968. On the revision of the second and third 
orations: Harris 1995 10-1. Aeschin. asks the judges not to pity Timarchus: D. 19.283. Composition and 
reaction o f  audience: §§69, 73 ,117 ,159 ,173 . Cf. 2.85, where the notice o f Demosthenes' tears seems to 
record what happened at the actual trial. On the extemporaneous nature o f these remarks see Dorjahn 1970 
36. Epideictic section: §§155-9. Cf. Usher 1976.
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in the canon of ten Attic orators, established sometime between the third century B.C.E. 

and the second century C.E. Finally the corpus contained only three speeches; Caecilius 

is said to have rejected a fourth as spurious.54

No complete manuscript has survived from this period. There are however a 

number of papyri which date from the first to third centuries C.E.; thirteen of these 

contain parts of the first oration (T76a, 6b, 11, 15,17, 19-26). There are two other 

principal sources for the text of the first oration: quotations of the speech found in 

various ancient and medieval authors like Hermogenes, Harpocration, Photius and 

Thomas Magister, and the manuscripts. The latter is by far the most important. The 

manuscript tradition has been examined notably by Schultz, Heyse and Diller; Dilts, the 

most recent editor, used their work and his own research to construct a new stemma. The 

eight primary manuscripts of the first oration comprise a tradition of three branches, 

derived ultimately from a single lost archetype (a). The oldest extant manuscript, the 

codex Coislinianus (f), dates to the tenth century. The second branch, named B by Diller. 

is represented by six manuscripts of the thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth centuries 

(amgVxL). Finally there is the codex Ambrosianus (D), a fifteenth century manuscript. 

Conjunctive errors prove that it derives from the same exemplar as B but nevertheless 

there are sufficient separative errors to show that it represents an independent branch, a 

fact which indicates an open tradition. As Dilts notes, the stemma does not account for 

the fact that there is some contamination in copies of B as well as conjunctive errors in B 

and f. Therefore no branch has greater authority than the others in determining a primary 

or correct reading. Neither do the papyri, which agree sometimes with the reading of f 

and sometimes with the reading of BD.55

54On the date o f canon see Worthington 1994a. On the scholia see Gudeman RE  2A. 1 694-7. Demetrius 
ofPhaleron: vit. 3.6 = F171 W ehrli4. For ancient readers of Aeschines see AB 185-92. Kindstrand 1982 
23-57. Hermogenes: see e.g. Commentary on §§2.2, 2.6, 105.1.
55On the manuscript tradition see Diller 1979. The stemma for the first oration is established by Dilts 1997 
ix-xi. On the papyri see Dilts 1997 xiv-xviii. Contamination in copies o f B: Diller 1979 36-7.
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Our final question concerns the authenticity of the documents inserted at several 

points in the text. In the course of a trial the speaker would ask the secretary to read 

aloud to the judges a law, deposition, or other document at the appropriate moment. In 

our text we typically find only a notice of the document's content (uapTupi'ai §§101,

105, 116; awOfjicai § 116), but at times a document purporting to be the original has also 

been transmitted (laws at §§ 12,16, 21, 35, napTupt'at at §§50, 66, 68). Such documents 

do not appear in the second or third orations, or indeed in the majority of Attic forensic 

orations. The consensus of scholarly opinion is that they are forgeries, probably 

produced in Byzantine schools of rhetoric. The question of authenticity was treated 

systematically by Drerup at the end of the last century, but it is worthwhile to recapitulate 

his arguments here, taking into account more recent work as well.56

We can judge the authenticity of the documents according to external and internal 

criteria. Epigraphic evidence has confirmed the general reliability of a few documents, 

the names given in And. 1.13 and the decrees in And. 1.83-4; the others have no such 

support. Secondly it seems that the documents did not appear in ancient exemplars.

There are no scholia on any quoted law or deposition with the exception of a single note 

on § 16, deleted by Dilts in his edition. The deposition of Misgolas is not found in the 

papyrus which preserves this section of the speech. In the case of Demosthenes’ orations, 

a study of stichometry revealed that its documents were not included in the ancient 

numbering of lines.57

Internal evidence also allows us to reject a document. Since Aeschin. usually 

states the contents of a law before he has it read, we may suspect a document which does 

not reflect his statement, which seems merely to paraphrase it, or which seems to have

56On the documents in general see Todd 1993 44-5, Harris 1992 75-6, Todd 1990 165, MacDowell 1990 
43-7, Ruschenbusch 1966 110-11,115, Martin Bud6 xxvi and Drerup 1898.
57And. 1.13: MacDowell 1962 a d loc . And. 1.83-4: M acDowell 1962adloc., Drerup 1898 232. 
Humphreys writes that some depositions have also been confirmed by epigraphic evidence (1985 317 with 
n. 10). but see Harris CR 44 (1994) 21-3. Scholion on §16: Martin Bud6 xxvi. Deposition o f Misgolas: 
P22 contains §§43-52. Stichometric evidence: MacDowell 1990 44-6; see also Harris 1992 75 and Todd 
1993 42 n.22.
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been assembled from such statements in other speeches. Note, however, that these 

assemblages may contain clauses whose origins cannot be ascertained and which 

therefore cannot be rejected outright; such is the case with the laws of conduct at §35.

We may also suspect a document for linguistic reasons. For example, the third person 

plural imperative ending -coaav never occurs in fifth-century inscriptions; for the period 

403-322 C.E., it never occurs in inscriptions of vouoi and appears only twice in 

inscriptions of vpriqnaucrra; but it is found frequently in the documents. I will treat each 

document in the corresponding section of the Commentary according to these criteria.58

Following is a list of the editions of Aeschines:59
1513 Aldine (editio princeps)
1522 Reuchlin
1572 Wolf
1575 Stephanus
1757 Taylor
1771 Reiske
1824 Bekker
1823 Bremi
1824 Dindorf
1828 Dobson
1839-59 Franke
1840 Baiter and Sauppe
1845 Hesse
1855 Benseler
1865 Schultz
1872-8 Weidner
1896 Blass
1908 Blass
1919 Adams
1927-8 Martin and de Bude
1976 Blass/Schindel
1977 Leone

58Third person plural imperative ending: L. Threatte The Grammar o f  A ttic Inscriptions II: Morphology 
Berlin (1996): 462-66.
59For a review o f these editions see Greaney 1992 ix-xv and Richardson 246-8.
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1997 Dilts

The present commentary is based on the text established by Dilts, from whom I differ 

only at §41.1 eon Tig, 84.5 ê e(3ccAete a u rd v  OrroAafJovTES and 101.6 etti 

© paouucp. The commentary on those sections will discuss these readings. As for the 

translation, the earlier translations of Adams and especially of Martin and de Budd have 

been useful. Again, the commentary will treat words or phrases which I have translated 

in a manner which significandy differs from theirs; see for example §§1-3, 5.6, 23.5,42.5 

and 84.1. Finally the commentaries of Reiske, Bremi and Dobson have been frequendy 

consulted for questions of syntax as well as interpretation.
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VH. ABBREVIATIONS

The names of classical authors are abbreviated according to the conventions of 

LSJ and OLD.

There are two exceptions: the orations of Aeschines are cited by the number of 

oration and chapter alone, and Aristotle's Athenaion Politeia is abbreviated as AP.

The orations of the other Attic orators are cited according to their numeration in 

the second edition of the Canon o f Greek Authors and Works (1986).

The vitae and scholia on Aeschines are cited according to their numeration in the 

edition of Dilts (1992).

In citing later grammarians and rhetoricians I have followed the abbreviations 

used by Dilts in his edition of the orations (1997 xxviii-xxxiii).

Other abbreviations are used as follows:

AB F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeit3 3.2 (Hildesheim 1962).

AR M. Meier and G. Schomann, Die attische Process neu bearbeitet v.

GPM

KG

GMT

GH

GP

D.-S.

FGH

J. Lipsius 3 vols. (Berlin 1883-7).

C. Daremberg and E. Saglio, Dictionnaire des antiquites grecques 

et romaines (Graz 1969).

F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker (Berlin 

1923-30, Leiden 1940-58).

K.J. Dover, Greek Homosexuality (London 1978).

J.D. Denniston, The Greek Particles2 (Oxford 1987).

W.W. Goodwin, Syntax o f the moods and tenses o f the Greek verb 

(Boston 1890).

K.J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality in the time o f Plato and 

Aristotle (Indianapolis 1994).

R. Kiihner and B. Gerth, Ausfuhrliche Grammatik der griechischen 

Sprache: Satzlehre^ (Hanover 1898-1904).

Reproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



42

LA A.R.W. Harrison, The Law o f Athens 2 vols. (Oxford 1968 and

1971).

LCA D.M. MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens (Ithaca 1991).

LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, compiled by H.G. Liddell and R. Scott,

rev. and aug. by H.S. Jones (1940) with a suppl. by E.A. Barber 

(Oxford 1968).

PA J. Kirchner, Prosopographia Attica (Berlin 1966).

RE Paulys Realencyclopadie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft

(Stuttgart 1958-78).

Richardson R.B. Richardson, Aeschines Against Ctesiphon (New York 1979). 

SAL S. Todd, The Shape o f Athenian Law (Oxford 1995).

Smyth H. Smyth, Greek Grammar (Cambridge Mass. 1920).

W. C. Walz, Rhetores Graeci 9 vols. (repr. Osnabriick 1968).
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Vm. TRANSLATION

[I] Before today not one citizen have I arraigned on a public charge, men of 

Athens; not one have I caused distress in the rendering of their accounts. On the contrary, 

to my mind at least I have shown myself fair and moderate on every such occasion. But 

when I kept seeing the great harm which Timarchus, that man there, was doing to our city 

when he addressed the people in violation of our laws, and when I found myself the target 

of his malicious accusations—I will show you how he maligned me in the course of the 

speech—[2] I considered it the greatest disgrace not to come to the aid of the entire 

community, to its laws and to you and to me as well. Since I knew he was liable to the 

charges which you heard the secretary read just now, I indicted him to submit to this 

scrutiny of qualifications. So men of Athens, it seems the adage we usually hear at public 

trials is not false: personal feuds do indeed rectify many matters of public concern. [3] 

For every aspect of this case, as you will see, not the city, not the laws, not you nor me is 

to blame, but only Timarchus himself. The laws warned him not to address the people 

after having lived a disgraceful life. They issued an order which was not difficult to 

follow—in fact it was very easy, in my opinion—and as for those accusations against me, 

if he had any self-control he could have refrained from making them. So then I hope my 

preface has treated these matters fairly and in moderation.

[4] I realize, men of Athens, that the first topic I am going to discuss is one you 

will surely have heard before from other speakers; but I think now is the right time for me 

to deal with it also, here in your court. It is commonly agreed that there are three kinds of 

government everywhere: tyranny, oligarchy and democracy. Tyrannies and oligarchies 

are administered according to the character of those in power, while democratic 

communities are administered according to the established laws. [5] You know very 

well, men of Athens, that in a democracy it is the law which preserves the citizen’s person 

and the constitution alike, but suspicion and armed guards maintain the power of tyrants
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and oligarchs. Oligarchs and those who govern states based on inequality must guard 

against men who seek to bring down the government by direct action; but you whose 

government is based on equality and the law must guard against men whose lives or 

speech violate your laws. For you will be strong when your laws are good and when the 

lawless do not try to undo you. [6] And I believe that when we legislate, we must take 

care to frame laws which are both good and beneficial to the city, but after the laws are 

established we must obey them and punish those who disobey, if we are to keep our 

public affairs in good order. Just think, men of Athens, how much attention Solon the 

legislator of old, Draco and the other legislators of those days paid to good conduct. [7] 

First they made laws to regulate the conduct of our children, and showed in no uncertain 

terms how the free-born child should behave and how he must be raised. Then they did 

the same for older boys, and so on for other ages, not just for private citizens but for 

public speakers as well. After inscribing these laws they entrusted them to you and made 

you their guardians. [8] At this point I want to treat the laws in the same order as the 

legislator established them. I will first go through the ones which prescribe proper 

behavior for our children, secondly those which do the same for older boys, and third in 

order, those for the other ages, and not just for private citizens but public speakers as 

well. In this way, I think, the laws might be easy to understand. I want at the same time, 

men of Athens, to describe the laws of the city carefully,

and then examine the character of Timarchus in comparison to the laws; for you will find 

that he has lived in a manner exactly opposite to them.

[9] First, the case of schoolteachers: despite the necessity of entrusting our own 

children to them, despite the fact that their livelihood depends on moral behavior- 

behaving otherwise would result in poverty—it is obvious that the legislator has no 

confidence in them; he explicitly states the hour a free-born child ought to go to school, 

then the number of children who should accompany him and the time he should return, 

[ 10] and he prohibits schoolteachers and trainers from opening schoolrooms and
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palaestrae before sunrise and enjoins them to close before sunset, thus putting dark, 

deserted places under the gravest suspicion; and so on—the older boys who frequent these 

places, who and how old they must be; the public official to superintend these matters; 

subjects like the supervision of slave-attendants, the festivals of the Muses in 

schoolrooms and of Hermes in palaestrae, and finally, the supervision of boys walking 

together and of dithyrambs. [11] If a man is to spend his own money for your benefit by 

producing one of these choruses, the legislator requires that he be over forty years of age, 

so that he will come into contact with your children after he has reached the most prudent 

time of his life. The secretary will read these laws for you to know the legislator’s 

thoughts, namely, that a boy well brought up will be useful to the city once he becomes a 

man, but that citizens like Timarchus here will result from boys who are poorly raised, 

their nature marked by a bad beginning in their education. Read them these laws.

LAWS

[121 The teachers o f boys shall not open the schoolrootns before sunrise and 

shall close them before sunset. When school is in session, no one older than the boys 

shall be allowed to enter the room except the son, brother or son-in-law o f the teacher. I f  

a man does enter in violation o f these provisions, he shall be put to death. The 

gymnasiarchs shall not permit adults to take part in the Hermaia for any reason. I f  a 

gymnasiarch does give this permission and does not bar the man from the gymnasium, 

the gymnasiarch shall be liable under the law on the corruption o f free-born youths. The 

producers o f dithyrambs appointed by the Assembly shall be over forty years o f age.

[13] His next legislation, men of Athens, concerns offenses that although very 

serious still occur, I think, in our city; for the laws made by our ancestors arose because 

people did things they ought not to do. So then the law clearly states that if anyone is 

hired out as a companion by his father, brother, uncle, guardian or by anyone at all who 

has legal authority over him, no charges may be brought against the boy himself, but they 

may be brought against the man who hired him out and the man who engaged his
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services; against the first because he hired the boy out, against the second because, as the 

law says, he engaged the boy's services. The legislator has also prescribed equal 

penalties for each offender, and he has furthermore stipulated that when the boy who was 

hired out as a companion comes of age, he is not obliged to support his father or provide 

housing for him; although when his father dies, he shall bury him and perform the other 

customary duties. [14] Look at how well the penalty suits the crime, men of Athens: 

while the offender lives, the law deprives him of fatherhood’s benefits, just as he deprived 

his son of the right to speak freely, but when he is dead and no longer aware of the good 

treatment he receives, when law and religion are being honored instead, the lawmaker 

commands the boy to bury him and perform the other customary duties.

And what other law has he set up as guardian of your children? The law of 

procuring, which prescribes the most severe penalties for anyone who procures a free- 

born boy or woman.

[ 15] And what other law? The law of hybris, which gathers all such matters under 

one rubric. There it is explicitly written, "if anyone commits hybris against a boy" (and 

surely, I suppose, the man who hires the boy commits hybris against him!), "or against a 

man, a woman, or any free-born person or slave," or if he does anything illegal to any of 

them, the law has made provisions for prosecutions for hybris and prescribed penalties 

which the offender must suffer or pay. Read the law.

LAW

[I6J I f  any Athenian commits hybris against a free-born boy, the person legally 

responsible fo r the boy shall indict the perpetrator before the thesmothetae and shall 

specify in the indictment the penalty he seeks. I f  the court condemns the perpetrator to 

death, he shall be handed over to the Eleven fo r  execution that very day, but if he is 

condemned to pay a fine and cannot pay at once, he shall pay within eleven days after the 

trial and shall be kept in custody until payment is made. Those who wrong the persons of 

slaves shall also be liable for these charges.
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[17] Perhaps someone, upon hearing the law of hybris, might suddenly wonder 

why the word "slaves" was attached to it. But if you consider this word, men of Athens, 

you will find that it contains the best provision of all. The legislator had no special 

concern for slaves; rather, he added the clause prohibiting the commission of hybris even 

against slaves because he wanted you to keep far from it in the case of free-bom persons, 

and to make this your custom. In a word, he thought that in a democracy, the man who 

committed hybris against anyone at all was not suited to take part in public life. [18]

And think back with me, men of Athens, to this too: at first the law does not address the 

actual person of the child, rather those around him, his father, brother, guardian, teachers- 

-in short, those with authority over him. But after he is enrolled in the deme register, 

knows the laws of the city, and has the ability to reckon what is good and is not. the law 

no longer addresses another: now it addresses Timarchus himself.

[19] And what are his words? "If any Athenian," he says, "serves as a hired 

companion, he shall not be allowed to become one of the nine archons"—I suppose 

because with this office goes the wearing of a crown--"or to be consecrated as priest"—on 

the grounds that he is not pure in body—"or to act as public advocate; and." he adds, "he 

shall not hold any office at any time, at home or abroad, allotted or elected: [20] he shall 

not serve as herald and he shall not serve as ambassador"—nor shall he bring to trial men 

who have served as ambassador nor make false accusations against them, he who has 

been let for hire!—"nor shall he make propositions at any time in the Council or in the 

Assembly," no matter how eloquent he is. Should any man violate these provisions, the 

legislator has created the charge of hired companionship and established the most severe 

penalties for it. Read them this law too, so you all may know how even though such 

laws, so noble and prudent, are laid down for us, Timarchus has rashly spoken in public— 

Timarchus, who is the sort of person you know he is.
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LAW

[2111f any Athenian serves as a hired companion, he shall not be allowed to 

become one o f the nine archons, or to be consecrated as a priest, or to act as public 

advocate, nor shall he hold any office at any time, at home or abroad, allotted or elected, 

nor shall he be sent abroad as a heral, nor shall he make public proposals, nor shall he 

attend public sacrifices, nor shall he wear a crown when other citizens do, nor shall he 

go within the lustral boundaries o f the marketplace. I f  anyone condemned on the charge 

o f companionship violates these provisions, he shall be put to death.

[22] This law was made for the young men who rush to do wrong their own 

bodies; those read to you a litde earlier were made for the boys; and the ones which I will 

now discuss were made for all other citizens of Athens. Once the legislator had done 

with these laws, he turned his attention to another subject; how we should deliberate on 

matters of great importance whenever we meet in the Assembly. And where does he 

begin? "Laws," he says, "about good conduct." He took his start from virtue, in the 

belief that the best managed city is the one where good conduct is most widely practiced. 

[23] And how does he ask the presidents to proceed? After the purification is carried out 

and the herald offers the ancestral prayers, he asks them to take an initial vote on matters 

of the ancestral religion, heralds and embassies, and on public affairs. Following this the 

herald asks, "Who over the age of fifty wants to address the assembly?" It is only alter 

these men have all spoken that he allows to speak any other Athenian who is willing and 

able. [24] Consider how admirably the legislator framed this law, men of Athens. He 

knew very well. I think, that good sense is at its height in older men. and self-assurance 

has already begun to leave them as a result of their experience in public affairs. And so 

he wanted to accustom the most sensible to speak on the issues, in fact oblige them to do 

so. But since it was impossible to call each by name, he gathers them together under the 

name of their age-group and summons them to the platform and enjoins them to address 

the people. At the same time he teaches the younger men to respect their elders, to be last
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to act in all things and to honor the old age to which we will all come, if indeed we live 

so long. [25] Furthermore, the famous speakers of old, Pericles and Themistocles and 

Aristeides—who is called by a name nothing like the one given to Timarchus—were of 

such rectitude that our modem custom of speaking with arms held outside the robe 

seemed something of an affront in their time. In fact they took care to avoid this. I will 

give you proof—a very powerful proof, I think, based not on argument but fact. I am sure 

that you have all sailed to Salamis and seen the statue of Solon. You yourselves would 

testify that Solon stands in the market of Salamis with his arm inside his robe. This, men 

of Athens, is a reminder, a faithful depiction, of the demeanor with which Solon used to 

address the people of Athens.

[26] Notice, men of Athens, how very different Solon and those men I just 

mentioned in my speech are from Timarchus. They considered it unseemly to speak with 

their hands outside their robes, but Timarchus here—and not a long time ago, just the 

other day—threw off his cloak and wresded around the floor, without his clothes, in the 

Assembly. He put his body into such indecent and shameful positions in his drunkenness 

and grossness that men—the right-minded, at any rate—covered their faces: they thought 

of the shame for our city, should we have such men as our advisors. [27] The legislator, 

showing insight into these matters, made the distinction between who is and who is not to 

speak in public perfecdy clear. He does not drive a man from the platform if his family 

has produced no generals, or if he works at some profession to provide his necessary 

sustenance. In fact he prizes these men most of all, and this is the reason why the herald 

often asks the question "who wishes to speak?"

[28] Who are the men he thought should not speak? The men who have lived in 

a disgraceful manner; these men he does not permit to speak publicly. And where does 

he make this clear? "The scrutiny of qualifications for public speakers—if a man speaks 

in the assembly who beats his father or mother, or does not support them, or does not 

provide for their dwelling—," he says, "—does not permit the man to speak." And rightly
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so, say I. Why? Because if a man is mean to those whom he ought to honor as he does 

the gods, how, he asks, will others--indeed, how will the whole city--fare at his hands?

[29] And whom, in the second place, did he forbid to speak? "Whoever," he says, "has 

not served when he was called, or has thrown away his shield," speaking fairly. Why? 

Man, if you are not able to take up arras for the city or defend it because of your 

cowardice, do not think yourself worthy to give advice. Whom does he address in the 

third place? "The man who has prostituted himself or," he says, "served as a hired 

companion." For he thought that the man who sold his own body for hybris would 

readily betray the city’s interests as well. [30] In the fourth place, whom does he 

address? "The man." he says, "who has consumed his patrimony or whatever he stands to 

inherit." For he thought that the man who managed his own property poorly would do the 

same with the city's. To the legislator, it did not seem possible for one and the same man 

to be worthless in his private life but useful as a politician, nor did the legislator think a 

public speaker should come to the platform having attended to his words but not to his 

life. [31] He considered what was said by a good and noble man, even if spoken quite 

badly and artlessly, was of use to the audience. On the other hand, he thought that the 

speech of a disgusting creature, one who has used his body in a ridiculous manner and 

disgracefully consumed his patrimony, would be of no benefit even if brilliantly 

delivered. [32] These are the men he keeps from the platform, these the men he forbids 

to address the public. If someone not only speaks in defiance of these conditions, but is 

also slanderous and contentious, and if the city can no longer tolerate such a man. the 

legislator says, "any Athenian who is willing and able shall summon the offender to 

submit to a scrutiny of qualifications," and asks you to judge the matter in the court. And 

I have come to you now in accordance with this law.

[33] Now it has been a long time since these laws were passed. But following 

that fine wrestling exhibition Timarchus gave in the Assembly, you recently added a new 

one, in your utter shame at his a c t: at each Assembly a tribe is to be elected by lot which
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will sit in the front of the auditorium. And what were the legislator’s requirements? He 

asks that these tribesmen sit in support of the laws and the democracy. His reason? If we 

do not summon assistance from some quarter against men with lives like this one, we will 

not be able to deliberate about the most pressing matters. [34] There is no use at all, men 

of Athens, in trying to drive such creatures from the platform with shouting— they have 

no shame. No, they must learn new habits from penalties; for only in this way would 

they become tolerable.

So the secretary will read you the laws laid down for the proper conduct of public 

speakers. For Timarchus here and other speakers like him have rallied to impeach the 

law about tribal presidencies as being contrary to the interest of the state—so that they 

may speak and live as they please.

LAWS

[35J I f any public speaker speaks in the Council or in the Assembly not about the 

proposal under consideration, or does not speak about each issue separately, or the same 

man speaks twice about the same thing during the same session, or if he slanders or 

speaks badly o f anyone or interrupts, or if  he stands up in the middle o f deliberations and 

speaks about someone who is not on the platform, i f  he admonishes or harasses the 

chairman, the presidents shall have the authority , after the dismissal o f the Assembly or 

Council. to enter the offender's name with the collectors as a public debtor, for no more 

than fifty drachmae on each offense. I f  the wrongdoer deserves a stiffer penalty, they 

shall impose a fine o f no more than fifty drachmae and refer the case to the Council or to 

the first Assembly. When the day o f trial, given by summons, arrives, they shall hold a 

trial using secret ballots, and the presidents shall enter the wrongdoer's name, i f  

condemned, as a public debtor with the collectors.

[36] So then you have heard the laws, men of Athens, and I know very well that 

you think they are good ones. And in fact you have the power to make these laws useful
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or not; for if you punish wrongdoers, your laws will be good and effective, but if you let 

them go free, your laws will still be good, but no longer effective.

[37] I want to proceed according to the plan I laid out when I began my speech, 

that is, after discussion of the laws, the examination o f the character of Timarchus. This, 

so that you may realize how much it differs from your laws. I also ask your indulgence, 

men of Athens. For I am compelled to speak about proclivities which vulgar as they are 

in their nature, this man has acted upon, and I may have to use some word which reflects 

the deeds of Timarchus. [38] It would be unfair of you to penalize me, if in my desire to 

instruct you I should say some such word out loud; it would be far better to penalize him. 

For the life of Timarchus has been so disgraceful that it is impossible for the man 

describing his deeds to speak as he wishes, unless he uses such a word. But I will speak 

as carefully as I can.

[39] Notice, men of Athens, how fairly I am going to address myself to 

Timarchus. For I am dismissing all the wrongs he committed against his own body as a 

child: I ask amnesty for them, like deeds done in the time of the Thirty and before 

Eucleides served in office, or in any other such period. Instead I will make accusations 

about the deeds he committed when he was sensible, when he was a young man and 

aware of the city's laws, and I ask you to follow them attentively.

[40] First of all, after he left childhood, he loitered in the Piraeus at the house of 

the doctor Euthydicus. He was ostensibly a student o f this art but in reality he had 

already decided to sell himself, as the event made clear. I will readily pass over all the 

merchants and other foreigners and even our own citizens who used his body during this 

time so that no one may say I dwell on every detail. But I will speak about the men in 

whose houses he disgraced his body and his city, earning money from the very thing the 

law forbids a man to do—that is, forbids him to address the people, if he has done it.

[41] There is one Misgolas, men of Athens, the son of Naucrates of the deme 

Collytus, a noble man in most respects, with whom no one would find any fault.
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However he has a remarkable appetite for the act in question, and has always liked to 

surround himself with citharodes and citharists. I say this not to be vulgar but in order 

that you may know who he is. When Misgolas began to realize why Timarchus was 

spending so much time at the doctor's, he laid out a little money, took up with Timarchus 

and kept him at his house. Timarchus was well-built, young, nasty and well-suited for 

the deed which Misgolas liked to do and Timarchus liked to be done. [42] He did not 

hesitate at this but submitted, did this Timarchus, even though he lacked not a single 

thing a man might reasonably want—indeed, his father left him a very large estate which 

he has consumed, as I will demonstrate later in my speech. Instead, he committed these 

acts, enslaved to utterly reprehensible pleasures, the eating of fish, expensive dinners, 

flute players and female companions, dice and all the other things by which the free and 

noble man ought not be mastered. And this abomination was not ashamed to leave his 

father’s house and live with Misgolas. a man who was neither his father’s friend nor a 

friend his own age nor a guardian, but a stranger and a man older than himself— 

Timarchus in the prime of his youth at the house of a man who lacked all restraint in 

these matters! [43] Though Timarchus did many ridiculous things at this time, I want to 

relate one particular incident to you. It was the time of the procession of the City 

Dionysia. and Misgolas, the man who had taken up Timarchus, was going to march in it 

along with Phaedrus of Sphettus, son of Callias. Timarchus had agreed to march with 

them, and they busied themselves with their preparations. Timarchus however did not 

show up. Misgolas had become anxious and started to search for him with Phaedrus. 

Someone then brings news of his whereabouts, and they find him in an inn having a meal 

with some foreigners. Misgolas and Phaedrus threatened the foreigners and ordered them 

to come along to the prison at once, on the grounds that they had seduced a free bom 

youth. The foreigners fled in terror, leaving all their baggage behind. [44] Everyone 

who was acquainted with Misgolas and Timarchus in those days knows that I am 

speaking the truth. You know, I am very thankful that I have taken on a suit against a
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creature who is no stranger to you, known for no other reason than the very practice on 

which you are going to pass judgm ent I suppose in the case of unfamiliar matters it is 

proper for an accuser to make his proofs clear, but I consider making accusations which 

are well-known to be no difficult task; for then one needs merely to remind the audience. 

[45] Even though the matter is known to all, since we are in court I have prepared a 

statement for Misgolas, one that is, as I believe, true but not offensive. For I did not 

include the exact name of the act he performed on Timarchus nor have I written anything 

else for which a witness who testifies truthfully can be punished under the laws. I have 

written things that are common knowledge to you the audience, and without danger or 

disgrace for him the witness.

[46] So then if Misgolas is willing to come here and testify truthfully, he will do 

what is right; but if he prefers to be summoned rather than testify the truth, you are aware 

of the whole matter. For if the active partner is ashamed and prefers paying a thousand 

drachmae to the public treasury in order to avoid showing his face to you, while the 

passive partner can speak in public, wise was the lawmaker to prevent such disgusting 

men from taking the platform. [47] If however Misgolas obeys but takes the path of 

utter shamelessness, that is, if he denies the truth under oath because he wants to show his 

gratitude to Timarchus and demonstrate to others his cleverness at covering up these 

deeds, first of all he will do himself a great wrong and second he will not profit from it: 

for I have written another deposition for the men who know that Timarchus left his 

father's house and lived with Misgolas. In doing so I attempt to perform a task I find 

difficult. I must furnish witnesses who are neither friendly to me nor hostile to them nor 

unknown to us both, but who are their friends. [48] If my opponents persuade these men 

to withhold their testimony also—which, by the way, I do not think they will, at least not 

all of ihem—this they will never be able to do: take away the truth, or take away the 

reputation of Timarchus in the city, a reputation which I did not give him, but he himself

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55

gave himself. For the life of the virtuous man must be so pure that it does not admit even 

the suggestion of base conduct.

[49] I also want to add this preface, in the event Misgolas does obey you and 

your laws. The outward form of men differs greatly, one from another, in respect to age. 

Some men when they are young look older and dignified, while others who have been 

around for a long time, youthful in every way; and one of these is Misgolas. He and I 

happen to be the same age, forty-five years old, and we performed our first military 

service together; and yet I have all this white hair as you can see, but he has none. Now 

why do I mention this beforehand? So that when you see him you will not be surprised 

and suppose something like this; "By Hercules, this man is hardly older than Timarchus." 

Such is the nature of the man; but he also associated with Timarchus when Timarchus 

was already a young man.

[50] To avoid wasting time, call for me first those who knew Timarchus when he 

spent time in the house of Misgolas, then read the testimony of Phaedrus, and finally take 

from me the testimony of Misgolas himself, supposing that he is willing to testify 

truthfully out of fear for the gods and respect for those who are aware of his deeds, for 

you the jurors and for the rest of the citizens.

DEPOSITION

Misgolas. the son ofNicias o f Piraeus, testifies. Timarchus who formerly frequented the 

house o f the doctor Euthydicus became my associate, and my esteem for him is as high 

today as it was when I  first came to know him.

[51] Well men of Athens, if Timarchus had remained with Misgolas and had gone 

to no other man thereafter, he would have acted more reasonably—if there is anything 

reasonable in such matters—and I would not have presumed to accuse him of anything 

other than what the lawmaker calls frankly "serving as a hired companion." For if 

someone does it with one man but does the deed for pay, I think he is liable for this very 

charge. [52] But if I show you, after jogging your memories, that he has not only made

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



56

money on his body with Misgolas but has gone to another and then to a third and from 

the third to still another, to say nothing of these savages Cedonides and Autocleides and 

Thersandrus, in whose houses he was taken up, I believe it is clear that he did not serve as 

a companion alone but in fact—by Dionysus I don’t know how I will be able to dance 

around the issue the whole day long—in fact was a prostitute. For the man who does it 

rashly with many men and for profit is to my mind liable for this charge.

[53] To resume: Misgolas sent Timarchus away after his extravagance proved 

too much to bear, and Anticles of Euonymon son of Callias takes him up. This man is in 

Samos at present with the cleruchs, so I will instead speak about what happened next. 

When Timarchus was released by Anticles and Misgolas, he did not discipline himself or 

embrace a better way of life, but spent his days in the gambling house, where the game- 

table is set up and where they put cocks to fight I think some of you have already seen 

the places I mean; if not, you have at least heard of them. [54] One of those involved in 

this business is Pittalacus, a public slave. He had a lot of money and when he spotted 

Timarchus amid the gaming, he took him up and kept him in his own house. And 

Timarchus, this filth here, was not displeased with such arrangements, intending to shame 

himself with a public slave. He gave thought to this one thing alone, whether he would 

get the man as sponsor of his loathsomeness. He never gave a single thought to what was 

right or disgraceful. [55] I have heard the man committed such wrongs and outrages on 

the body of Timarchus as, by the Olympian Zeus, I could not bring myself to say to you! 

Indeed I would rather die than say explicitly among you the things Timarchus was not 

ashamed to perform. During the same time Timarchus was with Pittalacus. Hegesander 

sailed back here from the Hellespont. Now I know very well that you have been 

wondering why I have taken so long to come to Hegesander, so well-known are the 

matters I am going to discuss. [56] Hegesander, a man you know better than I, arrived. It 

so happened at that time that he, having sailed to the Hellespont as treasurer for the 

general Timomachus of Achamia, came back here, and the story is that he had taken
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advantage of the general’s naivete, for he carried with him no less than eight hundred 

minae of silver. And he was in no small way responsible for Timomachus' misfortune. 

[57] Being flush with money, he frequented the games of Pittalacus, a fellow gambler, 

and there he first caught sight of Timarchus; he noticed him, wanted him, and plotted 

how to pick him up, somehow judging him to be close to his own nature. So first he 

spoke to Pittalacus and asked him to give Timarchus over. When Pittalacus refused, he 

threw himself at Timarchus. He certainly did not waste words, for he persuaded 

Timarchus at once. In fact the mean-spirited treachery in this deed was dreadful, and so it 

is perfecdy reasonable that he would be hated on these reasons alone.

[58] But when he had been released from Pittalacus, he was taken up by 

Hegesander. It hurt Pittalacus, I think, since he believed that he had spent so much 

money for nothing, and he became jealous of what was going on and started hanging 

around Hegesander’s house. But behold the great power of Hegesander and Timarchus 

when Pittalacus started to become a nuisance; they got drunk and along with some other 

men whose names I prefer not to mention, [59] in the dead of night burst into the house 

where Pittalacus lived. First they smashed up his little games and threw them out into the 

street (some belled dice, and dice boxes, and other things for gambling), and then they 

killed the quail and cocks which the wretched creature loved, and finally they tied him to 

a pillar and whipped him with the most terrible blows for so long that even the neighbors 

could hear his screaming. [60] The next day, Pittalacus, in a rage at what had been done 

to him, comes without his clothes to the market-place and sits at the altar of the Mother of 

the Gods. A crowd gathered, as usually happens in these cases, and Hegesander and 

Timarchus, afraid that their loathsomeness would be broadcast through all the city—the 

Assembly was in session—ran to the altar with some of their gambling companions, [61 ] 

stood around him and asked him to get up, blaming the whole affair on their drunkenness. 

And Timarchus, who was at that time still fit for his work and not, by God, such an 

affliction to the eyes as he is now, touched the man's chin and said that he would do
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whatever Pittalacus wanted. At last they convince him to stand up and leave the altar, 

claiming that he would receive some satisfaction—but after he left the marketplace, they 

gave him no further thought. [62] He however bore their outrageous treatment of him 

heavily and filed charges against each of them.

But when he brought his suit, behold the great power of Hegesander. He took 

Pittalacus away, claiming that Pittalacus belonged to him—Pittalacus, a man who had 

done him no wrong but who, on the contrary, had been wronged, who did not belong to 

him but who was property of the city, a public slave! Pittalacus, now in all sorts of 

trouble, falls in with a man, in fact quite a good man, Glaucon of Cholargeus, and this 

Glaucon gets him released. [63] Then Hegesander and Glaucon filed charges against 

each other. Time passed; they turned to Diopeithes of Sunion to arbitrate the matter. He 

was a demesman of Hegesander and had already had his way with Hegesander, when 

Hegesander was a youth. Once Diopeithes took up the matter he delayed it time and time 

again, being partial to Hegesander and Timarchus. [64] But at this time Hegesander was 

often on your platform. He did not cease his attacks on Aristophon of Azenia until 

Aristophon threatened him in the Assembly with the same scrutiny as I did Timarchus. 

Pig-tail, the brother of Hegesander, was also continually addressing the public; in short, 

at this time Hegesander and Pig-tail presumed to be your advisors on Greek affairs. As a 

result, Pittalacus lost his confidence. He considered his own position, and the position of 

the men attacking him, and, in all honesty, made a wise decision. He kept quiet and was 

happy not to take on any new trouble. At that point, after Hegesander had won so fine a 

victory without a fight, he kept Timarchus at his side. [65] And you all know that what I 

say is true. Who has ever gone to the fish-stall and not seen the money they lay out 

there? Who has not been angry for the sake of the city when you encounter their drunken 

revels and brawls? But all the same, since we are in court call for me Glaucon of 

Cholargeus who obtained freedom for Pittalacus and read the witness statements of the 

others.
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DEPOSITIONS

[66J The witness is Glaucon o f  Cholargeus, son ofTimaeus. I  obtained the 

release o f Pittalacus who was being taken into slavery by Hegesander. Sometime later 

Pittalacus came to me and said that he wanted to give notice to Hegesander and have the 

charges against Hegesander resolved so as to dismiss the suits which he had against 

Hegesander and Timarchus, and those which Hegesander had against him fo r slavery. 

They were resolved.

The witness is Amphisthenes. I  obtained the release o f Pittalacus who was being 

taken into slavery by Hegesander.

[67] Now then, I will call Hegesander himself. I have written a witness statement 

for him, one too restrained for such a man, but a little more explicit than the one I wrote 

for Misgolas. I am perfectly aware that he will deny it under oath and commit perjury. 

Why then will I call him? In order to demonstrate to you what sort of men this practice 

produces, how they scorn the gods, and overlook the laws, and trifle in the face of every 

disgrace. Call for me Hegesander.

DEPOSITION

[68J The witness is Hegesander o f Steirieus. son of Diphilos. After I  came back 

from the Hellespont, I took up with Timarchus the son ofArizelus who was spending time 

in the house o f Pittalacus the gambler, and as a result o f that acquaintance I had my way 

with Timarchus just as I had previously with Leodamas.

[69] I was not unaware that he would disregard his oath, men of Athens: in fact. I 

told you so beforehand. But one thing is perfectly clear, at any rate: since he refuses to 

depose at the present time, he will soon come forward for the defense. This is no 

surprise, by Zeus. For he will come up here, I think, confident in his way of life, a good 

and noble man, who hates villains, and is unacquainted with Leodamas, the man whose 

name caused an uproar among you when the deposition was read. [70] What, then! Will 

I drive myself to speak more explicitly than I normally would? Tell me, men of Athens,
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by Zeus and the other gods, doesn't the man who shamed himself with Hegesander seem 

to have prostituted himself to a prostitute? What loathsome excesses do you not think 

they indulge when they are drunk and alone? Do you not think that Hegesander, 

attempting to wipe away his notorious deeds with Leodamas which you all know about, 

makes even more outrageous demands, so that his own deeds will seem moderate in 

comparison to the excesses of Timarchus?

[71] But no matter that! You will still see him and Pig-tail, that brother of his, 

immediately leap up here to claim that what I say is a load of nonsense—and they will do 

so with great vehemence and flourish. Then they will require me to furnish witnesses to 

testify clearly about where he did it or who saw it or how they did it, referring, I suppose, 

to the disgraceful deed. [72] I. however, do not assume that you are so absent-minded as 

to forget what you heard a little earlier when the laws were read. There it is written that if 

anyone procures an Athenian for this deed or if anyone hires himself out, he is liable to 

the most severe penalties, the same for both. Is there any man so miserable that he would 

be willing to give such testimony openly? Testimony from which it is possible to 

demonstrate that the witness himself, if he spoke truthfully, is liable to the ultimate 

penalty? [73] There is only one possibility remaining: let the man who gave in admit it.

. .  He makes no admission; but his trial is based on the fact that even though he did such 

things he still speaks in public. Do you want me then to drop the whole matter and not 

pursue it? Good God! A fine life we will have in our city, if we overlook things which 

we know perfectly well took place unless someone comes up here and testifies to them in 

graphic and shameless detail.

[74] But consider the case of Timarchus in light of examples. It will be 

necessary, I suppose, for the examples to suit his behavior. Take the men who are 

employed in brothels and who, you will all agree, do the deed. Even these men, forced to 

practice their trade, nevertheless shield their shame a little by closing the doors. But 

clearly if someone should ask you, as you go along your way, what the creature was
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doing at that moment, you would name the deed at once. Without seeing who entered, 

you would still be aware of the creature's chosen profession and know exactly what he 

was doing. [75] So you ought to scrutinize the case of Timarchus in the same manner: 

do not wonder whether anyone saw him but whether the deed has been done by him. 

Good God, Timarchus! What would you yourself say if another man were being judged 

on this charge? Or what ought you to say when a youth, a mere boy, leaves his father's 

house to spend his nights in the homes of others, when a youth of surpassing beauty does 

not pay for the costly meals on which he dines, when he has flute girls and female 

companions of astonishing price, when he gambles but pays nothing himself, since 

someone else will pay for him? [76] Is it still necessary to speak obscurely? Is it not 

perfectly clear that the man who puts such demands on others is himself absolutely 

obliged to provide certain pleasures in return to those who foot the bill? I do not have, by 

the Olympian Zeus, any more polite way to speak of the deeds done so contemptibly by 

you.

[77] Look at our topic, if you will, in the light of examples from the political 

sphere, particularly from matters now before you. Voting has taken place in the demes: 

each of you has submitted himself to a vote on whether or not he is truly an Athenian 

citizen. And whenever I stand in the courtroom and listen to the defendants, I see that 

you are always influenced by the same thing. [78] When the accuser says, "Jurors, this 

man was convicted by his demesmen under oath; no man brought the charge or gave 

testimony against him; no, they were perfectly familiar with him," you immediately start 

to shout, I think, believing that the man on trial is no member of the citizen body. It is 

your belief that no one requires speeches or testimony for the things he himself knows 

well. [79] Come then, by God! If Timarchus had been required to submit to a vote as he 

is about his birth, on whether or not he is liable for his way of life, and the matter was 

tried in the courtroom and he was brought before you as he is now; if neither law nor 

decree allowed me to prosecute or him to defend; if the herald here made the
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announcement demanded by the law, "Cast the ballot with the hollow axle, if in your 

opinion Timarchus has been a prostitute, the ballot with the solid axle, if in your opinion 

he has not," how would you have voted? I know perfecdy well that you would have 

condemned him. [80] And if one of you should ask, "How do you know whether we 

would have condemned him?" I would say, "Because you have discussed him and 

spoken freely about him to me." I will remind each of you where and when you made 

your opinion known: every time he comes up on the platform in the Assembly and 

during his tenure on the Council last year. For if he ever mentioned the repair of walls or 

tower, or said that someone was taken off somewhere, you at once began to shout and 

laugh, and you yourselves said the name of the deeds of which you know him to be 

guilty. [81] I will pass over many events of long ago, but I want you to recall what took 

place in the Assembly at the time I summoned Timarchus to appear here.

The Council of the Areopagus was making an appearance before the people on 

account of the motion about the houses on the Pnyx which Timarchus has proposed. On 

the platform was one of the Areopagites, Autolycus, a man who has lived his life 

admirably and piously and, by Olympian Zeus and Apollo, in a manner worthy of that 

body. [82] But when in the course of his speech he said that council deemed the motion 

of Timarchus unacceptable, and added these words, "Do not wonder, men of Athens, if 

Timarchus has more experience of this lonely place on the Pnyx than does the Council of 

the Areopagus," you burst into laughter on the spot and said that Autolycus spoke the 

truth, for Timarchus was familiar with it. [83] Autolycus had no idea why you were 

laughing; with a heavy frown, he continued. "Well, men of Athens, we Areopagites do 

not accuse or defend: these are not our traditional functions. We do however have a 

certain amount of forbearance for Timarchus," he said; "he perhaps thought that the 

expense for each of you would be small in such a quiet place." At the words "quiet place" 

and "small expense," he once again encountered your cries and laughter, this time all the 

louder. [84] When he mentioned the "foundations" and the "cisterns," you could not
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even stand up from laughter. A t that point, you remember, Pyrrhandrus joined him to 

rebuke you, asking the Assembly if they were not ashamed of themselves for laughing 

when the Council of the Areopagus was present But you made him leave the platform, 

answering: "We know, Pyrrhandrus, that we should not laugh in their presence; but so 

powerful is the truth that it masters all human reason." [85] I consider this as testimony 

given to you by the Athenian Assembly, and it is not right to convict them of false 

witness. So if when I say nothing, men of Athens, of your own accord you shout out the 

name of the deeds you know Timarchus has committed, it will be paradoxical if you 

forget everything when I do speak; paradoxical if he is convicted for the deed without a 

trial, but will go free following an official scrutiny.

[86] Since I spoke previously of the citizen-review and the policies of 

Demophilus, I want to take another example from his actions. This same Demophilus 

earlier pursued a policy like this: he made the accusation that there were certain men 

attempting to bribe members of the Assembly and the other courts, just as Nicostratus 

does now. Some of these cases came to trial a while ago, while others are in process at 

the present. [87] Come then, by Zeus and the gods! Suppose these men had relied upon 

the same defense which Timarchus and his advocates now employ, demanding that either 

a witness provide clear testimony on the charge or that the jurors not believe it. Surely 

according to this argument, the whole case depends on one man testifying that he offered 

a bribe and another man saying that he took it, even though the law prescribes the death 

penalty for both of them just as it does in this case, that is, if someone hires an Athenian 

to commit an outrage upon him, or if some Athenian freely sells himself to disgrace his 

own body. [88] Is there any witness who would have given such testimony? Is there any 

prosecutor who would have attempted to make such proof? Certainly not. And so what 

happened? Were the accused acquitted? No, by Hercules. They were sentenced to 

death, having erred in a way far less grievous than this creature, by Zeus and Apollo. 

Those poor wretches were the prey of old age and poverty, the greatest evils of men, and
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so suffered their misfortune; Timarchus on the other hand refuses to restrain his own 

loathsomeness.

[89] If there had been a change of venue for this trial, I would have asked for you 

to be my witnesses, you being the ones who know best that I speak the truth. But as the 

trial is in Athens, and as you are at the same time the judges of my words and witnesses 

to their truth, it is my duty to make you remember, and yours not to mistrust me. It seems 

to me, men of Athens, that Timarchus is concerned not only for himself but also for 

others who have done what he did. [90] For if the deed is done as it is usually is. 

secretly, in lonely places and private homes, and if the one who has the best knowledge 

of it—namely, the one who disgraced one of our citizens—testifies truthfully, he will be 

liable to the most severe penalties. But if the defendant, when the truth and his own life 

have bome wimess against him, demands to be tried on the strength of witnesses and not 

on common knowledge, the law and the truth will be cast aside, and the worst malefactors 

will be shown a clear path through which they will go free. [91] The robbers, the 

thieves, the seducers, the murderers, all those who do the greatest wrongs but do them out 

of the public eye—will any of them be punished? Those whose guilt is obvious are 

executed on the spot, if they confess: others who have escaped notice and deny their guilt 

are tried in the courts, and the truth is discovered from probability.

[92] Take for example the Areopagus, the most discerning body in the city.

Many are the men I have seen who, although they spoke well before this council and 

provided them with witnesses, were convicted all the same: I also know some men who 

won though they spoke badly and offered no witnesses. For the Areopagites cast their 

vote not on the basis of a speech or testimony alone but on the basis of what they 

themselves know and have learned through inquiry. And that is the reason why this body 

continues to enjoy a good reputation in the city. [93] So, men of Athens, judge the case 

before you in the same manner. First let there be nothing more reliable than what you 

know and believe for yourselves about Timarchus here, then look at the matter not in the
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light of the present but of the past. For what was said in the past about Timarchus and his 

habits was said truth fu lly, but what will be said today will be said on account of the trial 

for the sake of deceiving you. Therefore return your vote in accordance with the greater 

amount of time, with the truth and with what you know for yourselves.

[94] But someone~a speech writer, yet. who is contriving a defense for 

Timarchus—claims that I contradict myself. He thinks that it is impossible for one and 

the same man to have been a prostitute and to have consumed his inheritance, because, he 

says, making a little mistake with one's body is the act of a child, but consuming one's 

inheritance is the act of a man. Furthermore, he says, when certain men disgrace 

themselves, they earn a wage for their deed: so he goes around the marketplace in 

astonishment, wondering how one man can have both been a prostitute and consumed his 

inheritance. [95] In case anyone here does not understand how such things work. I will 

try to explain them more clearly in my speech. Hegesander. the man who kept 

Timarchus, married an heiress, and as long as her inheritance held out and as long as the 

money he had when he came back from his journey with Timomachus held out. their life 

was constant indulgence and prodigality. But after he wasted the money, after he 

gambled it away and gobbled it up and when Timarchus' bloom faded and when no one 

would, reasonably enough, give him anything any longer and as his detestable, 

abominable nature always wanted the same thing and. in its utter lack of restraint, made 

one demand after another upon him, drawing him back to the way of life he once knew. 

[96) then at last he began to consume his own inheritance. And not only did he gobble it 

up. he also, if you will pardon the expression, drank it down. He did not sell any of his 

possessions at their value nor was he able to wait until he could make a profit or even a 

better price: instead he sold each for whatever price was offered, so eager was he to 

indulge his desires. [97] His father left him an estate which would allow another man to 

perform services for the city, while Timarchus was not able to retain it even for his own 

use. There was a house behind the Acropolis. land in the hills of Sphettus, and another
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spot in Alopece. Besides these he had nine or ten slaves employed as shoemakers; they 

paid him two obols a day, while the master of the shop paid three obols. He also had a 

woman who was skilled at producing Amorgine and brought it to sell in the market, and 

an embroiderer, and some men who owed him money, and furniture.

[98] This is the truth, by Zeus, and I will provide you with witnesses who testify 

to it clearly and with no reservations. In this case—unlike the previous—no risk or shame 

attaches to the man who testifies truthfully. Timarchus sold the house in the city to the 

comic poet Nausicrates, and Cleaenetus the chorus trainer bought it afterwards from 

Nausicrates for twenty minae. Mnesitheus of Myrrhinous bought the land in Sphettus 

from him—a valuable place which Timarchus had let go completely to seed: [991 and as 

for the estate in Alopece. which was eleven or twelve stades from the wall, even though 

his mother kept begging and pleading him, as I have learned, to let it alone and not sell it 

if for no other reason than to let her be buried there, he did not keep his hands off even 

this, but sold it for two thousand drachmae. As for the attendants and slaves, he left not a 

one: he has sold them all. every one. To prove that I make no misrepresentations. I for 

my part will provide depositions that his father left him the slaves: for his part, let him 

produce the persons of the slaves here in court, if he denies selling them. [ 100] To prove 

that several men were in debt to his father—money Timarchus squandered after he 

reclaimed it—I will provide you with a witness. Metagenes of Sphettus, who owed the 

father more than thirty minae: the debt was outstanding at the father's death, but 

Metagenes repaid Timarchus seven minae. Call for me Metagenes of Sphettus. But first 

read the testimony of Nausicrates. the man who bought the house, and get all the 

statements of those I mentioned in the same place.

DEPOSITIONS

[ 101] To resume, I will prove to you that his father possessed also a good deal of 

cash which Timarchus has wiped out: his father, seeking to avoid the services he would 

otherwise have to render, sold what possessions he had, apart from those I just
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mentioned, a farm at Cephisia and another at Amphitrope, and two workshops at the 

silver mines, one in Aulon, another in the district around the village of Thrasymus.

[ 102] I will now speak of the source of his prosperity. There were three brothers: 

Eupolemus the trainer. Arizelus the father of Timarchus. and Arignotus who is still 

living, an old man who suffered damage to his eyes. Eupolemus died first, before 

receiving his inheritance. Arizelus was next to die: while he lived, he managed the entire 

estate owing to the infirmity and misfortune of Arignotus—his eyesight—and the death of 

Eupolemus: he also agreed to a certain allowance to provide for Arignotus' care. [ 1031 

Arizelus died while Timarchus was still a boy. and at first Arignotus continued to receive 

his money from the administrators of the estate: but after Timarchus was enrolled as a 

citizen and took charge of the estate, he pushed aside the unfortunate old man. his own 

uncle, made the property vanish and provided him with no support: instead he was 

content to watch his uncle, who had once had so much, receive public assistance along 

with the disabled. [ 104] Finally, the most shocking development: the old man failed to 

appear at a scrutiny of qualifications for the disabled, and when he came before the 

Council making supplication for his pension. Timarchus, who was a member of the 

Council and in fact a president that day. did not condescend to speak in his support, but 

was content to see him lose his pension for that prytany. To prove that I speak the truth, 

call Arignotus of Sphettus, and read his testimony.

DEPOSITION

[105] But perhaps some one will claim that though he sold his father's house he 

keeps another one somewhere else in the city, and that just as his father before him he 

built some establishments for the silver mines with the money he received for the house 

in the country, the farm in Alopece, the craftsmen and the rest. But in fact he has nothing 

left: no house, no apartment building, no farm, no slaves, no outstanding loans, nothing 

from which the sort of men who are not common criminals make their living. His father's 

bequest is gone: in its place remain vileness, malicious lies, effrontery, prodigality.
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cowardice, shamelessness, the inability to blush at shameful deeds—qualities from which 

the most wicked and useless citizen would arise.

[ 106] Well then, he has consumed not only his father’s estate, but public money-- 

your money~as well, as much as has ever been in his control. You see how old he is: 

there is no office he has not held, though he was not allotted or elected to any but bought 

them all illegally. Most of these I will pass over and mention only two or three. [107] 

After he became an accountant, he did extreme harm to the city by taking bribes from 

corrupt officials and especially by making accusations against men in the process of 

rendering accounts, even though they had done no wrong. He held office on Andros after 

purchasing it for thirty minae. borrowing the money at nine obols on the mina. and your 

allies became an abundant source for his loathsomeness: and he showed such insolence to 

the wives of free men as no other man had ever done before. I will not summon any of 

these men here, into the presence of many, to testify to a misfortune he preferred to keep 

quiet. Instead I will leave it for you to investigate. [ 108] But what do you expect'.’ A 

man who here at Athens not only abused others but indeed his own body, though there 

are laws here, though you have him in sight, though his enemies are powerful—who could 

hope that such a man has in any way refrained from his most insolent deeds, once he has 

security and wealth and power? By Zeus and Apollo. I often cherished our city’s good 

fortune, and for many reasons: not least the fact that in those days no one purchased the 

city of the Andrians from him.

[ 109] Objection—he was a worthless official on his own. but he was capable 

when serving with others. Where did you get this idea? Men of Athens, he was a 

member of the Council in the archonship of Nicophemus. It is not worth attempting to 

relate all the bad things he did that year, considering the brief time left to me; instead I 

will speak briefly on what is most pertinent to the charge in this present trial. [110] In 

the same year when Timarchus served on the Council, Hegesander. brother of Pig-tail, 

was treasurer of Athena, and together in loving friendship he and Timarchus stole a
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thousand drachmae from the city. Pamphilus of Acherdousius, a worthy man, realized 

what was going on. He had already been offended in some way by Timarchus and was 

ready for a fight, and so, during a session of the Assembly, stood up and said: "Men of 

Athens, a man and a woman together are stealing a thousand drachmae from you." [ I l l ]  

You wondered how a man and a woman did this, and what he meant: after a brief pause 

he said: "You do not know what I mean? Hegesander is the man." he sa id ,"—now: he 

used to be the woman of Leodamas—and the woman is Timarchus. And the way the 

money is being stolen I will tell you." Then he described their deed with great insight 

and clarity. And after he gave you this information. "What, men of Athens," he said, "is 

my advice? If the Council condemns this man for wrongdoing, takes the leaf-ballot 

against him and tums him over to the court, give them the customary honor: but if they 

do not punish him, withhold it, remembering this against them for that day.” [112] After 

this the Council went into their chambers, took the leaf-ballot against him, but accepted 

him in the second ballot. And because the Council did not hand him over to the court and 

did not expel him from chambers—it hurts me to say this, but I must—the Council did not 

receive the customary honor. So, men of Athens, do not show yourselves hard on the 

Council, depriving fifty citizens of their crowns because they did not punish this man. 

while pardoning and preserving for the Assembly the kind of speaker who brought the 

Council no profit.

[113] Objection—this is how he is in allotted offices: he is better in elected 

offices. Does anyone here not know the scandal which surrounded his trial as a thief? He 

was sent by you as an inspector of the mercenaries in Eretria, and he was the only one 

who admitted taking bribes. He made no defense of his action, but instead, admitting his 

wrong, he entered a plea on the penalty. You sentenced those who denied their guilt to 

pay one talent each, but of him you asked thirty minae. The laws demand the death 

sentence for confessed thieves while those who deny their guilt are to be brought to trial.
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[ 114] As a result of this incident, his contempt for you grew so great that he 

proceeded to take two thousand drachmae from the revision of the citizen-Iists. How?

He claimed that a citizen, Philotades of Cydathenaea, was his freedman and convinced 

the demesmen to disenfranchise him. He took charge of the prosecution in the 

courtroom, held the sacred objects in his hands and swore that he had not and would not 

take bribes, then swore another by the gods of oaths and cursed himself with utter 

destruction. [115] But he was found all the same to have taken twenty minae from 

Leuconides, an in-law of Philotades, through Philemon the actor, money he spent a little 

later on the courtesan Philoxena. and so he abandoned the trial and perjured his oath. To 

prove that I speak the truth, call for me Philemon who gave the money to Timarchus. and 

Leuconides the in-law of Philotades, and read the copy of the contract used for the sale of 

the case.

DEPOSITIONS. CONTRACT.
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IX. COMMENTARY

Prooimion (§§1-3). Although this case may well be Aeschin.’s first prosecution (Harris 

1995 102), Adams' translation, "I have never brought indictment against any Athenian." 

is not strictly accurate since he does not claim complete inexperience (cf. GPM 192). He 

says he has never prosecuted anyone with a ypacpf) or at their Eu0uvai: why does he 

specify these two procedures? He has probably already begun to compare himself with 

his opponents, D. and Timarchus who have indicted him at his own accounting with the 

ypacpf) TrapaTrpEafSEi’as. See Introduction II.

1.2 ypacpfiv ] The ypacpfi was an Athenian legal procedure. It covered a variety of 

offences: for a convenient list of attested ypacpai see SAL 105-9. In modem convention 

the offence is expressed in the genitive: e.g.. ypacpf) ETaipfiOECos- ypcctpfi 

napaTrpEapEias. It addressed actions felt to injure the community at large rather than a 

particular individual. Todd notes that "a large group of graphai concern offences 

committed by public figures, either by officials.. .  or by orators acting in a public 

capacity” (SAL 110), although, as he says, there were many other types of ypacpai as 

well. It could be filed by any citizen in full possession of his rights (o (SouXopEvos) and 

the case was heard by a large number of judges, at least five hundred and one. and as Two 

of its most distinctive features were the risks it involved for the prosecutor and the often 

serious penalties it imposed. For example, if the prosecutor withdrew from a ypacpf) he 

was fined one thousand drachmae and lost the right to prosecute any public offense: 

likewise for the prosecutor who failed to win one-fifth of the votes. The successful 

prosecutor of a ypacpf) typically did not profit materially since the fine in most were 

payable to the Athenian treasurty. The ypacpf) was also distinguished by its preliminary 

proceedings: litigants first underwent an investigation (avccKpiais) under the supervision
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of the archon responsible for cases of the particular offense. See LA ii.74-82. LCA 57-61. 

and SAL 99-112.

1.2 euSuvais] At Athens all who held an a p x 1) were liable to examination upon leaving 

office (3.14, 17-20). This examination was usually called the euOuvai. a plural form of 

the word which means "straightening" or "correcting." It is one of the numerous 

institutions ascribed anachronistically to Solon (ArisL Pol. 1274al5-8. 128 lb32-4: see 

further Rhodes 1993 155). The fullest explanation of the euOuvai is given in the AP 

(48.3-4. 54.2). It describes the accounting of xovs tccs apx&S ap ^ a v x as  (54.2). which 

we may assume refers not only to the nine archons but to lesser magistrates as well.

Since the office of judge was "not strictly an apxri at ail" (MacDowell on Ar. V. 587-8). 

it was not subject to the examination.

In the fourth century there was an ongoing examination of accounts which took 

place each prytany. They were under the direction of ten auditors (Xoyicrrai) appointed 

from the members of the Council, probably one from each tribe (cf. Z 3, 15.49a). .An 

additional examination was held at the end of the year when the annual magistracies were 

vacated. The latter process seems to have occurred in two stages. The first stage was an 

audit of public moneys received and paid out by the official in question. Ten Xoyicrrai 

and ten advocates (ouvriyopot) were chosen by lot from all citizens to oversee it: these 

Xoyicrrai' are thus to be distinguished from those who checked accounts each prytany.

See note on § 107.1. The outgoing official rendered his accounts to the auditors, and 

those who had not received or spent public moneys had to state as much in writing (3.22). 

Accounts had to be audited within thirty days of leaving office (Harp. s.v. Xoyicrrai' tcai 

X oyiaxfipia, Suda X 651).

The officials were then presented to a court of 501 judges presided by the auditors 

(Z 1. 107, 230 and 3, 14, 45b. Z D. 19, 211. 431, Suda rj 39, Lex. Cant. s.v. Xoyicrrai). 

There any citizen could bring charges; perhaps charges were also brought by the
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advocates, if necessary (3.23, D. 18.117, Suda e 3511: cf. LCA 171 and SAL 113). 

Charges at this stage seem to have been primarily financial. The AP mentions three: 

tcAonfi (theft or embezzlement), Scopa (bribery) and ccSikeiv. which MacDowell 

translates as "culpable neglect or inadvertence." The penalty for the first two charges was 

repayment of ten times the amount in question, the condemned and his descendants being 

disenfranchised until repayment. The third was apparently felt to be a lesser offense, as 

the penalty was repayment of the amount within the ninth prytany: thereafter the penalty 

was doubled (And. 1.73). Other charges may have been lodged as well: see LCA 171 and 

Rhodes 1993 598.

In the thirty days after this examination, a second stage could be initiated (see 

Rhodes 1993 562 on the emendation of AP 48.4 from "three hundred" to "thirty").

During this time, anyone had the right to bring charges simply by presenting a written 

complaint. The complaint was lodged with a board of ten correctors (euBuvot) chosen by 

lot from members of the Council. There was one corrector allotted for each tribe, and the 

complaint was probably filed with the corrector of the accused’s tribe. He apparently had 

the power to reject the charge. Otherwise he referred it to the appropriate venue: to the 

Forty if a private offense, to the thesmothetae if public. The man who lodged the charge 

served as prosecutor.

AP does not explicitly state that the procedure has two distinct stages. Instead, it 

discusses the rendering of accounts in two different places. As Rhodes notes, the two 

stages are sometimes referred to by distinct names: "strictly, the financial account 

submitted to the Aoyiorai' was the Aoyo$ and receipt of general complaints by the 

euBuvos was the euBuvat" but he notes that "this distinction was not always observed, 

and euBuvat is often used of taking the Aoyos to court." (Rhodes 1993 598). See AR 

1.257-69, Rhodes on AP 48.3-4, 54.2, Hansen 1991 222-4, LCA 170-2 and Roberts 1982 

17-9. On the euBuvcxi of Aeschin. following the second embassy see Introduction II and

m.
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1.3 HETptov] "Moderate, reasonable, fair." a cardinal virtue of the ancient Greeks. Note 

that the word is found at the beginning and the end of the prooimion of the first and third 

orations. In both the word helps him to create the appropriate prosecutorial ethos, that is. 

it helps him to avoid seeming litigious. Elsewhere in this speech it is used to create the 

ethos of Timarchus. referring, often ironically, to Timarchus' lack of moderation or 

fairness (§§39. 42. 51. 103. 162 and cf. 70). See Introduction V.

1.4 t e  ] t e . . . k c u  connect participial phrases here and at §63: Aeschin. uses them most 

frequently to couple nouns. On the position of t e . Schmidt notes "Collocat Aeschin. 

particulam semper inter articulam et nomen aut inter praepositionem et articulum” (1891 

28 with examples).

1.5 SrinriyopouvTos trapa xou$ vopo$] The actionable offense. Any Athenian male 

who had been remunerated for sex was dTtqos, "deprived of rights” (§§134, 160). The 

penalty was automatic, i.e., incurred by the act itself without trial. He was at the very 

least forbidden to speak in the Assembly (XEyEiv, BrpriyopEiv: §§3. 20. D. 22.30: cf. Z 

3. 176. 403a and hyp. 1.1.4) and to prosecute (D. 22.53: cf. Z 1. 3. 10). If he did not heed 

the penalty and exercised these rights, he was liable to prosecution. On automatic dTiqi'a 

see Hansen 1976 66-7 and in general see the commentary on §§28-32.

1.5 auKOcpavToupEvog] Aeschin. alludes to a personal motive for the prosecution: cl. 

note on §20.2. He refers to the charge of misconducting the embassy brought against him 

by Timarchus and D. (§§3, 20, 32, 166-9; see Harris 1995 95-6 and Introduction II). It 

seems that before the trial Timarchus and his supporters have retaliated by censuring 

Aeschin.'s affairs with younger men, so that Aeschin. may be also be characterzing their 

censure as slanderous (§§135-6: cf. 3.216).
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ZuKO<pcxvTEco and its cognates appear often in the orators. No single English 

word conveys the meaning: the sense is pejorative. The ouKocpavrris was a man who 

exploited, for personal gain, the right of prosecution which belonged to every qualified 

Athenian. As a term of abuse, the connotations were various, including "false charges, 

sophistic quibbling, abusive attacks, the raking up of the past, and the frequency with 

which the sykophant resorts to litigation" (Harvey 1990 114). As Gagarin notes, an 

accusation of sycophancy "may be more a rhetorical ploy than an objective label" (1997 

24). There existed, however, a auico<pavTi'as ypacpf] (AP 59.3), although no certain 

cases are attested. By presenting his opponent as a sycophant, Aeschin. throws his own 

ethos-the man of little experience in the courts, the man of reason—into relief. In 

addition he presents himself as a victim, and so deserving of the judges' sympathy. See 

Harvey 1990 (with bibliography 103 n.l): also Lofberg 1979. Bonner and Smith 1938 

ii.39-74 and LCA 62-9.

2.2 oT$ oAi'ycp Trporepov fiKOuaaxE] The scholiast (1,2.5) understands vopois as the 

antecedent of ot$, but Ar. V. 894-7 indicates that trials were opened by a reading of the 

charge: "I, X of the deme Z indict A of the deme B with such-and-such a charge on the 

grounds that he did the following." Cf. AR 1.252.

Aeschin. avoids specifying the alleged misdeeds of Timarchus. One o f the most 

striking features of this speech in comparison to modem legal practice is the paucity of 

the proofs it offers: the allegations are for the most part unsubstantiated and are not even 

set out in detail. Greek authors are generally circumspect when they speak o f sexual 

attraction or activity between males: see GH 43-5 and GPM 205-7, where Dover 

describes a general reticence, more pronounced in the fourth century, to speak about 

sexual relations. This reticence is apparent in the orators (§§37-8, 70, 76, 3.162. D.

22.2Iff., Lys. 3.3 and 14.25). Carey concludes from this that "the rules for propriety in 

court were those of polite conversation" (1994a 174-5). By observing propriety. Aeschin.
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allows the judges to imagine and so perhaps to exaggerate the conduct of Timarchus. 

while at the same time portraying himself as a decent man (cf. Martin and de Bude 44 

n.l).

Hermogenes (3.410 W.) cites this line along with §52 as examples of the figure 

TreptTrAoicf|. "circumlocution." It probably derives its name from a metaphoric use of the 

verb ttepittAekco "to wrap up in words” (LSJ II.2) as in §52, and not from the metaphor 

Tou TTETrXeypEvou Seapou 6$ Ecrri SuaAuros (Greg. Cor. 7, 1182 W.).

2.4 ypappaTEus ] Many Athenian institutions, including the Council, the law courts 

and the archons. employed secretaries. The secretary to whom Aeschin. refers here was 

one of several court officers. He read, at the prompting of the litigant (Aa(3e. avdyvcoBi. 

Asys). documentary evidence to the judges: witness depositions, contracts, laws, decrees, 

letters, oracles, even selections from the poets. From the present chapter we learn that he 

opened the trial with a reading of the charges (cf. Ar. V. 894-7). His other functions are 

uncertain. See in general Schulthess RE 7.2 1740-1.

2.4 ETrnyyEiAaJ To proceed with the Botapaai'a pryropcov. the prosecutor first had to 

make a formal declaration in the Assembly of his intent to prosecute (§§32. 64. 81). See 

Introduction IV.

2.4 SoKipaoia) For the procedure see Introduction IV.

2.6 a i y a p  TSiai sx0pat] For the sentiment cf. § 110, Antiphon 6.9, D. 24.8, Lycurg.

1.6, Lys. 6.20 and 14.2. The moral imperative "help friends, harm enemies" informed 

many aspects of Greek life, and was like all such imperatives subject to rhetorical 

manipulation. A speaker may frankly admit that he hates his opponent (D. 22.1-3) or 

carefully deny it (D. 23.1. Lys. 1.4). Judges, however, did not consider personal enmity
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to be a sufficient motive for prosecution (Th. 8.51: cf. D. 18.278) and so we find speakers 

acknowledging personal hatred when they claim to be retaliating (D. 59.11-13) or to be 

serving the city's interests (Carey 1992 84). Aeschin. claims both. See in general GPM 

180-4 and Rhodes 1996 for enmity as a factor in Athenian politics.

Aeschin. justifies his prosecution with a maxim (yvcbpri). The use of yvcbpai is 

appropriate in the prooimion: the speaker appeals to or creates the illusion of commonly 

held sentiments to show that his actions do not deviate from the norm (Hermog. 3.435 

W.). On the yvcbpri see Martin 1974 122-3 and H. Framm Quomodo oratores Attici 

sententiis usi sint Leipzig 1912. Framm identifies other yvcopai in this speech at §§24. 

48. 84. 98. 129. 179. 180 and 189.

3.1 to u  hev ouv oAou aycovos ] Blass calls this a commonplace and compares D. 24.1 

and D.H. Din. 13 (AB 195 n. 4).

3.2-4 <pavf|aETcci ou0’ f| TT0A15] If the elements of a subject phrase are joined by f). fj. .

. fj. or oute. . . ou te . the verb will agree with the nearest element, when each is to be 

considered an independent unit (KG 1.81: Smyth 970). Cf. §13, 3.137 and 158. The 

scholiast (1. 2. 3) notes the effectiveness of the partition made here, used by Aeschin. 

again at 3.4. On the priamel cf. §§42. 47 and see W. Race The Classical Priamel from 

Homer to Boethius Leiden 1982.

3.4-5 ETriTayna. . . ETnrd^avTEsl The figura etymologica is a hallmark of Aeschin.s 

style: cf. ypa<pf]v ypavpanEvo$ and Aoyoi AsyEaQai above. See Richardson 35 for a 

list of examples.

3.6 si ECTcocppovEi] North identifies this as a "colloquial phrase" (1966 139). Cf. §123. 

3.117, 242, D. 6.28, 15.16, 20.153, [D.] 50.48, 58.56, D. F47, Din. 4.88, 98. 108. 5.3.
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Isoc. 4.165, 11.40. 12.140, 14.22, 15.304, 20.22, Lys. 12.47. 29.14. It typically means "if 

only he were sensible." However the phrase here is resonant: Aeschin. centers his 

portrait of Timarchus on the man's lack of acocppoouvri, the inability to control his 

desires, and presents himself in contrast as acbcppcou. See note on §6.6.

Prothesis (§§4-36). A review of Attic laws tie pi acocppoauvris. See Introduction V.

4.4 Tpeis . . . TroXiTEiai] Aeschin. uses the theory of three constitutions again in the 

prooimion to his third speech (§6). According to Lane Fox this is "proof that like D.. he 

must have worked with a stock of shorter, fragmentary ’prefaces'" (1994 144. citing 

Demosthene. Prologues ed. R. Clavaud 1974). Aeschin. treats it as a commonplace 

(Martin and de Bude 21): it is likely that his audience was familiar with the theory, for it 

had been current since the fifth century (Pi. P. 2.86-8. Hdt. 3.80-2. later at Isoc. 12.132.

D. 23.66 and cf. 19.184-5). Thrasymachus. asked if he knows of it. answers ttcos y a p  

ou: (PI. R. 338d). From it derive the more complex Five- and six-fold divisions of Plato 

and Aristotle. See further Walbank on Plb. 6.3.5.

Aeschin. immediately collapses the distinction between tyranny and oligarchy, 

defining both in opposition to democracy. Such a collapse, while common enough in 

Athenian political thought (Brock 1989 160-2, Dover 1968 183), expedites Aeschin.'s 

purpose and makes it easier for him to identify Timarchus with what is simply "anti­

democratic."

For Aeschin. the distinguishing mark of democracy is the primacy and stability of 

the law. Lane Fox argues that modem scholars who cite Aeschin. to argue for the idea of 

an "Athenian republic," i.e., a community under the rule of law (Sealey). or to claim that 

the laws, not the courts or the people, were sovereign in Athens (Hansen), do not fully 

appreciate the rhetorical function of this passage: "he is aiming at Timarchus: the laws
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'save you from .. . '  immoral, loose-living rhetors, therefore, like the one whom my speech 

will attack" (1994 143-145).

5.6 ev xEipcov vopcp] Translated variously "par la force des armes" (Martin and de 

Bude). "lege virium” (Wolf), "by the law of force" (Adams) and "by direct action" (LSJ 

s.v. vopo$ le). Wilhelm, troubled by the metaphor, surveys usage of the phrase: he 

compares XEipovodt°c- "gesticulation." which he derives from vopf). "spreading, 

distribution." He concludes, "in der Formel ev xetpebv vopcp nicht an vopos im Sinne 

von Brauch. Satzung. Gesetz gedacht ist, sondem an vopos in Sinne eines vepeiv der 

XEipES." and would emend here to vopcp (1935 140).

Wilhelm's interpretation is also based on usage. The phrase appears almost 

exclusively in battle narratives, where the sense is "hand to hand combat" or "in action” 

(e.g. Hdt. 8.89. D.S. 4.32.4. 19.43.1. D.H. 8.20. 3. Plb. 1.34.5: and cf. Z 1. 5. 17). The 

closest parallel to our passage is Arist. Pol. 1285a8-10: [the king] kteivcxi y a p  ou 

Kupios. ei pp evEKa SEiAiag. Ka0d 7TEp etti tcov apxcricov ev Tais iroAEpiKaTs 

e£o8oi$. ev x ElPOS vopcp. Here LSJ translates "under martial law:" and Wilhelm cites 

Passow ("durch Handanlegung, auf dem Wege der Gewalt").

Aeschin. has constructed this antithesis to suit the occasion: democracies are 

threatened by those who do not observe the law. while polities which are not based on the 

rule of law (including oligarchies, in Aeschin.'s formulation) can be overthrown only by 

the forcible removal of their leaders.

5.9 Euvopfia0E] This passage (5.9 evteu0ev . . .  6.6 exeiv) provides the rationale for 

Aeschin.'s discussion of the laws. Democracy depends on Euvopia; the behavior of 

Timarchus threatens Euvopia: therefore, to preserve the democracy. Timarchus must be 

punished.
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Euvopua and its cognates appear in the earliest Greek literature (e.g.. Horn. Od. 

17.487, Hes. Th. 901-3). On euvopua in Greek literature in this period, see Ostwald 1969 

62-95 with bibliography 62 n. 1. However his thesis, that until the later fifth century they 

convey the sense "law-abiding" rather than the sense "having good laws." cannot be 

proved because there is simply not enough evidence; certainly part of Solon's attempt to 

establish euvopua lies in writing just laws (e.g., F6 West). In the fourth century the word 

describes a condition of the community which establishes good laws and whose citizens 

obey established law (Arist. Pol. 1294a3-6: cf. D. 21.43, 25.27, [PL] Def 413el). 

Andrewes believes that in our passage the word "is still used in the simple sense of 

keeping the law, and is directly opposed to TrapavououvTcov’’ (1938 90 n. 5). but this is 

not how Aeschin. expounds its meaning in §6. and the proposition that Athens has good 

laws underlies this entire section (e.g.. at §20).

The degree of goodness in a city's laws or of obedience in its citizens depends 

largely on the speaker's point of view, and so we find euvopia used in the fifth and fourth 

centuries to praise oligarchy (e.g., Lycurg. 1.128) or damn democracy (e.g.. [X.] Arh. 1.8- 

9). Our sources in fact tend to associate the word with oligarchy and especially with 

Sparta (Hdt. 1.65-6, PI. Cri. 52e5-6,Th. 1.18.1. 1.32.4. 8.64.5: see note on §180): but as 

Andrewes points out. it does not necessarily denote a particular constitution (1938 92- 

100). D.. for example, is able to say that euvom’a  "preserves all cities and lands" (25.11). 

The "goodness" of laws is often interpreted as their stability over time (e.g.. D. 2 4 .139ff.: 

on this topic see Hansen 1991 175-7). which helps to explain the association of euvoqia 

with Sparta.

But the principal meaning of the words lie not in their application to the laws but 

to the rule of law. From the time of Homer, they describe the proper conduct of 

individuals, that is, "law-abiding" persons. This is why Aeschin. emphasizes the virtues 

of acocppoouvri and euKoapua in his subsequent discussion: for many ancient authors 

these go hand-in-hand with euvouta (see notes on 6.6 and 8.4). Philosophical
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discussions relate euvopia closely to personal conduct (e.g.. Arist. Pol. 1280b5-8. PI. Lg. 

927b6,934el. 960d3), and it is often mentioned alongside acocppoouvr] or eutcoauta in 

poetry (e.g.. Ar. Av. 1540. B. 13.186: see North 1966 14-5). More relevant to Aeschin. s 

audience is Solon's elegy in praise of euvouta, which "shows all things well-ordered 

(euKoaua)" and "makes insolence (u(3piv) vanish" (F4 West 30-9). for the following 

section will treat Solon and his alleged ideas on EUKoapia at length.

To Aeschin. obedience depends partly on enforcement (Toug 8e uo TTeiSopevous 

tcoAa^eiv §6.5: cf. X. Oec. 9.14). His emphasis on enforcement is clear when we 

compare §6.1-5 with D. 21.34.6-8, a passage whose thought and structure are remarkably 

similar. D. asks for the laws to be put to use (xpf)o0ai): Aeschin. demands punishment 

for the disobedient (tcoXd^Eiv). Rhetorically, enforcement is the key element in 

Aeschin.'s argument: failure to punish Timarchus threatens the integrity of the 

democracy (e.g.. §§36. 118. 177. 192). For the idea that disobedience challenges the 

state, while enforcement preserves it. cf. 3.6. [And.] 4.19, D. 24.210-8. 26.1-6 and 25-7. 

Eur. Supp. 312-3. Isoc. 18.33. Th. 3.37.

6.6 aco<ppoauvr]s ] "Good conduct" is perhaps best in this context, but the word has a 

very wide semantic range. Barrett on Hipp. 79-81 succincdy states the problems 

involved in its translation: " aco<ppoouvr| (properly the condition of one whose cppeves 

are acp) has become in Attic control over one's natural desires and appetites: to the Greek 

a virtue, to us rather the absence of a vice, so that renderings like 'self-control' and 

'temperance' are hopelessly flat: hence my inexact 'virtue.' which as the advantage of 

being used (as acoq>poouvr| often is .. .  ) of superiority to sexual desires, of chastity."

The sense "chastity” predominates in the speech, e.g., §§11, 139, 140. 141, 151, 156. 158. 

159, 182. 189. In general see North 1966.
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6.7 o ZoXcov] The figure of Solon looms large in the prothesis, where he serves as an

exemplar of traditional morality. His laws and poetry (F4, 13. 27 West) inform

Aeschin.'s argument, his reputation lends it authority, and his statue embodies it. For his

career see AP 5-12 with Rhodes’ commentary. Plut. Sol.. PA 12806 and I.M. Linforth

Solon the Athenian (1919).

Attic orators frequently appeal to his authority and ascribe numerous laws to him.

many of which are of demonstrably later date. Since he is often represented in the fourth

century as the founder of the Athenian democracy (e.g., at 3.38). these appeals

"emphasize that the institution in question is part of the ancestral constitution and . . .

persuade the audience to respect or to revive the procedure in question" (Hansen 1996

8 1). See Hansen 1996. Thomas 1994 and Ruschenbusch 1966 for such citations of Solon.

Not only does Aeschin. attribute many of the laws which he cites to Solon (mostly

by implication: see note on §8.3). he also interprets the lawmaker's intention in passing

the law (§§6.9 . 11. 17, 24. 28-32. 33. 138-9, 183). This too is a topos in fourth-century

oratory, and Aeschin.'s extensive use of it contributes to the didactic tone of the speech.

But more significantly, his argument depends as much on the intent of the law as on the

law itself, that is. that the lawmaker was concerned with morality and used the law to

inculcate virtue in the Athenians. The topos is examined by Thomas (1994):

when Aeschin expatiates on the wise intentions of the ancient
lawgiver, he is effectively claiming the authority and proper legality of the 
written laws, but actually inserting the completely extra-legal authority of 
Solon’s personality in his speculation about Solon's intentions (131).

On the one hand, she finds this type of argumentation "not straightforwardly and

necessarily democratic" (124). and on the other, she believes that Solon is consistently-

conceived in a way which is contrary to the democratic ideals expressed in the Funeral

Oration, closer in spirit to the Spartan tradition ("the scope of his (supposed) actions"

shows "intense interference into citizens' lives" (125). Her argument is unconvincing.

Athenians, certainly in the fourth century, were concerned with the morals of their public

figures; we see this in the comedians' abuse of politicians as well as in the orators (e.g..
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the case of Theogenes [D] 59.79-84). Their concern was manifested in the form of 

legislation, not merely in the orators' interpretations of the laws. The Assembly passed 

laws designed to prevent men who engaged in certain kinds of acts from representing 

Athens, and some of the acts which could disqualify a candidate for the archonships. or 

prevent a rhetor from addressing the public, involve what we would call "private 

morality” (see notes on §§28-30 and Introduction IV). I think it would be wrong to 

characterize this concern, at any rate, as "intense interference into citizens' lives” (cf. 

Wallace 1994 127-55).

6.7 o ApaKcov ] Draco was believed to be the first Athenian legislator to have his laws 

inscribed. His legislation dates to the archonship of Aristaechmos, probably the year 

621/0 (AP 4 .1: see Rhodes adloc.. Stroud 1968 66-70 for the value of Z 1. 6, 19 on this 

subject). It was repealed by Solon, all except for the laws on homicide: these, w'ith some 

amendment, remained in force throughout the classical period (Arist. Ath. 7.1. Plui. Sol. 

17.1). They are discussed by the orators (D. 20.158. 23.51. [D.] 47.71-2) and some 

survive in fragmentary form (/G II^ 104). See in general Stroud 1968 and Gagarin 

Drakon and Early Athenian Homicide Law 1981.

Little is known about his other laws, including those Trepl ace>9 poouvris. See 

Stroud 1968 75-82. who doubts that Draco wrote such legislation (81 n.65). Rarely are 

Solon and Draco cited together: when they are. it is in a reference to the laws on homicide 

(And. 1. 81-3. Crat. F274. D. 24.211. X. Oec. 14.4).

6.7 oi K a ra  tou$ x P °vouS ekeivous voiioQerai J "Quite who these 'other lawgivers' 

could possibly be is perhaps tactfully left undisclosed" (Thomas 1994 123). Yet 

Aeschin.'s "good old days" extend to the time of Pericles (§25), a period in which there 

were numerous "other lawgivers" (cf. § 13 and Z 1, 6, 18). The point is not their identity, 

but their anonymity: see note on 8.3.
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7.1 -rrpcoTov] Aeschin. claims that the laws he pi acocppoouvriS were grouped 

according to three "ages of man.” There is no compelling reason to doubt him: we simply 

do not know enough about the principles, if any, according to which laws were archived 

in Athens. The laws he cites in §§9-34 were enacted at different times (see following 

notes), but may very well have been collected later under a single rubric. In the Gortyn 

code laws are grouped according to types of offense. On the other hand there is an 

advantage to presenting the laws in this order: it makes his argument more easily 

understood, as he says (§8.7-8). Note that Aeschin. probably follows the same 

chronological pattern in the diegesis: see Introduction V.

7 3 - 5  to v  T T a iS a .  . . tcov UEipatadbv. . . xcov aXXcov rjXiKtcjv] We find in Greek 

literature various divisions of the human life-span (e.g.. Poll. 2.4. Sol. F27 West. X. Snip. 

4.17). but a three-fold division is the most common (e.g.. Pi. N. 3.73-4, Arist. Rhet. 

1388b35). See Garland 1990 1-16 and T. Hudson-Williams Early Greek Elegy 1926 130-

1. Likewise a great many words were used to denote the various ages (Ar. Byz. F79-81 

Nauck). See Golden 1990 12-22. Roesch 1982 319-21. and Bryant 1907 74-9. We are 

concerned here only with ttcxTs and pEtpdKiov; for other words denoting age, see notes 

on veccvi'okous (10.5). ouvE<pr|(3os (49.7), ev f]Xitda (63.4). and tekvgov (182).

To what ages did Trai$ and pEipdtaov refer? In the hebdomadal system of 

Hippocrates, a -rraig was a boy of seven to fourteen and a pEtpdtaov was a young man 

from fourteen to twenty-one. His divisions were based on signs of physical maturity as 

well as years: ttcxTs until the development of the genitalia, pEtpdKtov until the growth of 

the beard (Ph. 1.105: see Eyben 1972). But Aeschin. uses the words in a legal sense, one 

not peculiar to him (cf. X. Lac. 3.1.1, AP 42.1). We may roughly compare the status of 

the Trats to that of the minor in contemporary American law: he had to be represented by 

atdrpios in any transaction (§§13, 18, Is. 10.10; see LA i.73-4). His minority apparently
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lasted until around the time of his eighteenth birthday, when he was scrutinized by his 

deme and enrolled in its register (LA i.99: see note on § 18.5). At this time he came into 

the possession of certain rights, for example, the rights to inherit and to prosecute (e.g.. 

2.99). He was then no longer called 'rraTs: he was now a piEipcnaov (cf. §18. 39 and 2  1.

7.21).

What were a i aAAai riAua'ai? The ueipctKiov did not possess full citizen rights. 

For example, he was probably unable to attend the Assembly until the age of twenty (see 

on 49.7), he could not serve as a judge until he was over thirty (AP 63.3), and he had to 

be over forty to hold certain liturgies (see on 11.3). And so Aeschin. gathers ail the 

various age-requirements under one heading. For a brief survey of these requirements see 

Hansen 1991 88-90.

7.7 pryropcov ] There is no simple English translation for the word pfyrcop: neither 

"public speaker" nor "politician" fully conveys its nuances. Unlike the modem politician, 

the pfjTcop was a volunteer, not an elected official. See Hansen 1989 1-23. who 

distinguishes two essential meanings, one legal, the other political. A pffrcop in the legal 

sense (e.g.. §§28. 34, 186) is any citizen who addresses the Assembly, the Council, the 

law courts, or any other governmental institution. In the political sense, a pfyrcop is a 

citizen who is extremely active in political affairs and frequently addresses the various 

governing bodies: he is contrasted (as in our passage) with the iSicbrns, who only 

occasionally exercises his right to address the people.

8.3 o vo[io0ETr)$ J At 6.7 Aeschin. attributed these laws to Solon, Draco and the others: 

now he speaks of a single "lawmaker." Given the orators' tendency to attribute various 

Attic laws to Solon (see note on §6.7), Aeschin. clearly intends the audience to identify 

this vopo0ETT|5 with Solon. But the identity of o vopo0rnris becomes less clear as the 

speech continues. He is not identified as Solon again until §183, and the verbs in this
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section which describe his actions or intentions mostly have no subject (e.g., §§13. 14.

22, 23. 31, 32). Thus it is easier for Aeschin. to interpret the intentions of "the lawmaker" 

in accordance with his own ends, and to construct the ideal figure against whom he 

compares Timarchus: see further Introduction V and the notes below.

8.4 euKoapi'as] The word appears more often in this speech than anywhere else in 

Greek literature (§§8, llb is. 34, 183, 192). In their earliest uses. EUKoapia and related 

words (euKoapsco. EutcoapriTos. EUKoapcos. Eutcoapog) signify the "good order." the 

proper or tidy arrangement, of objects (Od. 21.123. Hes. Op. 628) or persons (A. Pers. 

481, cf. E. Ba. 693, Th. 6.42). Aeschin. uses them in a similar sense to denote the proper 

order of events on a formal occasion, like the opening of the Assembly or the reception of 

ambassadors (§22, 2.108 icoapos: cf. 3.1-5. AP 44.3). As aesthetic terms, they describe 

the harmonious embellishment, arrangement or performance of a poem (Thgn. 1.242) or 

artifact <h. Merc. 384; see W.J. Verdenius Mnemosyne 36 (1983) 16-20).

But in the orators, tcoap- is used frequently, and eukoop- almost exclusively, of 

conduct. Dover defines EUKoapia in this sense as "obedience to prescribed order and 

discipline" (GPM 68). The words have three related connotations: obedience to law or 

custom, decorum, and chastity. A speaker may seek the judges' approval by claiming to 

have lived his life Koapi'cos. "in obedience to the ways of the city," (e.g. Is. 4.27. 10.25. 

Isoc. 2.18. Lys. 7.41, 12.20, cf. 1.27). But the words most often describe "proper 

deportment." sometimes of public speakers (§§25-34. 169. D. 25.10) but especially of 

youth: silence in public, a neat appearance, respect for one’s elders (e.g. §24. Ar. ATu. 

961-1023. [D.] Prooem. 4.1. Isoc. 18.48-9. PI. R. 425bl-5, Chrm. 159b. Lg. 700c5-7. S. 

El. 872. X. Cyr. 8.1.33; cf. the Spartan legislation reported in X. Lac. 3.4.1-2 and the note 

on § 10.10). Kerschensteiner notes that these derivatives of Koapos signify "AusfluB 

einer inneren geistigen Haltung.. .  das, was auBeriich ’ziert'" (Kostnos 1962 19). 

EuKoapia is then primarily a physical phenomenon, recognized by how one behaves in
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public, and so the detailed picture of Timarchus' performance on the bema is offered to 

prove his lack of it (§§25-7, 33: cf. 59. 189 and Zanker 1995 48-49). According to 

Kerschensteiner the "inner state" which proper conduct manifests is acocppocruvri (18- 

19). a word often linked with icoayos and its derivatives (Is. F13.4, Isoc. 7.15. Lys. 3.4. 

19.16. 21.19. PI. Prot. 325d-326a, Th. 1.84: the officers of the Attic ephebeia were called 

the KoayriTris and the aco9 poviarf|s). In our passage acocppoauvr) and EUKOcryia arc 

virtually synonymous (cf. §22, Isoc. 13.31, Lys. 14.41). Finally, both words may connote 

"chastity" (cf. Lys. 3.6. [D.] 59.51). As is clear from the following chapters, this sense 

predominates in the speech: Aeschin. is attempting to establish the lawmaker's concern 

for protecting the chastity of youth (see Introduction V). In general see Cartledge et al. 

1998 3-4 with bibliography at n. 2, to which add H. Ryffel Museum Helveticum 3.4 

(1946) 23-38.

As Rhodes notes, "'orderliness' is a virtue more associated with Sparta” (1981 

504). but it was also a concern in Athens (e.g.. Sol. F4 West 30-9. Isoc. 21.115). It was 

the subject of legislation (in the agora Arist. Pol. 1299b 16. Thphr. F98: the conduct of 

women Hyp. F14 and see note on §183.2), and Isoc. tells us that the Areopagus was 

formerly charged with overseeing eutcoayia (18.37-46: cf. AP 3.6 and note on §81.5). 

Plato's Protagoras says that EUKoayia was the principal aim of early education (Prot. 

325el: see Beck 1964 100-4). We have a number of inscriptions which praise individuals 

for ensuring eutcoayia in battle, in processions, or among the ephebes: see Ph. Gauthier 

Chiron 15 (1985) 138 n. 3. Finally, in the orators, the maintenance of order is seen as 

essential to the stability of the community (§22, D. 25.27. Isoc. 18.70). so that the alleged 

aKoayia of a defendant can be presented as a threat to the community itself: cf. D. 25.19. 

24 (m is  o Tf)s ttoAecos <at rcbv voycov tcoayos- . . auvT apaT T erai tcai 

5ta<p0EipETai) and the note on §5.9.
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8.10 dvTE^sTocaai] Throughout the speech Aeschin. will measure Timarchus against 

various exemplars and find him wanting. This is a topos ("how unlike") in the orators 

(e.g.. D. 22.25, 24.103, 106. 113 133-7 and note on §25.2-3). It will be important to the 

structure of this speech: see Introduction V.

9-12 The first set of laws Trepl ttcuScov are concerned with the early education of young 

men of the Athenian upper classes. Most regulate schools and palaestrae, but Aeschin. 

also cites laws on dithyrambic choruses and choregoi. Therefore we are dealing with a 

synthesis of various laws subsumed under a single heading (cf. Ford 1998. Taylor ad 

loc.). They are virtually the only evidence we have for such legislation in the classical 

period: the gymnasiarchical law from Veroia (SEG 27.261). dating from the second 

century B.C.E.. contains provisions similar to our passage. See notes on §§10.5. 10.7 and 

10 . 8 .

Aeschin. implies that the laws were written by Solon but the attribution is 

generally rejected (e.g.. by Nilsson 1955 9. Ruschenbusch 1966 110. W. Harris 19X9 57- 

8). principally on the grounds that it is not an explicit attribution. Kyle notes also that 

"wrestling schools run by paidotribes are not otherwise reliably attested for Solonian 

Athens" (1984 101-2. citing Humphreys JHS 94 (1974) 90-1 with n. 8. where "Aeschines

1.2" is a misprint for "1.12"). Furthermore, the law on choregoi is most likely a fourth- 

century innovation: see the note on § 11.3. Nilsson suggests that the laws date from the 

revision of the law-code in 401. although this cannot be confirmed. By attributing the 

laws to Solon. "Aeschin. becomes the mouthpiece of tradition, prescribing the proper 

education for Athenian citizens at a time of curricular debate and uncertainty" (Ford 1998 

8).

Aeschin. claims that these laws were intended to protect boys from abuse by older 

men—teachers, neaniskoi. and choregoi (§10.4-5: cf. e.g. LCA 125 "the organization of 

boys’ schools and boys’ choruses at festivals was controlled by legislation to discourage
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homosexual affairs"). This may be pari of the intention behind the law which torbids 

relations between slaves and free boys (§139): but it is likely that the laws §§9-12 were 

concerned with euKoajiia in the broader sense, i.e., the discipline and orderliness ot 

children in public, of which chastity and modesty would be a part. See in general Golden 

1990 62-7.

9.1 toTs SiSaaKdAois] In Athens elementary schooling consisted of instruction in three 

areas, each under the direction of a different master (PI. Prot. 325d7-326c6). The 

Ki0apicrrris taught music and lyric poetry (Ar. Eq. 987-996. Tht. 206al0-bl: see also on 

§41.4). The Trai8oTp([3r)s was in charge of physical education. The ypapnaT icrrfis 

taught reading, writing and arithmetic, as well as narrative poetry (PI. Chrm. 159c3-8. 

Euthci. 279e2-4. Prot. 325e2-326a4. 326d2-5). The word 8 i8daKaAos may be applied to 

any of the three ([X.] Lac. 2.1.6. X. Mem. 1.2.27) but usually refers to the 

ypaiipaTtcrrfis (e.g., § 10.1-2. Ar. Eq. 1235-9. PI. Prot. 325e). We do not know whether 

the authority they held over their pupils was based on custom or law (§§18. 187. PI. Prot. 

325d6-7). In general see Beck 1964 80-5. 111-41 and Marrou 1956 36-46.

D. reviles Aeschin. for being the son of a schoolmaster (D. 18.129-30. 265.

19.249. 281: Harris 1995 26). The BiSaaicaAos was maligned for his profession 

throughout antiquity, a prejudice with distinct class overtones. See A. D. Booth 

Florilegium 3 (1981) 1-20, W. Harris 1989 98 and the note on §27.4. However according 

to Aeschin. the lawmaker suspects teachers not because of their social status but because 

of their privileged access to young men. We do not know if the lawmaker in fact 

intended to prevent sexual relations between teacher and pupil with these laws. Aeschin. 

does not cite a law which specifically prohibits this. Moreover he says the unchaste 

teacher suffers because he loses pupils, not because he is subject to prosecution (11. 3-4: 

cf. Isoc. 19.162).
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9 3  eE, avdyKTis] It has been inferred from this passage that "Solon in the early sixth 

century required everyone by law to teach his sons letters" (e.g.. C. Dewald Civilization 

o f the Ancient Mediterreanean (1988) 1080). But as W. Harris notes, dvdyxris here 

means that "we--men of Aeschin.'s kind who want our sons to be educated—have to 

entrust them because there is no alternative" (1989 99 n. 152). Our sources clearly 

indicate that in the time of Aeschin., elementary schooling was not compulsory at Athens 

(e.g., PI. Lg. 804c8-d6, Arist. Pol. 1337a22-6). Rather it was traditional for upper-class 

parents to educate their children and the force of this tradition continued to operate in the 

classical period: see Schmitter 1975. The existence of these laws does demonstrate a 

public interest in education, albeit limited (Pelekidis 1962 31).

Schools were private enterprises: parents who wished to educate their children 

contracted with the master on an individual basis and paid him a fee for his services (D. 

27.46. Thphr. Char. 30.14, X. Mem. 2.2.6). The kind of schooling which Aeschin. 

discusses was therefore the prerogative of those who could afford it. "males of the hoplite 

class and above" (W. Harris 1989 101-6. Marrou 1956 43-4). Likewise rhetorical 

training, although it was even more expensive (E. Harris 1995 28 with n. 30).

9.5 qv copav] Kyle 1984 101 suggests that the law may have codified a customary 

practice of operating the school from dawn to dusk: he compares Th. 7.29.

9.7 h e t c c  TroacovJ For the classical period we hear only twice about the number o f  

children attending a school, both in the early fifth century and neither at Athens. At 

Astypalaea sixty children were killed when the boxer Cleomedes brought the building 

down (Paus. 6.9.6), and one hundred nineteen died at Chios when an earthquake caused 

the roof to collapse (Hdt. 6.27).
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10.2 iraX aicrrpas] The palaestra was a wrestling school, a place where boys developed 

their bodies (§132. 3.246: cf. note on § 138). The gymnasium on the other hand was 

frequented by older men (§§135, 189. 2.149.3.216). It was originally an open space in 

which young men trained as soldiers, although by the fourth century they became 

educational centers as well. See further OCD3 s.v. "gymnasium" and "palaestra".

10.5 veavioKOUsJ NeavioKO$ is often synonymous with (jeipaiciov, as at §171 (for 

references see Golden 1990 187 n. 79 and Bryant 1907 75 n.2). But it also describes a iur 

broader range of ages: for example. Aeschin. uses it of Alexander at the age of twenty 

(3.161). See Golden 1990 15 and Roesch 1982 323-39, who concludes that while it has 

”un sens tres general de 'jeune homme,"' it may be used specifically to designate those 

who have not yet reached majority, those between the ages of eighteen and twenty 

(e<pe(3o$). and young adults (338-9). To what age then does Aeschin.. and the law he 

cites, refer? For Roesch (325), v e c c v i o k o s  and peipccKiov are synonymous here. But this 

provision, like a similar one in the law of Veroia (SEG 27.261.13-4). was probably 

intended to regulate contact between age groups in the gymnasia, palaestrae and schools, 

so veaviOKOs here is used of those over eighteen (cf. Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 

77). But since the dialogues of Plato show men of all ages congregating at the gymnasia 

and palaestrae the specifics of this regulation and their enforcement are unclear. For 

references to eromenoi and erastes meeting in the gymansia and palaestrae, see Golden

(1984) 317 n.44 and in schools cf. Ar. Nub. 973-4.

10.6 oucm vas 8 eT eI v c u ] The law of Veroia (SEG 27.261 27-9) lists persons who were 

notallowed to use the gymnasium (Ey8uEO0ai or aXEi^EoQai, cf. §138): slaves, 

freedmen and their sons, &TraXa(crrpoi (probably "physically incapacitated:" see 

Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 81-4), male prostitutes (fiTaipEvtccbs). men who 

practiced a trade in the agora, and men who were drunk or demented. It is unclear
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whether the Athenian law applied to the gymnasium and palaestra, to the school, or to all 

three, nor do we know if its exclusions were similar to those of the Macedonian law. 

although Aeschin. later cites a (different?) law w'hich forbids the use of palaestrae to 

slaves (see note on § 138.4).

10.7 dpxnv] Neither the AP nor any other source mentions such an office. Aeschin.'s 

summary leaves us unsure as to the exact nature of its duties, and we cannot say whether 

this law added them to an existing apxn or created a new one (cf. Humphreys JHS 94 

1974 91 n.8). Several possibilities have been suggested, none satisfactory. The scholiast 

identifies it as the Trai5ovo(joi ( Z I. 10.26a), but this must be an anachronism, since 

Arist. implies that it did not exist in Athens at the timt(Pol. 1300a4-8: cf. 1323a3-6 and 

see Nilsson 1955 57-9). Nor did the OTpcmnyos oversee education, as Dittenberger 

noted (SIG 956: cf. Marrou 1956 382). The yupvaaidpxtlS  was °ot at this time an 

official: he was a liturgist, elected by his tribe to provide for the torch races at various 

athletic festivals (And. 1.132. D. 20.21. Isoc. 4.35, X. Oec. 2.6: cf. D. 35.48). There was 

probably a gymnasiarch for the Hermaia (§ 12), as for all festivals celebrated with torch- 

races, and it is not unreasonable to assume that he was responsible for EUKoapia during 

the celebration (see note on §8.4). The meaning "director of a gymnasium" for 

yupvaaidpxT)S is not to my knowledge attested for the classical period in Athens. This 

is however its meaning in the gymnasiarchal law of Veroia and is the most common 

usage in Hellenistic and Roman times (see following note and cf. OCD- s. v. 

"gymnasiarch").

10.8 TtaiSaycoycov ] The TratSaycoyos was the slave who accompanied a child 

outside the home, most often to and from the school and palaestra (PI. Lys. 208c. 223a). 

but also to the theater (Thphr. Char. 9.5) or law-court (PluL Dem. 5.2). In Athens he 

attended the child until around the time of his majority (X. Lac. 3.1.1). He u-as
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responsible for the child's Eutcoapia in public (Plut. Mor. 439f-440a. [Luc.] Am. 44). He 

had authority over the child, including the right to punish him (Arist. EN 1119a). Since 

the TraiSaycoyos was away from the house all day and unavailable for other work, it 

follows that he was typically an old man (e.g., [PL] Ale. I 122b and the rraiSaycoyoi of 

tragedy), and that he was a luxury afforded by wealthier households (cf. Lys. 32.28. PI. R. 

373c).

We do not know of any laws from this period which concern the T raiSaycoyos. 

PI. Lg. 808e discusses the punishment of a TraiSaycoyos or teacher who does not 

properly supervise his charges, and the law from Veroia allow's the gymnasiarch to 

discipline rraiSaycoyoi (21-23: see Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993 74-5). The 

existence of legislation is plausible, however, given his curious position in the household- 

-an intimate outsider, a slave with authority—and his role in guarding the bov’s chastity, 

which according to our sources was a significant pan of his function (§187. PI. Snip.

183c: cf. Golden 1984 and note on § 10.10). For the TTaiSaycoyos as "chaperone" see 

Carey on Lys. 32.16. Cohen 1991a 181-2. Hindley and Cohen 1991 179 and 187-8. On 

the TraiSaycoyos in general see Schuppe RE  18 2375-85: Beck 1964 105-9 and Marrou 

1956 143-4 tend to idealize.

10.8 Mouaei'cov. . . 'Eppaicov] The scholiast believed that this referred to "statues, and 

likewise shrines, in the inner room of the schoolrooms and palaestrae" where water was 

kept for the pupils. The shrines were the subject of legislation, he says, because the boys 

would pretend to be thirsty and go into the inner rooms to have sex with each other ( 1.

10. 27). His prurient fantasy accords with Aeschin.’s general interpretation of the laws, 

and has been accepted by e.g. Nilsson 1955 9 and is cited without comment by Percy- 

1996 179. The schools and palaestrae did house statues of the Muses and of Hermes 

(e.g., Ath. 8.41.5). However the laws mentioned here regulated the observance of their 

festivals (Deubner 1966 217).
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The Mouseia. a festival of the Muses celebrated in the schools, is also attested at 

Thphr. Char. 22.6: cf. Poll. 1.37. The schoolroom, where pouatKf) was taught, is 

naturally the province of the Muses (e.g.. Herod. 3). On the association of the Muses and 

schools, see RE Miiller-Graupa 16.1 797-9.

The Hermaia was a pan-Hellenic festival of Hermes as god of athletes, gymnasia 

and palaestrae, celebrated by boys and youths (PL Lys. 206d with Z. Z I. 10. 28). For 

laws governing the Hermaia. cf. the provisions in the law of Veroia (SEG 27.261.45ft. i. 

and for the Hermaia in general see Gauthier and Hatzopouios 1993 95-99. H. Siska De 

Mercuric ceterisque deis ad artem gymnasticampertinenribus 1933 and D.-S. 3 .1 134-5.

10.10 au(i<pomr|aEcos] <potTdco is the vox propria for "going to school" (LSJ1.5). The 

prefix indicates accompaniment by other boys: cf. PI. Euthd. 272c2. Ar. Eq. 988. This 

provision probably had to do with their euKoanta in public (cf. Z 1. 10. 25). which 

would include not only their orderly passage through the streets but also their encounters 

with potential e p a o ra i  (cf. Ar. Av. 137-42 and note above on TratSaycoyoi).

1 0 . 1 1  t c o v  x ° p £ > v  t g j v  k u k A i c o v ] The dithyrambic choruses: for the term cf. 3.232. 

Ar. Nub. 333, Ran. 366, Lys. 21.2 and X. Oec. 8.20. It derives from the circular 

arrangement of the choristers, who performed the dithyramb, a song for Dionysus, to the 

accompaniment of a flute. At Athens, competitions of dithyrambic choruses w'ere held 

during the City Dionysia. the Thargelia. the Lesser Panathenaea. the Hephaestia and the 

Prometheia. Production expenses were met by a choregos. for which see notes on 

§ § 11. 1. 101 .2 .

At the City Dionysia, each tribe entered one chorus of fifty men and one of fifty 

boys. It was formerly believed, on the basis of Z  1, 10, 29, that five tribes entered 

choruses of men and five entered choruses of boys (e.g. Wyse on Is. 5.36). This view has 

been rejected on the basis of epigraphic evidence (e.g., IG II2 2318.320-4: see Lewis
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ABSA (1955) 23-4). The tribes were in competition, not the poets as in tragic and comic 

contests. See Pickard-Cambridge 1966 1-59 and B. Zimmerman Dithyrambos 1992.

MacDowell 1989 examines the evidence for Athenian laws regulating choruses, 

most of which pertains to the dithyrambic chorus (e.g., Antiphon 6 and D. 21). This 

includes rules for the eligibility of choregoi and choristers and the selection of choristers, 

but nothing on euKoapi'a. In the following sentence (§11.1), y a p  suggests that the law 

on the minimum age of the choregos is in fact the law on EUKoapua in the dithyrambic 

choruses.

11.1 tov xopnyov] The choregos was a wealthy individual who paid the costs of 

equipping and training a chorus for the festival performance of dithyramb, tragedy and 

comedy. The dithyrambic choregos was nominated by his tribe through a procedure 

which remains obscure. Tribal officials known as ETTipEXeTai' were apparently involved: 

a man might also volunteer. Once nominated, he was presented to the archon, under 

whose supervision he drew lots for a flute-player. The archon also considered pleas for 

exemption (OKfi^Eis), for example, if the nominee believed another man wealthier than 

he was eligible or if he had performed a similar duty in the previous year. The choice of 

choristers and chorus-trainer (xopo8i5doKaAos; see §98.6) seems to have rested w ith 

the choregos. although the chorus-trainer may have had some say in this. The victorious 

choregos dedicated a tripod on behalf of his tribe.

The Athenians imposed such burdens, known as liturgies, on their wealthiest 

citizens: see note on §97.2. Although the costs could be enormous, liturgies were 

considered a public service (e.g., 11. 2-3), and a choregos could acquire great prestige 

from success (Plut. Ale. 16.4). On the dithyrambic choregos see Arist. Pol. 1284b 1 LAP

56.3 with Rhodes' notes, Antiphon 6.11-13, D. 21.13-19 with MacDowell's notes, Lys.

21.1-4, MacDowell 1989, Pickard-Cambridge 1968 75-8 and 86-93. and the note on 

§54.6.
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11.3 UTitp TETrapccKovTa ettt) yeyovoxa] The law is also attested in AP 56.3: cf.

PI. Lg. 764e6. It dates from the fourth century, since it is likely that both Alcibiades and 

the speaker of Lys. 21 (delivered 406/5) were younger than forty at the time of their 

choregiai (Lys.21.1-5. Plut. Ale. 16.5. [And.] 4.20-1): see also Lewis ABSA (1955) 24. 

Pickard-Cambridge 1968 75 n. 4. On the age of D. when he served as choregos see 

MacDowell on D. 21.154 and Harris 1989 121.

12.1 Nopoi ] On the nature of the documents see Introduction VI. Several 

considerations lead to the conclusion that this document is not authentic (cf. LA 1.37): 

the third person plural imperative ending -coaav ( avoiyExcoaav (1. 1). tcAeiEXcoaav (1. 

2). Eccrcoaav (1. 7). and Eoxcoaav (1. 11), and the failure to mention most of the 

regulations previously cited by Aeschin. (Drerup 1897 305. Martin and de Bude 24). 

Furthermore one clause is contradicted by external evidence: we know from AP 56.3 that 

choregoi were chosen by their tribe, not by the Assembly (cf. Drerup 1897 306). and 

Plato shows men of various ages associating in the gymnasium during a celebration of the 

Hermaia (Lys. 206d).

The document then is a compilation made by a later reader based on information 

given by Aeschin. in §§9-11. Two clauses (11. 4-10) do not derive from Aeschin. or any 

other extant source. We do not know if these clauses are taken from actual laws, but this 

seems unlikely, as the provisions they make are extremely unusual. One states that the 

son. brother and son-in-law of the teacher are the only adults allowed to enter the school 

while the pupils are present: any other adult who enters may be prosecuted and put to 

death (11. 5-6). But could the law have prevented a pupil's father from entering, and 

would it have prescribed such a severe punishment for the offender (Drerup 1897 306)7
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13 The second set of laws Trepi trcuScov treat sexual offenses. Note that the law on 

procurement and the law on hybris are laws Trepi traiScov only in Aeschin.'s 

interpretation, as neither is concerned exclusively with boys.

Dover notes that the law on procurement and the law on the prostitution of a 

minor are irrelevant to the case of Timarchus. He believes that they are cited by Aeschin. 

in order to mislead the judges: "mention of the fact that procurement could incur the 

death penalty serves rhetorically to establish an association of prostitution with 

punishment" (GH 28). See also the note on §72.3. However they pertain closely to 

Aeschin.'s strategy in this opening section, where he attempts to establish the lawmaker's 

concern for preserving the chastity of youth, which thereby preserves the integrity of the 

citizen body. It is this general concern which Timarchus is said to have flaunted, not the 

specific laws given here.

13.4 o voptos] II'an Athenian minor was prostituted by his tcupio$. a ypacpri might be 

lodged against the tcupios and the man who hired the minor. The minor was not 

prosecuted: he was however subject to automatic c m p ta  (§14.2-4). In addition he was 

not obliged to support the parent who hired him out. This implies that the parent was not 

executed for the offense, even though Aeschin. later states that the penalty was death 

(§87. contra LCA 126: cf. GH 28-9). Modem commentators take §§13-4 as provisions of 

the ypa<pf| ETaipfiascos (e.g.. GH 27. LA i.37-8, LCA 126). For the obligation to 

maintain one’s parents cf. X. Mem. 2.2.13, Lys. 13.45, 31.20-23 and see further note on 

§28.3.

13.11 xcx vopi^oneva] The phrase "sometimes refer to the laying-out of the body and 

the funeral, and at other times to the cult of the tomb" (Garland 1985 104). Here the 

latter is meant. The relatives of the dead were expected to visit the tomb on the third, 

ninth and thirtieth days after death, as well as on annual festivals. At those times the
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funerary monument might be decorated with ribbons and flowers or anointed with oil. 

Most important was the tomb feast. at which food and drink were offered to the dead 

(OTrevSetv. aTrdpxsa6cci 2  1. 13.35). See Rubinstein 1993 68-76. Garland 1985 104- 

120 and S.C. Humphreys The family, women and death (1983) 79-130.

14.8 TrpoaycoyEi'ag] Both Aeschin. and Plutarch state that Solon was the author of the 

Trpoaycoyeias ypa<pf| (§184: Sol. 23.1 = Ruschenbusch F30a). It was directed against 

a man or woman who was remunerated for abetting the seduction of a free-bom person, 

so "procurement" is an inexact translation. In the fourth century it carried the death 

penalty: according to Plutarch the law of Solon carried a fine of twenty drachmae. 

Syrianus. a late commentator on Hermogenes. states that the penalty was crntua (4. 779 

W.). "It is not known when or why the Athenians thought it necessary' to change the 

penalty so drastically" (LCA 125).

There are no certain prosecutions. Pheidias and Aspasia were said to have 

procured women for Pericles (Plut. Per. 13.15. 32.1): Aspasia apparently was tried but it 

is not clear if the charge was -rTpoaycjyEtas (Stadter 1989 297). D. claims that Phrvnon 

could be prosecuted, presumably under this charge, for sending his son to Philip (19.230. 

233: cf. Soptr. 5. 75 W. and Suda cp 769): Syrianus says that D. did in fact indict him (4. 

238 W.). A similar accusation seems to have been made against Demades. but there is no 

mention of prosecution (Tz. 3. 677 W. and Plan, schol. 5, 377 W.). Finally, a speech 

against Patrocles for procuring is attributed to Hyperides (FI38-45). The procurer is a 

ubiquitous Figure in Attic literature, the best-known example being the Nurse in Hipp.

See also Hyp. Ath. 2. Lys. 1, Ar. Ran. 1079, Thesm. 339f. and Eccl. 610. On the 

-npoaycoyetas ypacpfi see AR 1.410-1, Glotz D.-S. iv 658 and LA i 37.

15.1 u(3pEcos] I have merely transliterated the word u(3pt$. "Hybris" has become part of 

the English lexicon, but I do not intend that it be taken in the English sense "presumption.
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especially against the gods" (OED), which reflects only one of its Greek denotations. It 

was a central term in the ancient Greek ethical vocabulary. Its meanings have been 

extensively discussed in several recent works, the most useful being those of MacDowell 

(1976, 1990). Fisher (1992) and Cairns (1996). Fisher derives his definition from 

AristfRh. 1374al 1-15, 1378b23-55): "the committing of acts of intentional insult, of acts 

which deliberately inflict shame and dishonour on others" (1992 147). He then surveys 

Greek literature at length to apply this definition to the myriad occurrences of the word. 

MacDowell stresses its dispositional aspect: he defines it as "having energy or power and 

misusing it self-indulgently" (1990 19). He notes that in many cases u^pis does not 

involve a victim, and moreover that "the notion of self-indulgence and indiscipline within 

the offender himself is frequently as prominent as, or more prominent than, the notion of 

dishonour suffered by a victim" (1990 21). Cairns helps to bridge the gap between the 

two: he supports MacDowell's definition, but rightly emphasizes the effect of self- 

indulgent behavior in a society whose values were based on honor and shame: "Self­

aggrandisement constitutes an incursion into the sphere of others’ honour, because the 

concept of honour is necessarily comparative" (1996 32: cf. Harris 1992 74).

Thus orators continually characterize their opponents as u(3pioTa{: their reckless 

self-indulgence is construed not merely as a personal affront but as a disruption of the 

community. Perhaps none are more vehement in their attack than Aeschin. in this speech. 

Timarchus' drinking, gambling, ostentatious behavior, and particularly his sexual 

excesses demean himself, insult others, and signify the greater danger that he represents 

to Athens. Aeschin. accomplishes this partly by describing Timarchus and his deeds with 

u(3pis and related words (daeXyeta §§95, 107, 195: dtcoXaaros §§42, 194). Note that 

he portrays himself in the opposite manner: he is the man of measure (pETpiorris) and 

self-restraint (acocppoouvri). See also GH 35-6.

Attic law contained provisions to punish u(3pis. There is a comprehensive review 

of previous scholarship on the law in Fisher (1992 36ff.). The procedure was a ypacpfi.
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The judges decided upon the penalty, which might include execution (cf. Z 1, 15. 38). It 

they imposed a fine, this was payable to the public treasury and not to the prosecutor or 

victim as in other ypacpai. The fact that it was a ypa<pf|, and thus to some extent 

considered an offense to the community, supports the description of uf3pis above (cf. SAL 

170-1). The clearest descriptions of the law are found here and D. 21.44-50. It seems to 

cover a very wide range of offenses, like assault, rape, and seduction. Since most of these 

were punishable under separate procedures, the problem facing modem scholars has been 

to distinguish u(3pt$ from other offenses. This cause is made more difficult by the fact 

that Athenian laws do not define their offenses. Furthermore we have no speeches which 

were written specifically for the ypcccpr) u(3pecos* for a review of alleged cases see 

Osborne 1985 56 and esp. Fisher 1992 38-53. There is a consensus, however, that u(3pi$ 

was distinguished from other offenses on the basis of intent:

The difference between hybris and the other offences lies in the 
offender's state of mind and intention. Exactly what state of mind is 
implied by hybris is itself disputed.. .  but the point here is that, in my 
view, a prosecutor for hybris would need . . .  to provide evidence of the 
offender's state of mind and intention. This explains why the law of hybris 
existed concurrently with the other laws about personal violence, without 
being redundant (MacDowell 1990 264).

Since Timarchus is not being prosecuted under this law. we must consider why it 

is introduced. Dover emphasizes its rhetorical function in his analysis of § 15: both the 

citation of the law and the characterization of Timarchus as u(3pioTf|s are meant to create 

in the judges "an attitude of mind helpful to the prosecution" (GH 36). According to 

Aeschin.. u(3pi$ is the most undemocratic of offenses (§17.7-9). and in other authors it is 

in fact the mark of the tyrant (e.g. S. OT 872, the most famous of numerous instances). 

This explains why Aeschin. draws Timarchus in the colors of the tyrant (cf. note on 

§§4.4,42.5. 65.2, 107.4); he attempts to show that Timarchus, in both his person and his 

actions, is a threat to the democracy. Secondly, u(3pis is often associated with sexual 

violence (see Cohen 1995 144-51 and 1991 176-80), and this too is the mark of the tyrant 

(e.g., HdL 3.80). Finally Aeschin. claims that Timarchus commits u(3pts against himself
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(§§29,108, 116, 185, 188; see Fisher 1993 109-10): a man who subjects himself to the 

worst offense will not hesitate to commit others. The word is thus particularly effective 

for Aeschin.’s characterization of Timarchus.

16 The law inserted here is a forgery (Drerup 1898 297-300). Aeschin. states in §15 that 

the law deals with hybris against all persons slave or free, but the document purporting to 

be the law mentions only hybris against a free child and against slaves. In addition. 

Harris notes the form of the third person plural imperative Ecrrcoaav in line 7 (1992 77).

Lines 3-5 of § 15 correspond closely to the first three lines of another "law of 

hybris" in D. 21.47. Partly for this reason, MacDowell accepts the Demosthenic law as 

genuine (1990 263-5: so LA ii. 13 n.2 and Fisher 1992 36 n. 1). but it too is considered a 

forgery by Drerup (1898 297-300) and Harris (1992 77-8).

17.1 SouAcov ] Cf. §62 on the treatment of Pittalacus. Slaves were legally protected 

against v{3pi$. a provision also attested in D. 21.46.48-50. Both D. and Aeschin. offer a 

similar rationale: "the object.. .  was not so much to protect the victims as to check and 

deter the offenders" (MacDowell 1990 262). Perhaps it was meant specifically to deter 

cruel masters, although neither D. nor Aeschin. raise this possibility. It is also possible 

that injury to the slave was felt to dishonor his kurios (Fisher 1993 59-60. SAL 185).

The master held rights of ownership over the slave. Therefore it is surprising that 

the slave, a thing without honor, would be protected from intentional dishonor. But the 

very nature of slavery—"human property"—created a tension in their legal identity, and at 

times we find in the law a recognition of their humanity (SAL 185). As a result "brutal 

and degrading physical maltreatment, or non-judicial torture, could seem to be a denial of 

the slave’s status and honor as human beings" (Fisher 1993 59; cf. G.R. Morrow Plato's 

Law o f Slavery 1939 40-1). The degree of violence necessary to constitute u|3pis would 

likely be far greater for a slave than for a free man (Fisher 1993 40), and a third party
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might hesitate to intervene for the sake of a slave. So D.'s statement that many were 

prosecuted for u(3pis against a slave (21.49) is unlikely to be true. See further Fisher 

1993 58-60 and MacDowell 1990 262-3.

18 Aeschin. cites only one law Trepi peipaidcov. But it is addressed to "any Athenian":

why does Aeschin. refer it specifically to men in late adolescence? We may likewise

wonder why Aeschin. devotes considerable time to this period of Timarchus' life in the

diegesis (§§40-68). It was precisely this period in which a young Athenian was being

assimilated into civic life: in schematic terms he moved from subordinate to dominant

status within the social structure. It was likewise a time of change in terms of sexual

roles: as he became older he was expected to assume the active role in sexual relations

with younger boys. It was therefore a critical period in the man's life:

If a boy had the wrong partner or partners, his social standing might be 
threatened or at least not advanced: if he continued to play the passive role 
as he grew older, he called into question both the Athenian conception of 
conduct appropriate to an adult male citizen (remaining too 'womanish' or 
too 'slavish') and his own capacity to live up to it (Golden 1990 60).

On this transition of status see Golden 1984. Finally, as Aeschines notes, it was the time

after which the youth was expected to "know the law." i.e.. be responsible for his own

eukosmia. Thus Aeschines insists that Timarchus brought these proceedings on himself

(§§3.39. 48).

18.2 auvSiauvrjpovEuaaTE] An extremely rare word, found only here and in D. 19.4 

before the fourth century C.E.. and once thereafter. The compound SiapvriuovEucj 

appears more often in the speeches of Aeschin. than in the works of any author except 

Plutarch (§192, 2.11. 3.7, 8. 203).

18.5 k c c i  6Aco$ ro ts  Kupiois] k c u  appearing before the Final item of a series in 

asyndeton emphasizes that item(GP 290).
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18.5 t o  Ari^iapyiicov ypaiipaTEiov] The "deme register" was kept in each deme by 

the demarchos, and in it Athenian men were registered as citizens. On the etymology of 

Xr^iapq/iKOV see Whitehead 1986 35 n. 130. who supports the derivation from Afj^is 

("connected with the legal capacity to inherit": cf. §103. Z 1, 18, 39a-b. Harp. s.v. A. y . ).

The procedure through which young men were enrolled as citizens is described in 

AP. 42.1-2: see also D. 57. Female citizens were not enrolled. An annual ceremony was 

held probably in the month of Boedromion to examine and register men who had reached 

the age of eighteen in the previous year. Since there was no birth registry in Athens the 

examiners must have depended primarily on signs of physical maturity (cf. Ar. Vesp.

578). The first part of the process took place in the demes. where the demesmen voted on 

the qualifications of each candidate: these were primarily proper age and parentage. The 

names of those who passed were entered into the register. They next underwent scrutiny 

as a group before the Council, where the question again concerned their age. Certain 

aspects of this reconstruction are controversial, notably the age of majority, which centers 

on the meaning of oktcokcxiSekci ett) ysyovoTEs in AP: having celebrated the 

eighteenth birthday or having celebrated the seventeenth ("in the eighteenth year of 

life")? On the procedure see Whitehead 1986 97-104, Rhodes 1993 493-505, Rhodes 

1985 171-4. LCA 69. and notes on auveq>e(3os §49.7 and Siaq/riqnoEis §77.3.

"Enrollment in the deme register" marked the Athenian male's majority, although 

as Hansen notes in the fourth century he probably did not enjoy the right to attend the 

Assembly and other political privileges until the age of twenty, after he had served two 

years in the ephebeia (1991 96). At this point it is believed that his name was entered on 

the pinax ekklesiastikos. the Assembly register. This second registration may account for 

Z 1., 7, 21, which seems to place enrollment in the deme register following the ephebeia 

(cf. Poll. 8.105, Suda e 2297). See Hansen 1991 and Rhodes 1993 494-5.
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18.8 au rcp  t c o  Tiuapxcp] The dative, not the vocative, is the correct reading: "es ist 

eine Pointe statt des zu erwartenden ccurcp t c o  lyraipritcoTi . . .  Durch Aeschines' Rede 

war T. zum Synonym fur riraipriKcos bzw. iropvos geworden" (Charalambakis et al. 

1974 35: cf. Wankel 1975 72 and Z  1 ,1 8 ,41a, b). The article t c o .  which has fallen from 

all mss., is restored from TT15 and the first scholion on this passage ( 1. 18,41a).

Dover, while accepting this reading, notes "We expect 'the boy himself, and it is 

possible that that is what Aiskhines wrote." by which I assume he suspects that aurcp 

t c o  Tipapxcp is an intrusive gloss.

19-20 This law did not forbid male prostitution in general, since it was not concerned 

with metics or slaves (§ 195. Lys. 3). Instead it decreed that an Athenian man who had 

prostituted himself was automatically cctihos (cf. §§14. 134. 160. D. 45.79). He could 

not hold any public office, priesthood, nor serve as sundikos, herald or ambassador (cf. 

§188). Furthermore he could not make proposals in the Assembly or Council (cf. D.

22.24. 30. Isoc. 21.140). It is generally believed that as long as he did not exercise any of 

these rights, he was not liable to prosecution under the procedure described here, die 

ypacpfi ETaipfiaEcosfA/? 1.411-2. GH 29, LA i.37, LCA 126: cf. Z 1, 14, 37: SAL 107 

finds the purview of the law unclear). The belief is based on statements to this effect 

made by Aeschin. in the speech (§§3. 40. 73, 154). The case was tried before the 

thesmothetae (D. 22.21, 23): the prosecutor who lost was fined 1000 drachmae (D.

22.21). If the defendant was convicted, he could be put to death: this is apparently what 

Aeschin. means by tcc p e y ia ra  or e a x a T a  eiTiTipta (§§20, 72. 73). D. attributes the 

law to Solon (22.25); at the least it "must antedate 424, since Ar. Knights 876-880 is a 

clear reference to a successful prosecution under it” (GH 34). This passage of Ar. is 

however capable of other interpretations: see Introduction IV.
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19.2 tcov evvea apxovTcov ] In Athens the word for "public official” was apxcov. It 

was used generically of any public official, allotted or elected, at home or abroad (e.g. 

§109.1). The "nine archons" were the chief magistrates of Athens, who after 487/6 were 

annually chosen by lot (AP 3 with Rhodes ad loc). Following their year of office they 

became members of the Areopagus (see note on §81.5). Their purview in the classical 

period was chiefly in the religious and judicial spheres. The most senior of the nine was 

known simply as "the archon" (e.g.. § 158) but he is called by modem scholars the 

eponymous archon since the Athenians denoted the year by his name (ettI ap x o v ro s  

NiKO<pf)pou. § 109.3). He oversaw cases involving inheritance, including E-mtcXfipoi (see 

note on §93.5). and administered major religious festivals like the City Dionysia (AP

56.2-7 with Rhodes ad loc.). The archon basileus was also responsible for various 

religious matters as well as some cases of homicide (AP 57 with Rhodes ad loc.). The 

polemarch had charge of cases involving metics and other foreigners (AP 58 with Rhodes 

ad loc. I  The remaining six were collectively known as the thesmothetae. The majority 

of legal cases were handled by them: they also supervised the allottment of judges to the 

various courts (AP 59 with Rhodes ad loc.). It may be that the ypacpf) ETaipfjaEcos w as 

submitted to the thesmothetae (D. 22.23: see Introduction IV). In general see LA ii.7-17 

and Hansen 1991 225-45.

Even though Athenian apxovTEs had legal duties. I have avoided the translation 

"magistrate" since these duties overlap infrequently with those of the modem judge. 

Public officials had the ability to impose certain fines on their own authority (e.g. the 

TrpoE5poi §35: see LCA 235), but in Athens cases were usually begun by individuals, 

who filed charges with the appropriate official. The official then allotted a date for the 

preliminary inquiry (dvdicpicns) which formally initiated the case (see notes on §62.2-3 

and 62.3). He supervised the court during the actual trial, but was a non-voting 

participant: as Todd notes, he "had no right of jury direction, no right to rule evidence or
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argments out of order, and no power of summing up" (SAL 78-9). For a summary of the 

duties of officials vis-a-vis the courts see LCA 231-41, 247-58.

19.2 OTE<pavri<p6pos ] The crown was a ubiquitous symbol in Athenian civic 

iconography. On the one hand it denoted the purity of its wearer: the priest, the dead, the 

moumer at the funeral banquet, the symposiast, the chorister, the suppliant (see "Crown" 

in the index of Parker 1983). So too in the case of the archons, who wore a crown in the 

course of carrying out their duties: the person who abused him verbally or physically at 

the time he was wearing the crown was subject to am pt'a (D. 2 1.17. 33 with MacDowell 

ad loc., [D.] 26.5. Lys. 26.8. Z 1, 19. 42). According to Aeschin. the male prostitute is 

forbidden to serve in this capacity because of his ritual impurity (see following note).

The Athenians enacted other laws designed to preserve the purity of these offices: for 

example, the physically disabled were not allowed to stand for them (Lys. 24.13). 

Compare the law cited at [D.| 59.75-6 which declares the wife of the archon basileus 

must be an Athenian citizen and a virgin. On the other hand crowns were customarily 

awarded individuals or groups who had performed meritorious service, or were given as a 

prize in various competitions (cf. note on § 111.11). The rhetor also wore a crown "in 

recognition of his official position" (Hansen 1989 10: Ar. Av. 463-5. Ec. 131. Eq. 1227).

The lexicographers and scholiasts consistently report that the archons’ crown was 

made of myrtle (S I, 19,42, S Ar. Eq. 964. Hsch. m 1918. Suda m 1438). but MacDowell 

in his note on D. 21.17 believes that it was "likely to have been more distinctive and 

durable." In general see D.-S. 1.2 1520-37 and M. Blech Studitrn zum Kranz bei den 

Griechen 1982. esp. 316-21 (the use of myrtle in crowns).

19.4 Kcc0apcp] The male prostitute is forbidden to participate in the civic religion: he 

cannot hold a priesthood, wear a crown, or enter a shrine or other sacred space like the 

agora (§164, 188: D. 22.73,77 and cf. 2.148, D. 23.80). This is because he is polluted,
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i.e., ritually impure (cf. 2.88. D. 22.78 and Fib. 12.13: further references in Halperin 1990 

96 n.74). According to Parker, the meaning of pollution in this case is metaphorically 

extended to include "behavior felt to subvert the moral foundation of society"; so too the 

mechanism for cleansing the community is extended to the metaphoric expulsion of 

crnpi'a, so that the male prostitute is forbidden to participate in political life as well 

(1983 94-7). Cf. the phrase n 8e p8eXupa q>uois tea! avoatos (§95) and the notes on 

§§42.7, 183.3 and 188.4.

19.4 auvSiKfjaai ] The scholiast understands "let him not serve as judge in the Eliaia. 

when the people sit in judgment" (1. 20, 44), but all modem commentators take this 

clause to prohibit the male prostitute from serving as a sundikos. "public advocate." The 

sundikoi were "pleaders appointed by the state, by corporations, or on behalf of 

individuals" (LA ii.34-5 with n. 2). They were appointed, e.g., by tribesmen to defend a 

fellow-member (And. 1.150. D. 23.206) or by the Assembly to defend a law (D. 20). 

When Aeschin. was chosen to serve as sundikos. he was rejected by the Areopagus (D. 

18.134: see Harris 1995 121-2). See AR 1.123-5.

19.5 uri8e. . .|ifrr’. . . ufrre. . . [uri8e] If phrases joined by oute. . . oute appear 

between phrases joined by ou8e. . . ou8e, the former are subordinate to the latter (KG 

2.294). Cf. §20, D. 5.11. Ep. 2.9 and Isoc. 19.32.

20.1 tcripuKEuaaTco] Heralds were already an integral pan of the archaic Greek 

communities depicted by Homer and continued to be so in the time of the ttoXeis. In 

Athens they made public proclamations (3.44, 122,154), opened and closed meetings and 

assemblies (2.35, 108), summoned witnesses and called the jurors to vote in the courts 

(§79, 2.86). During war, the herald played a key role in international relations by 

carrying messages to other cities, announcing declarations of war or peace, and escorting
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embassies. The office of herald had a sacral dimension. It was closely associated with 

Hermes: the person of the herald was inviolable and an attempt upon him could be 

considered an offense against the gods (e.g. Hdt. 7.133-7, [D.] 12.2-4: see Parker 1983 

188). Likewise some of his duties in the city had an overtly religious character, e.g. the 

opening of the Assembly, at which he offered prayers for the people (§23). Therefore the 

banning of male prostitutes from this office again arises from a concern for religious 

purity. On the herald see F. Adcock and D.J. Mosley, Diplomacy in Ancient Greece 

1975. Y. Garlan War in the Ancient World 1975. D. Lateiner CW 71 (1977) 97-106 and 

L.-M. Wery AC 35 (1966) with bibliography 468 n.l.

20.2 ur)Se to u s  TrpeaPeuaavTas Kptverco uhSe auKotpavTEnrco [iia0co0eis 1 The 

reading of TT15 Trpea(3eu]adTGJ iva p[fi has. along with other considerations, led 

Wankel to suspect corruption (Wankel 1975): "ein die Absicht des Gesetzgebers 

erklarender Finalsatz nicht vor priSe to u s  Trpea(3euaavTas [ktA.] eingeschoben war. 

sondem statt dieser seltsamen " Verbote” im Text stand.” As the clause stands, it is not a 

quotation from the law (Cobet et al.) but an aside directed at Timarchus (cf. Z 1. 20.47 >. 

There is nothing unusual in this: Aeschin. frequently interrupts his discussions of the law 

with asides (§§10.4-5. 11.2-3, 15.3-4. 19.2-3. 3-4. 20.4: cf. the more extensive comments 

in §§28-32 and GH 36-7). Wankel objects to the fact that Aeschin. does not clearly 

separate commentary from law. as he does by using o t i  and cos in § 1^.2 and 3. and that 

the confusion is deepened by the "formal und syntaktisch” nature of the aside (priSe with 

the imperative). But §20.4 qriS’ a v  Seivotcctos r) AsyEiv, clearly an aside, is also 

joined to the quotation of the law’ by pr|5E. We may compare §29.4-6. where however 

there would be no confusion between commentary and law. Wankel seems to believe 

that, in the received text, the use of priBs and the imperative would indicate an effort by 

Aeschin. to mislead the judges into believing that his commentary is part of the law’ (cf. 

GH 25. 37). Yet as Wankel himself notes, the present imperative alone serves to
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distinguish commentary from law. His main objection is that throughout the speech 

Aeschin. is careful to disguise his personal interest in the trial, characterizing the potential 

suit for mxpcmpeaPEias as sycophancy (§§1. 3: cf. 32 and Martin and de Bude 17). 

Therefore, he says, here we would have the only direct reference to the suit. (He also 

cites 5iKa£ea0ai §163: however this refers not to the TrapaTTpea(3e{as ypaqjfi but to a 

hypothetical suit of prostitute against client). It is true that Aeschin. downplays his 

interest in the present trial, but he has also admitted from the very beginning that it does 

exist (see on §2.6). Furthermore, it is likely that § 168 is another reference, admittedly 

indirect, to the uapaupEa(3e(as ypatpf). I do not understand Wankel's final objection, 

based on the omission of our passage from the summary of the laws in §20:

Da es kaum denkbar ist. dass er sich auf die Ebene der eindringlichen 
Texterklarung begeben und die Worte urjSe tou$ TTpea(3euaavTas 
KpivETco.. . als e£co0ev Trpos tov Ti'pocpxov gesprochen gedeutet 
haben konnte. wird er diese scheinbaren Gesetzesbestimmungen gar nicht 
gelesen haben, sondem einen anderen Text der durch die Formulierung 
deutlich als Kommentar des Redners ausgewiesen war.

Again Wankel has already noted that the author of this summary excised the asides of

lines 2-3: why are we to assume that he could not read also our passage as an aside?

Given the unanimous reading of the mss., the fragmentary nature of TT15 and the

considerations above, the received text should stand.

20.4 Beivototos] Possibly a reference to D.(GH 25: cf. §§94, 119, 125, 166 and 170). 

although it may refer to Timarchus: if he proposed more than a hundred psephismata 

(see Introduction II). it is likely that he too was a persuasive speaker.

20.9 otov upsis ETnaraaQE ] See note on §44.
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21 This document is another forgery. It is also a compilation assembled from §§ 19-20.

§ 164 and D. 24.181 (entering public shrines, receiving a public crown, entering the 

agora) and from 3.176 (Drerup 1898 306-7. though he does not recognize the meaning of 

yvcburjv XeyETco: see Wankel 1975 75 n. 20).

Further grounds for rejection are as follows. The technical term for moving 

proposals, yvcbpiriv e{tteTv, is here rendered yvcbpriv AeyeTGo: to my knowledge the 

present tense is not elsewhere used for this expression. For yvcburiv eiTTEiv, cf. 3.108. 

And. 1.73, Th. 8.67 and in general Rhodes 1993 371. Martin and de Bude note that it 

lacks the provision mentioned in D.22.30 (uote XsyEiv uf|TE ypdq>eiv): it lacks in 

addition the prohibition against serving as ambassador. Finally the phrase ett! icripuKEiav 

dTroareAAEaSco is a gloss on tcripuKEuadrco and appears as such in the scholia (1. 20. 

45b).

22 Aeschin.'s argument thus far leads us to believe that the final group of laws (§§23-341 

will concern sexual relations for the third age of citizens. But this is not the case. These 

laws TTEpl ococppoouvris in fact concern the decorum of public speakers (§34: Adams 30 

n. 4 is mistaken, cf. 3.2). Aeschin. affects the transition by using EUKoapua as a synonym 

for crcoq>poauvri (I. 8). His association of "good order" and "proper behavior" is not 

sophistic: cf. Arist. Pol. 1299b 14-20 and notes on §§6.6 and 8.4. As with the laws on 

education, he places several different laws under the same heading: laws which 

determine the order of events in the Assembly (§§23-27), the BoKinaaia pryropcov 

(§§28-32). and a law on the maintenance of order in the Assembly (§§33-4). The first 

and third have no direct bearing on the case. The first evokes the principles of good order 

upon which the democracy is based; the third was ostensibly created in response to 

Timarchus' lack of good order. Thus they support the contention that Timarchus is a 

threat to the established laws and therefore to the democracy.
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Aeschin. attributes them to Solon, here by inference, later explicitly in the case of 

the law which invites citizens over fifty to speak first (3.2 = Ruschenbusch F101). 

Dinarchus also attributes laws Trepi t t }s  euKoapias t c o v  pTyropcov to "the first 

lawgivers" (2.16-17). However most modem scholars believe that they date from the late 

fifth century. See Hansen 1996 and 1991 165. Lane Fox 1994 149-50 and G.T. Griffith 

Ancient Society and Institutions 1966 119-20.

22.8 oiKTiaopevnv] Although the accusative absolute typically employs the participle of 

impersonal verb, the participle of a personal verb may appear if it is preceded by cos or 

coorrep (Smyth 2078).

23.1 TtpoeSpousJ A board of nine who presided over a single meeting of the Council or 

Assembly. Before the meeting, the ETnordTris of the prytanes selected by lot one 

TrpoEbpos from each tribe except his own. and one of these nine was chosen e t t i o t c c t t is  ■ 

For meetings of the Assembly, they conveyed the agenda from the Council, conducted 

the meeting accordingly, accepted motions, directed the debate, assessed the vote and 

adjourned the meeting (2.68, D. 24.22). They were also responsible for maintaining 

order in the Assembly (Tfjs t ’ E U K o a p i 'a s  e t t iu e A o O v t c c i  AP 44.2). where they probably 

sat on the seats cut into the rock on either side of the bema. literally "sitting in front" 

(Thompson 1982 143. Hansen 1983 30). The TTpoESpoi are not a Solonian institution but 

date probably from the late fifth or early fourth century: on this question and on the 

trpoESpoi in general see AP 44.2-3 with Rhodes ad loc.. Sinclair 1991 229. Rhodes 1985 

25-7. Hansen 1991 141, 1983 34 and Z 3. 3. 10. On the procedures in this chapter see 

Hansen 1987 88-91.

23.2 Kcx0dpaiov ] At the commencement of each Assembly, officials called 

Trepicrriapxoi sacrificed a pig and lustrated the boundaries with its blood. The sacrifice

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



112

probably took place on the altar behind the bema (Thompson 1982 142). Similar 

purifications were performed in the theater and other sacred buildings ( Z ad loc.. Harp, 

s.v. tcaSapaiov, Hsch. t t  1883: cf. Ar. Ach. 44, Ec. 128-30 with Z , D. 54.39), and 

perhaps in the bouleuterion (Rhodes 1985 36). See further Parker 1983 21-2.

23.3 eux&S] Following the lustration, the herald uttered a prayer (Din. 2.14) and a curse 

(Din. 2.16) which were dictated to him by a secretary (D. 19. 70). Rhodes 1985 37 

reconstructs the prayer and curse, primarily on the basis of Ar. Th. 295-311.

23.4 icf)pu£i ] The law also prescribed the order of business (sacred matters, heralds, 

embassies, public affairs). The same order is found in AP 43.6 (where it is confined to 

two of the four regular assemblies) and 30.5 (where xcbv aXXcov substitutes for oaicov ). 

One of the mss. of Aeschin. (m c ) has the reading tcripuKCov teat Trpea(3ecov. But as 

Rhodes notes, the majority of mss. and the AP passages transmit the first and last items 

in the genitive, the second and third in the dative: this may reflect "the phraseology of the 

democratic law” (Rhodes 1993 398).

23.5 oaicov] The phrase tcc iepa tcai x a  o a ia  is a common one (e.g.. Antiphon 5.62.

D. 23.65. 24.9. Lys. 30.25. Th. 2.52). but difficult to translate: since both substantives 

connote sacredness, what distinction is being made? Most commentators render tcc oaia 

as "secular matters" (Adams: "choses profanes" Martin and de Bude. x a  uf] iepa Z 1.

23. 54: cf. Z Ar. Lys. 743. Suda o 688. LSJ s.v. 00105 2). Chantraine explains the 

difference thus: "00105 signifie ce qui est permis a l'homme (done, eventuellement 

profane) et iepog ce qui appartient aux dieux" (1984 ii.831). But the translation "secular" 

or "profane" here is misleading and anachronistic, for it implies the modem separation of 

church and state. Furthermore, according to Chadwick in the most recent discussion of 

the word, 00105 never means "profane" but instead signifies "sanctioned by divine law.
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due": he sees the distinction between iepcc and o a ia  in e.g. D. 23 as a distinction between 

"religious possessions" and "religious revenues" (1996 221-6). However Chadwick does 

not investigate analyze all uses of the phrase, and I believe his definition is too narrow tor 

our passage. The scholiast suggest an alternative: "public affairs" ( r a  Sripoaia Z I. 23. 

55). This translation accords with the basic definition of both Chantraine and Chadwick, 

since political life in the Greek polis had a sacred character. Cf. Moulinier 1975 290-3.

23.5 r c b v  urrep T T E V * rf |K o v T a  e t t i  y e y o v o T c o v ]  We have no evidence that this law 

was ever observed. The herald's cry T ig  a y o p s u E i v  ( i o u A e T a i  is attested several times 

(§27. D. 18.170, 191: cf. Ar. Ach. 45. Ec. 130, Th. 379) but not the privilege of speaking 

first granted to those over fifty to speak first, except in another speech of Aeschin. (3.2- 

4). There he says that it is no longer observed: this had apparently been the case since at 

least 351. when D. though still in his thirties rose first to address the Assembly (D. 4.1). 

All the same there is no compelling reason to doubt its existence. The law is not 

mentioned in AP 43.6. which supports other details in this chapter, but neither is the 

purification or invocation of the Assembly. The Athenian ambassadors on the first 

embassy to Philip speak in order of age, beginning with the eldest (2.22, 25) and report to 

the Council in the same order (2.47): but note that this is a customary, not legislated order 

(2.108). When D. addresses the Assembly in 351. he takes pains to excuse himself for 

speaking before oi ttA e i o t o i  t c o v  e ig o B o t c o v  (4.1). Finally, if the law is a fabrication. I 

find it curious that D. does not take issue in his eighteenth or nineteenth speech. To be 

sure we do not have D.'s reply on this occasion: but he challenges Aeschin. on other 

statements made in this speech (see on 25.9) and twice mentions the herald's cry in de 

Corona. See further Lane Fox 1994 148-9 and Hansen 1987 171 n. 581.

Lane Fox notes how this passage contributes to the ethos of the speaker ("did it 

suit his pose.. .  to emphasize how the old (like himself) should have precedence?"). It 

may also have appealed to the judges, if they were mostly over fifty themselves: on the
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age of the judges see Hansen 1991 185-6. Note that in §49 Aeschin. tries to give the 

impression that he is older than Timarchus: beneath both passages lies an argument based 

on t o  eTko^: the young are more likely to be hubristic, while the old are more likely to be 

prudent. For this sentiment cf. §§ 11, 24,94, the famous words of Sophocles reported in 

PI. R. 329c (danevE oraT a (jevtoi a u ro  cnrecpuyov, cocmrEp Xuttgovtcc Tiva s a l  

ayp iov  Beottottiv cm oBpds), MacDowell 1976 and Carey 1989 94.

23.7 t o t ’ r)5r|] turn demum. "not till then, then only'YATG 2.121). The phrase appears 

only here in Aeschin., but frequently in the other orators: And. 1.9, D. 16.27, 18.193. 

21.55. [D.] 59.82, Is. 11.22, 33, Isoc. 21.25. 23.9, Lys. 1.19, 12.66, 25.22.

23.8 ots e^eotiv] Probably quoting a legal formula: the same phrase appears §32. D.

21.47. 24.63, 105, [D.J 59.16, 52. "For whom it is possible" means "for those who are 

not atimoi" (cf. Z 1, 32, 71). See note on §1.5 and Hansen 1976 61 with n. 4.

24.4 ToXpa] Elsewhere in Aeschin. the word is pejorative, used to characterize the 

speech of his opponents as impudent or rash (2.11, 106, 3.121, 152). This is its usual 

connotation in the orators (e.g.. D. 32.3, Is. 6.46), but rarely, as here and in Isoc. 11.92. it 

is neutral ("esprit d'initiative” Martin and de Bude: cf. Garvie on A. Ch. 1029). The sense 

is that older men are less willing to assert themselves and so require a greater incentive to 

speak.

25.2-3 o rTepiKXfjg tcai o ©EmaTotcXfjs teal o ’AptarEi'Srisl The topic shifts from 

"orderliness in procedure" to "proper deportment on the bema." The exemplars are 

statesmen of the fifth century. Pericles’ austere demeanor, both in private life and as a 

speaker, was noted throughout antiquity (e.g., by Plut. Per. 5). Less is said about
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Aristeides and Themistocles, although both were considered excellent speakers (e.g., by 

[Lys.] 2.42, D. 3.21).

Only here in the orators do we find Pericles, Themistocles and Aristeides cited 

together: Pericles and Aristeides are hardly mentioned at all (D. 3.21. Isoc. 15.234). For 

similar comparisons ("how unlike") of an opponent to Pericles, Aristeides or 

Themistocles, see 2.23, 3.181. 257-9, [D.] 26.6, Isoc. 8.75, Lys. 30.28.

25.9 -rf)v ZoAcovos Eiicova] Neither this bronze (D. Chr. 37.7) nor the one in the 

Athenian agora survive (Ael. VH 8.16, [D.] 26.23. Paus. 1.16.1). In fact we have only 

two portraits of Solon, both late and so unreliable. For these and other possible 

likenesses see Richter 1965 i.83-6 with plates 326-32. The scholiast on our passage (1. 

25, 62) says that the Salaminian statue does not support Aeschin.'s argument, since it 

depicted Solon delivering tcc EXEyEia (perhaps the poem he used to convince the 

Athenians to take Salamis from the Megarians: Plut. Sol. 8-10, Paus. 1.40.5. AP 14.1). 

Moreover. D. points out that since it was set up after the Persian Wars its sculptor could 

know nothing of Solon's demeanor (19.251: cf. D.L. 1.62).

25.11 ev tos t t |v  x £ipa  ex^v] Keeping the hands inside one's cloak was considered a 

sign of EUKoapia even in Roman times (Aristid. 2.538 Dindorf, of Solon: Plut. Mor. 

800c, of Pericles: Phoc. 4.3.3, of Phocion: Sen. Con. 5.6, Cic. Cael. 11 and cf. Quint.

Inst. 12.10.21). It was considered the mark of a well-behaved boy as well (X. Lac. 3.4). 

and we find images of youth taking this pose in Greek art, e.g., on the northern Parthenon 

frieze: see the discussion in K. Polaschek Untersuchungen zu griechischen Mantelstatuen 

1969 17ff. and further references in Zanker 1995 49 n.12. It is also found in 

representations of public speakers in the early fifth century, and in the statues of 

Sophocles and Aeschines erected in the second half of the fourth century (Zanker 1995 

43-8).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



116

Aeschin. makes it clear that the pose is old-fashioned and no longer in use among 

public speakers (11. 4-5). Later rhetorical theory would advocate a certain freedom in 

gesture (ad Her. 3.15, Cic. de Orat. 2.59.242), even faulting those who assumed the old 

manner (Suda e 302). But for Aeschin.. this aicoavua of Timarchus is a visible sign of 

his immorality, of his unsuitability to represent or even address the people. Likewise by 

adopting the pose (D. 19.252) Aeschin. demonstrates his own rectitude. See further 

Zanker 1995 43-50. Disparaging an opponent's delivery may have been a topos: cf. the 

portraits of Cleon (Plut. Me. 8, Z 1, 25, 62, AP 28.3 with Rhodes ad loc. and see Connor 

1971 132-4) and D.'s descriptions of Aeschin. (e.g., 18.129, 19.23, 252). His remarks 

have contributed to the view that Aeschin.'s delivery was pompous and frigid: see 

Kindstrand 1982 17-22.

D. turns this argument ("how unlike Solon") against Aeschin. in his speech On the 

Misconducted Embassy (19.251-6): O u Xeyeiv eiaco ttiv  x ê P £XOVT • Aiaxivr). Seu 

ou. aAAa TrpeCT(3euetv elcrco ttjv x^P* £XOVTa-

26.4 ou TraAai. aAAa rrpcbriv] KG gives this as an example of parallelismus 

antitheticus which it defines as the doubling of an important point which is expressed 

once in positive and once in negative terms (2.586).

26.7 (38eAupias] The image of Timarchus'wasted form, revealed by the drape of his 

cloak, is a highly theatrical one: cf. Heracles' revelation of his burned body S. Tr. 1076- 

80. Physical appearance or demeanor can be adduced as a sign of character, typically to 

the opponent's detriment: D. 19.314, 37.52, 55, 45.77 and note on §25.11.

For the meaning of (38eAup(a see note on §31.3.

27.2 ou$ ou SeT] "In relative clauses joined by icat and standing in an indirect question, 

pf) must be used when the verb is to be supplied with the second clause; but when the
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verb is repeated, either nr) or ou, if the antecedent is definite, may be used" (Smyth 

2676d: KG 2.192 says nothing about the definite antecedent).

27.3 eorpaTriyriKOTcov] Davies notes that in the classical period "the military offices 

were to a considerable extent filled by what was de facto a hereditary caste, and . . .  the 

correlation between the caste and the propertied class always remained high" (1984 124). 

He compares And. 1.146, X. HG 6.3.4 and D. 34.50. Cf. also Eup. FI 17: aXX’ fjaav

flUlV TT) TToXei UpCOTOV (UEV Ol OTpcnT]yOl/EK TCOV (JEyiOTCOV OIKICOV. TrXoUTCO

yEVEi te upcoToi. Aeschines' brother Philochares, who served as general in 345/4. 344/3 

and 343/2. is a notable exception, and Demosthenes’ dismissive criticism of him is telling: 

tea! ou5e|iia$ tcaidas r a u r a . aXX’ ouSe crrpaTriyias y ’ a £ ia  (19.237). On the status 

of Aeschin.'s family see Introduction I.

28.1 out? GpETo] The verbs rprinu otouai. vom'^co. and a£icb may attract a negative 

which logically belongs to the dependent infinitive (KG 2.180). Smyth calls this usage the 

"adherescent ou" (2691-2), while KG considers it "eine ahnliche Litotes." Cf. §126. 

2.123, 128,3.72, 242.

28.2 SoKinccoi'a] The procedure under which the case is being tried: see Introduction 

IV. The law is believed by some to be cited here verbatim (LA i.80 n.l, Koch RE 5.1 

1274, GH 20, Lane Fox 1994 149). Aeschin. places the SoKipaaia prjTopcov in the 

penultimate, climactic position within his list of laws. He "dramatizes" it through the 

figure of hypophora, a dialogue with oneself or with an imaginary other (ad Her. 4.23-4: 

cf. e.g. §154).

28.3 rov  TtcxTEpa TUTTTcov ] The rhetor who maltreated his father or mother was liable 

to be summoned for scrutiny. The provision is found also in the scrutiny of candidates
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for the nine archons (AP 55.3, Din. 2.17, D. 57.70, X. Menu 2.2.13). We may compare 

the yovecov KaKcbaEcos ypa<pf|, to which a man who abused his parents or grandparents 

was liable (AP 56.6, [D.] 10.40, Is. 8.32, Lys. 13.91 and cf. PI. Lg. 930e3-932d8). 

Offenses included physical abuse as well as the failure to provide them with food, shelter 

and proper burial and failure to tend their grave (§ 13, D. 24.103-7, Lys. 13.91 and cf. Ar. 

Av. 757). The penalty was crnpua (And. 1.74), which in this case prevented a man, at the 

very least, from entering the agora (D. 24.63), but at D. 24.105 we find a different 

procedure: the suspect is held in prison until trial: the judges assess the penalty, which 

might be a fine. We hear of some exceptions: the son who had been prostituted by his 

father (§28), the son whose father had not taught him a trade (if this is what Plut. means 

by 8 i8a£ccnEvov texv t|v : see Schmitter 1975) and children bom from hetairai (Plut. Sal. 

22). See further AR 1.354-5, LA i.77-8. LCA 92, Lacey 1968 116-7, Rhodes 1993 629-30 

and Amaoutoglou 1998 100-1.

Respect for parents was a fundamental principle of Athenian morality (GPM 273- 

8). This may partly explain why the yovecov kcckcjoecj  ̂y p aq>r) was attributed to 

Solon (D. 24.103, D.L. 1.55: cf. Worthington on Din. 2.8). It may also explain why the 

prosecutor of this ypacprj was exempt from the usual penalties if he lost (AP 56.5) and 

why there was no time limit placed on the litigants (aveu v8crros Harp. s.v. KaxcbaEcos: 

see note on §109.4-5). It is a common accusation in the orators (e.g.. D. 24.103.25.65. 

Din. 2.8). See Rubinstein 1993 64-6.

Does Aeschin. quote the law verbatim? We may compare the phrasing of the 

question in our three sources for the scrutiny of archons: si yoveas eu ttoieT (AP 55.3.

D. 57.70, Din. 2.17). Aeschin., or the law, mentions only mother and father, while 

yovEis would also include grandparents (Is. 1.39 with Wyse ad lac.). Secondly Aeschin. 

spells out the terms euphemistically summarized in etf ttoieT, with the most shocking 

violation, physical abuse of one's parents, cited first. Certainly these differences may
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arise from the fact that we are considering different procedures: but the possibility 

remains that Aeschin. presents the law in a provocative manner.

29.2-6 f| Tag orpaTEias] A rhetor who failed to serve or who threw down his weapons 

was liable to be summoned for scrutiny. Any Athenian who did not fulfill his military 

duty could be punished under the law described in Lys. 14.5-7 (cf. 3.175-6. And. 1.74). 

The procedure was a ypacpfi, the penalty dxitiia  (2.148, 3.175-6, And. 1.74, D. 21.103. 

[D.] 59.27). It named at least three derelictions: doxpaxE ia (failure to serve when 

called). XmoTa^iov (leaving one's post). 8eiA(a (cowardice). There is considerable 

overlap among the offenses: as MacDowell notes, "since they all came under a single law 

and all incurred the same penalty, there was no need to make clear distinctions between 

them" (1962 111: cf. Carey 1989 143-4). We do not know if Amovauxiov (desertion of 

a ship. Poll. 8.42-3) or avaupdxiov (failure to bring a ship into battle, And. 1.74) were 

also punished under this law. See AR 1.462-8, LA ii.32, SAL 106 and 183.

Is this a verbatim quotation of the law? A candidates for one of the nine 

archonships was asked xa$ oxpaxEias si saxpaxE uxai (AP 55.3): if AP is quoting 

verbatim, Dinarchus shows us that an orator need not (ei x d s  oxpaxsias  uttep xfjs 

ttoAecos EaxpaxEuxai 5.17). Neither Dinarchus nor AP mentions the provision xf|v 

dcrrnSa dTro(3aAETv, but this act, if proven, would likely prevent a man from serving as 

an archon or in our case from speaking as a rhetor. Accusing a man of throwing away his 

shield was a serious charge (Lys. 10.1. And. 1.74): Hansen believes it was the subject of a 

separate ypacpri (JHS 100 (1980) 89 n. 2, but it is more likely one of several provisions 

in the law cited above, following MacDowell). Since it was also comic shorthand for 

"coward” (cf. MacDowell 1962 112) perhaps Aeschin. chose to cite this clause as a more 

memorable way of presenting the law's prohibitions.
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29.5 av0pcofTE] Aeschin. retorts to his imaginary interlocutor. Dickey shows that 

av0pcouE is not "inherently derogatory" but "a general term for vague, imaginary, or 

unspecified addressees," and at times "an expression of amazement and surprise at the 

conduct of the addressee" (1996 150-4). It is fairly common in comedy but rare in 

oratory (here in Aeschin., five times in D., once in Lys.). D. uses it as Aeschin. does here 

in passages of hypophora, to which it may add liveliness (e.g. 19.94).

29.6-7 f| TTETTopveunevos. . . f| rixaipr|Kcbs ] The rhetor who had been remunerated for 

sex was liable to be summoned for scrutiny. The distinction, according to Aeschin.. 

between uopvog and firaipriKcbs was that the uopvos had many partners, the 

flxaipriKcbs one or few (§§51-2; cf. 2  1, 29. 67 and I, 52, 117). It is therefore analagous 

to the distinction between the female prostitute (uopvri) and courtesan (Exa(pa): see GH

20- 2.

Why would the law make such a distinction? It punished remuneration, not 

promiscuity (Halperin 1990 94-5, Winkler 1989). Perhaps the distinction is made by 

Aeschin. for rhetorical reasons. Since Timarchus’ alleged prostitution occurred long ago. 

and since Aeschin. had no proof that Timarchus was a prostitute, i.e.. that he had paid the 

prostitute-tax or had been contracted for sexual services, it was necessary to construe his 

relations with other men in the worst possible manner (see on §§ 117-176). The 

associations of the word uopvos allowed him to do this easily. In §§51-2 he states 

explicitly that the uopvos was considered more reprehensible than the f|xaipr|Kcbs. It is 

also clear from his use of u opvos that the word had more emotive power (§§52. 70. 123. 

130, 137, 159, 189). Therefore he uses UEUopveOa0ai, never fixaipnKEvai, to 

summarize this provision of the law (§§79, 94, 119, 154; cf. 2.144, D. 19.200, 233, 287).

30.2 KccxE5r)8oKGbs ] The rhetor who dissipated his inheritance was liable to be 

summoned for scrutiny. The disability is given various explanations: a man who cannot
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manage his own household cannot manage the city (11.3-4); a man in need of money is 

more likely to accept bribes (Isoc. 21.140). In addition Athens depended significantly on 

the material contributions of its wealthiest citizens, and therefore had an interest in seeing 

that property was maintained. Aeschin. will emphasize Timarchus' luxury in the 

diegesis; see note on §42.5

Can this metaphor be the actual statement of the law? It seems colloquial; we find 

it in Homer (Od. 3.315), and the phrase r a  traTpcpa KctTESriSoKEvai appears often in 

comedy (Anaxandr. F45, Anaxipp. Fl.31-2, Antiph. F239, Men. F287, 303). In classical 

prose it is found, to my knowledge, only here and at D. 38.27, although the use of verbs 

compounded with Korrd is common in this context ( k o t t i p i o t t i k e v c x i  Antipho Soph.

F73, KaTaKu(3Euaai §95, Lys. 14.27, KaTamvEiv §96 KaTaTTETTai8Epaarr]KEvai Is.

10.25. KCTGc(3E{3pGOKEvai Hyp. F249). It is clearly a phrase Aeschin. wants the judges to 

remember (§§31, 42, 94, 96, 106, 154. 195).

30.3 o ito iaavTa ] Aeschin. sometimes uses the verb oikeiv "inhabit" in the sense 

"manage" (§73: see LSJ II and cf. Z 1, 30, 68), a sense more commonly expressed by the 

compounded form Sioucetv (§§4, 153).

31.1 kccAoO teal ay aS o u ] Cf. §§41, 69, 134. "Handsome" and "morally upstanding." 

but the phrase usually designates a status-group, "gentleman." The kalos kagathos was 

distinguished partly by his descent, partly by his way of life: well-born, wealthy, 

educated, at leisure to frequent the gymnasium and attend the symposium, and active in 

political life. On the phrase see Bourriot 1995 and GPM 41-5.

31.1-2 tcav ttccvu kcckgos kcxi ccttAcos] See on §178.
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3 1 3  f38eAupou] "Disgusting, loathsome" (LSJ); "expresses violent adverse reaction" 

(Dover on Ran. 465). The adjective and its nominal form (SSsAupia appear frequently in 

the orators and in comedy. They are particularly prominent in Aeschin.'s lexicon of 

abuse (§§26, 31,41, 46. 54, 60, 70, 88, 95, 105, 107, 189, 192): as evaluative terms, they 

are useful in shaping the judges' response to the alleged sexual activity of Timarchus. 

Outside the first oradon, (BSeAupos and (38eAupi'a rarely have this connotation, even in 

Ar. (Ec. 1043. D. 19.309 and 287, in a response to our speech); thus we may view 

sceptically the scholiast on Ar. Nub. 446, who thinks the word is a synonym for "male 

prostitute." The words are often used to characterize the u(3piarai, for example. Meidias 

(D.21.2. 98, 107, 124, 143, 151, 197) Androtion (D.22.52, 59, 66) and Diodes (Is. 8.42). 

Other acts labeled pBeXupi'a by the orators include indecorum in the Assembly (§26). 

assault (D.25.60, 54.22), lying ([D.] 35.32). sycophancy (D.36.58), illegal entry (D.22.52. 

[D.] 47.81), and attempts to circumvent justice (D.21.124. And.1.122). Cf. note on §42.7.

33.4 ccTTOKXripoOv <puAf]v t)tis TtpoeBpEuaei] One tribe, probably not the prytanes 

(3.4. D. 25.90), was allotted to "preside" in the Assembly. Hansen takes TtpoeSpEuaei 

literally to mean that they sat as a group in the front of the auditorium near the benw 

(1983 28-32, 1989 160-2). Stanton and Bicknell argue for the metaphoric sense of 

TTpoeSpeuaEi: "being in charge of the meeting and keeping order" (1987 64). But as 

Hansen notes, they reject too easily the well-attested custom of TrpoESpia, a privilege 

which granted seats in the front of the theater, stadium or auditorium (1989 57 n.21). 

Furthermore, their interpretation ("the presiding tribe should be in the centre, along the 

axis of the auditorium") contradicts Aeschin.'s citation of the law, in which eiti t o  (3f)pa 

should mean "at the bema." In support of his own hypothesis, Hansen concludes from the 

archeological evidence (Thompson 1982) that a fence marked off seats in the front of the 

auditorium for the allotted tribe.
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The purpose of this law and its practical application are not entirely clear (cf.

Ober 1989 110 n.17). Aeschin. and D. imply that the tribesmen were supposed to control 

unruly speakers (3.4, D. 25.90). The law may also have been intended to prevent 

hecklers from gathering at the bema. their preferred location (e.g.. [D.] 59.43. Isoc. 20.81. 

PI. R. 564dl0-el: cf. Hansen 1991 137,146-7 and Martin and de Bude 31 "forces de 

police"). The presiding tribe would have been able to accomplish both if they did in fact 

sit in front. It is hard to imagine how they controlled speakers: if §35 is in fact based on a 

genuine law, why would the entire tribe be needed to register fines? Yet control was 

clearly part of their duty, since Aeschin. and D. complain that they failed to enforce it 

(3.4. D. 25.9,90).

We need not accept the claim that Timarchus' behavior was responsible for the 

law (34.7-10), and the scholiast explicitly denies it ("the law was older" 1, 33. 74). The 

allegations—Timarchus' aicoapia and his attack on this law--were apparently current 

events, giving Aeschin. concrete examples with which to illustrate the threat Timarchus 

posed to law and order.

34.9 pf] ETriTfiSeiov Eivai] See H.J. Wolff Sitzungberichte der Heidelberger Akadamit 

1970 (2) 37-44 and Hansen 1974 44-8, from whom I take the translation "contrary to the 

interests of the state." The ypacpri vopov pri e-nrrriSeiov eivai (OeTvcxi AP 59.2) was 

directed against the proposer of an illegal or inexpedient law, while the ypa<pn 

Trapavopcov was directed against the proposer of an illegal or inexpedient decree. 

Hansen finds only six uses of the former in literary sources (our passage, two examples in 

D. 19.138, D. 20.24 and Lys. F86-7). If the law on tribal presidency was in fact indicted, 

the suit was unsuccessful, as the law still stood in 330 (3.4: cf. D. 25.90).

35 Nopot] This document does not contain the provisions discussed in §§23-33. 

Harrison considers it a forgery but adds "the reconstruction may be based on a genuine
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law" (LA ii.4 n.2, Rhodes 1985 146, LCA 235; cf. Martin and de Bude 31-2); some accept 

the infractions listed in 11. 1-6 as genuine (e.g., Stockton 1990 76). We know that 

speakers were often heckled or interrupted (see above), so it is not unreasonable to 

assume legislation designed to prevent this. The clause prohibiting verbal or physical 

abuse of the epistates also has a ring of truth (cf. D. 21.32 for a similar law concerning 

the thesmothetae and note on §19.2 ars<pavri<p6p o s ).

However there are a number of problems with 11.9-15. Drerup noted that the 

inconsistencies there can be resolved only through the deletion of ev rep (BouAeurnptcp 

(since otherwise the phrases eig Tqv (BouArp/ and eis rriv Trpcbxriv EtctcAriaiav ev tco  

PouXeuttipico would be synonymous) and tgov PouAeutcov (necessitated by the 

deletion of ev tco fBouAEurripicp). Drerup also believes that the Assembly would not 

concern itself with trials for such minor matters nor would the Council vote in secret 

ballot on them (1898 307-8). We may add to Drerup's objections that here, as in § 12 and 

§16, are found the late imperative forms KupisuETcoaav (7), eicxpepeTcoaav (10). 

KpivaTcoaav (12) and EyypavpdTcoaav (13).

35.9 TrpdtcTopaiv] In most public suits, if the defendant was penalized with a line, all 

the money went to the public treasury. The "collectors" were a decemviral board 

responsible collecting these fines (cf. Antipho 6.49). Once a fine had been levied, the 

presiding magistrate notified the collectors of the fact ([D.] 43.71). They registered 

debtors who did not pay in a register located on the Acropolis (And. 1.77-9. [D.] 58.19- 

20). See SAL 144-5. The scholiast on Pi. O. 3.7 says the word derives from updTrco in 

the sense "to demand" (trpdaaco  y a p  ariuaivEi s a i  t o  d u a irc o . e£ ou icai

TTpdtCTGOp).

36 The section ends as it began (§6) with the theme of eunomia.
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Diegesis (§§37-115). See Introduction V.

37.4-7 Sdonai 8 ’ upcov] The scholiast identifies this as the figure TTpoSiopGcoais, used 

"when the speaker is about to say something toward which the audience is ill-disposed” 

(1, 37, 79). It heightens both the judges' antagonism toward Timarchus and their 

curiosity about what will be said. Cf. §76. 2.88 and the note on §2.2.

39.4 tcc etti rcov TptctKovTa teal Ta Ttpo EukAeiSou] The rule of the "Thirty 

Tyrants," as they were later called, was established in Athens following its defeat in the 

Peloponnesian War 404/3. The time is remembered in the orators and historians as one 

of the darkest in Athenian history (e.g., 3.235, And. 1.94, D. 22.52, 24.57, Isoc. 18.67).

In the following year the forces of the Thirty were defeated at Phyle and Munychia.

Their most notorious member. Critias. was killed at Munychia: see note on §173.2. 

Aeschin. says that his father was among the victorious democrats but this may not be 

true, since he describes his father's adventures in exile—a sojoum in Corinth, mercenary 

service in Asia, and subsequent return to Attica in support of the democrats—as taking 

place within a few months (2.78. 147. and see Harris 1995 22-3: Tritlel996 is more 

inclined to accept Aeschines' version.

The intervention of Pausanias paved the way for a reconciliation between the 

warring factions, and the democracy was restored in 403/2, the archonship of Eucleides 

(AP 39.1, D.S. 14.12.1: Develin 1989 199). A general amnesty was declared: there 

could be no prosecution for offenses committed before the archonship of Eucleides. and 

every citizen swore an oath to bear no grudge. Verdicts rendered by the Thirty were 

annulled and their laws superseded. The amnesty was extended to all: in the case of the 

Thirty, the Ten, the Piraeus Ten, and the Eleven, it was granted only if they were willing 

to render an accounting.
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Popular hatred of the Thirty continued to be exploited even in the middle of the 

fourth century, and in oratory they are often presented as examples of lawlessness (e.g..

D. 20.11, 22.52). Aeschin. uses them as an exemplum at 2.77 and 3.235. On the Thirty 

and the events of this period see X. HG. 2.3-4, AP 34-41.1, Lys. 12 and 13, D.S. 14.3-6. 

32-3. I  1. 39, 82; also Hignett 1952 285-98, Rhodes 1993 415-82 and Krentz 1982.

The analogy which Aeschin. makes is somewhat obscure. First, does tcx etti 

tcov TpiciKOVTa refer to the laws of the Thirty, which were annulled and thus dicupa. or 

to the acts of the Thirty, which were forgiven by the amnesty? Second, does the phrase 

tcx etti tcov TpiaKovTct s a l  tcc Trpo E u k A eiS ou  refer to one or to two different 

measures? As for the first question, the scholia give both answers (1, 39, 82). However 

since Aeschin. sums up the phrase with the word Trpo0Eapia, "statute of limitations." it is 

more easily understood as referring to the acts of the Thirty; a man could not be 

prosecuted for crimes committed before 403/2. Thus Aeschin. uses the amnesty as an 

exemplum: his magnanimity in passing over Timarchus’ alleged misdeeds is as generous 

as the amnesty granted by the restored democrats, while Timarchus in tum is as wicked as 

the Thirty.

Is tcx Trpo E u k A eiS o u  then simply a pleonastic reiteration of tcc etti tcov 

TpiccKOVTcc? The scholiast who wrote on these words (1, 39, 83) thinks not. In 451/0 

Pericles moved a law which reserved Athenian citizenship for the child of citizen parents. 

This law apparently fell into disuse in the later fifth century but was revived after the 

restoration of the democracy. The status of the parents of those bom before 403/2 would 

not be scrutinized, but all bom thereafter had to have two citizen parents (D. 57.30, Is.

6.47, 8.43). Therefore according to the scholiast we have a second exemplum:

"Timarchus is like those Athenians who hold citizenship by special dispensation." Yet if 

Aeschin. is referring to this measure it seems more likely that he, like the scholiast, would 

use the phrase t o u $ Trpo E ukAeiS o u . Secondly, the phrase is used again by Lucian, a 

reader of Aeschin. (Apol. 6-7), as a joke in his dialogue Cataplus (5). and the scholiast on
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this passage understands it to refer to the amnesty (cf. Z Ar. P i 1146, which similarly 

employs the phrase: vpriquapa e0evto pf] aAAf|Aoi$ pvriaiKaKElv kcci tcx trpo 

EukAeiSou a K u p a  Eivai). So perhaps it is best if we take the phrase as another example 

of pleonasm.

The evidence for the renewal of Pericles' law presents some difficulty. Ath. 

reports a law of Aristophon (perhaps of Azenia: see note on §64.2) passed in the 

archonship of Eucleides stating that "whoever is not bom of a citizen mother is a bastard" 

(13.38.13= FGH 4.358). But the scholiast on our passage says that Nicomenes (PA 

10968) moved a decree which granted citizenship to the child whose parents were 

citizens. Are the nomos of Aristophon and the psephima of Nicomenes to be considered 

identical (cf. LCA 66). distinct (see references in Scafuro 1994 182 n.5), or is the latter an 

amendment of the former (LA i.26 n. 1)? Given the current state of the evidence, which 

consists entirely of these two notices, I follow Wyse: "it is idle to pretend to fix [their] 

exact relation" (1904 623-4). For Pericles' citizenship law see Stadter 1989 333-5.

40.2 E K d 0 r y r o .. .  e t t i  t o u  E u 0 u 5 i'k o u  iciT pE i'ou] LSJ K d 0 r |q a i  5 cites our passage for 

the meaning "to be employed in," but the phrase more likely means ’’he frequented, 

passed time": cf. §41.7 r a s  5 i a r p i ( 3 a s  e t t o i e i t o  Tipapxos o u r o a l  e t t i  t o u  ia T p s i 'o u  

and Ael. VH 3.7, a description of idlers at another ia T p E io v :  K a 0 E £ o q E v o u $  e v  iaT pE i'cp  

vpoyspous Kai kokgos ayopeuEiv ek  rravTOs TpoTrou SivpcovTas.

The phrase Ka0fjo0ai or Ka0E^EO0ai ett’ oifcrinaTos is a euphemism for "to 

work in a brothel" (§§74, 120. 123, Athen. 13.569d, Din. 1.23, Hdt. 2.121, 126. PI.

Charm. 163b and cf. [D.] 59.67, Is. 6.19). The force of etti with the genitive here is local 

("beside, by”: KG 1.495-6, LSJ A.I. 1) and refers to the prostitute’s customary position in 

front of the brothel: cf. Din. 1.13 th v  ’OAuv0(av Trai5(aKr)v EorriaEv ett’ oitcrmcnros. 

Ruijgh attributes this usage of etti to the partitive force of the genitive (1993 136). For 

oiKtipa meaning "brothel" see note on §74.3.
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40.2 Eu0u5(kou] The doctor Euthydicus (PA 5551) is mentioned by name probably 

because he was well-known (Humphreys 1985 327). He appears again at [D.] 40.33 

where his testimony to the Areopagus is said to have freed the speaker Mantitheus. 

Aeschin. does not call for his deposition.

40.8 cbsccpcx] This combination of particles "commonly introduces a statement made 

by another person, which the speaker himself does not believe" (MacDowell on Antipho 

1.4). Cf. 3.13.54, 60, 137.

41.1 M ioyoAas] Misgolas (PA 10225) is the same age as Aeschin. and therefore 

roughly the same age as Timarchus. although Aeschin. misrepresents this detail: see note 

on §49.8. His status is denoted by the patronymic and demotic and the phrase kccAos 

K aya0os, used ironically here as at §69. It is important to Aeschin.'s strategy that he 

establish Misgolas’ character: his wealth, his remarkably intense desire for young men 

and his luxurious lifestyle all make him a likely patron for Timarchus. who in turn 

submits to Misgolas because of his own addiction to expensive pleasure. See also Amott 

1996 63 and Bourriot 1995 440-1.

Beyond this speech we know two other details about Misgolas: around the lime 

of the trial he represented his tribe on a board which made a dedication to Artemis (IGU-  

2825: see M.N. Tod ABSA 8 (1901/2) 211-4) and when he was approximately sixty, he 

and his brother together manumitted some slaves (IG II- 1554B: see D. Lewis, Hesperia 

28 (1959) 233). Humphreys suggests that he was still unmarried at the time, claiming 

that "it was unusual for brothers to keep property undivided unless one was childless"

(1985 337). She gives no evidence to support this statement.
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41.1 sari] Aeschin. assumes that the judges do not know Misgolas (§41.6,49). Yet he 

is ridiculed cos ecmouSaKOTa Trepl Ki0apcp5ous Kai K i0ap iaras cbpaious in several 

comedies (Alex. F3, Timocl. F30, Antiph. F26). Although the date of these comedies is 

uncertain, the fact that Alex, and Antiph. make fun of his predilection for lyre-players 

suggests that he became notorious as a result of the trial (cf. GH 73-5).

tis (the reading of £  D) should be restored: cf. the introductory formula eori tis 

§62 and 3.162. On this formula see Amott 1996 100.

41.4 Ki0apcp5ous Kai KiOapicrrds] I have transliterated these terms as they have no 

close equivalents in modem Anglo-American culture. The Ki0apcpSos sings while 

accompanying himself on the Ki0apa, while the Ki0apiarris plays but does not sing (Z 

1,41, 89a-b. Ammon. F271). Another definition, or perhaps a supplementary one. is 

offered by Aristoxenus: the Ki0apiarf|s plays the Ki'0apig (A upa). the Ki0apcp5o$ plays 

the Ki0apa (F102). Aristoxenus may be using Ki0apiarf|s in the sense "teacher of music 

and lyric poetry" (see note on §9.1), since the Ki0apa was not used for instruction (Arist. 

Pol. 134la l8-21; cf. West 1992 54-5, 57). See further "citharist” and "citharodes” in the 

index of West 1992.

41.7 apyupiov t i  TrpoavaXcbaag] According to Aeschin. the defense will argue that 

hetairesis is defined by its contractual nature and demand that he produce a contract as 

proof of Timarchus’ guilt (§160ff.). Carey assumes Aeschin. refers to a contract here 

(1989 102-3), but that is not evident from the text. However Aeschin. does state 

explicitly here that the relationship was mercenary. See further note on § 160.
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41.9 aveorriaEv] This word can denote the relation of patron and prostitute (D. 18. 129: 

cf. Z 1, 41,90); so too avaAapfSdvco (§§43, 53, 54, 57, 58; cf. Alexis F98 and Z 1,43. 

96).

41.10 Trctoxsiv] For this use of Traoxco cf. §§46 and 73.

42.5 oipcxpayi’a ]  Davidson 1993 62 n. 74 demonstrates that ovpov refers not to generic 

"delicacies" (Adams) but to fish, most kinds of which were luxury items in Athens. In 

this article Davidson examines the references to ovpo9 a y ia  in comedy and uses them to 

"illuminate the plausibility of Aeschin.'s arguments" in §§42, 65 and 95. The 

consumption of fish is treated by the comedians as conspicuous consumption, a marker of 

the difference between rich and poor (cf. e.g. D. 19.229). Further, it is described as an 

uncontrollable lust which may lead to ruin and, consequently, to a life of crime. 

Timarchus' gourmandise, along with his appetites for sex and gambling, characterize him 

as a man devoted not to the body of citizens but to his own body: he is a potential tyrant, 

a threat to the demos.

Such slanderous allegations are frequently made in oratory and comedy (cf. 

Harding 1994b), and are often linked with hybris and tyranny; for examples see GPM 

175-80 and the notes on §§42.6 and 65.2. This passage provides the motive for the 

second charge (Timarchus' expensive tastes led him to squander his patrimony §§95-6). 

and is indeed fundamental to the prosecution's case. Winkler well summarizes the 

argument: "Obsessive indulgence in the wild life will obviously lead one to other 

fundamental crimes of the gravest sort.. .  since addicts and maniacs will violate any 

fundamental rule that we reasonable people observe" (Winkler 1989 57).

42.6 auXriTpiai Kai exai'pais] Other accusations based on Timarchus’ sexual relations 

with women are made §§75,107 and 115. They remind us that Aeschin. condemns his
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opponent’s lack of self-control, and not strictly speaking the gender of his sexual partners. 

Cf. Lys. 14.25, where Carey notes "the combination of passive homosexuality.. .  and 

active heterosexuality.. .  would not strike a Greek as strange” (1989 163-4).

42.6 ku(3oi$] Aeschin. discusses Timarchus' gambling at length §57-60, demonstrating 

his lack of self-restraint (cf. Lys. 16.11). Gamblers are censured for wasting time (§53. 

Isoc. 18.48, 19.287, X. Mem. 1.2.57, Oec. 1.20) and money (Lys. 14.27, X. Hell. 6.3.16). 

and their shady reputation made them a popular target of Middle Comedy; see Amott 

1996 347 and Hunter 1983 142. See also notes on §§53.7 and 59.3.

42.7 p iapos] A common term of abuse in comedy and oratory, e.g. §54, 3.79, 101. D. 

21.114. 25.32 and Din. 1.21: see Parker 1983 3-5 and Moulinier 1975 180-1 for 

discussion and full references. Although p iapos may have religious connotations 

("blood-stained, defiled"), Moulinier notes that "il perd souvent sa valeur etymologique et 

devient une vigoureuse insuite" (1975 180). The word is nearly synonymous with 

pSeXupos. i.e. behavior or character which is repellent, bestial or uncontrolled (Parker 

1983 4). Cf. note on §31.3.

42.8 ekAittcov pev tt\v uccrpcpav oitaav] Cf. §75, Lys. 14.25 with Carey ad loc. and 

D. 19.230, where he reproaches Phryno for sending his son to Philip while the boy was 

still a minor. Apparently Timarchus violated convention by leaving his father’s house to 

associate with a man who had no relation to it: cf. His aK oapia is emphasized 

rhetorically through the use of the priamel (11. 10-2).

43.3 Aiowaicov tcov ev ccotei TTopTtT|] This incident is the expansion of an 

accusation made in §40, that Timarchus was willing to have sex with foreigners. It is 

narrated in a prurient yet plausible manner: many foreigners came to Athens for the
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Dionysia (3.43, D. 21.74), and in Greek literature, processions are often the settings for 

seduction (e.g., Men. F588 K, Lys. 1.8). The very act of dining at an inn might be 

viewed with suspicion (Ath. 13.566F = Hyp. F138); perhaps certain ouvoudcxi in Athens 

were houses of prostitution (see note on §43.9).

The pompe of the City Dionysia took place on 10 Elaphebolion and opened the 

festival proper: offerings were brought to sacrifice in the precinct of Dionysus by men 

and women, young and old, accompanied by the phallophoroi. by the metics dressed in 

scarlet, and by the choregoi in splendid robes and crowns (Pickard-Cambridge 1968 57- 

66: C. Sourvinou-Inwood in Osbome and Homblower 1994 269-90). We do not know if 

Misgolas and Phaedrus participated as choregoi. Phaedrus did belong to the liturgical 

class (see following note), and Aeschin. refers to some sort of preparation, presumably of 

dress.

43.4 OaTSpos KaXAiou Z<pf|TTios] Phaedrus (PA 13964) was a member of "a wealthy 

and prominent Athenian family whose members were active in politics and held a number 

of different public offices throughout much of the fourth and third centuries" (T. L. Shear 

Kallias ofSphettos and the Revolt o f Athens in 286 B.C. 1978 9). He had been general in 

the year before the trial (IG II- 213.8). He is a witness for Aeschin.. though note that he 

and Timarchus are fellow demesmen, and that their wealth seems to have come for the 

most part from mining (Davies 1971 525).

This incident is one of the few for which Aeschin. provides testimony yet it in no 

way proves that Timarchus has been a prostitute. Why then did Aeschin. choose to 

present this witness? Clearly the testimony of Misgolas could be conclusive: but it seems 

that he would not testify that he hired Timarchus, and moreover Aeschin. was uncertain 

that he would attest even a less explicit deposition. On the other hand the support of 

Phaedrus must have been certain; and so Aeschin. offers his testimony first, ensuring that 

at least some of the narrative was substantiated. In addition, he calls as his first witness a
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man whose authority perhaps lent greater credence to the whole argument of this section. 

On the artful placement of artless proofs, see Carey 1994b 103-6: on the use of 

prestigious witnesses see Humphreys 1985 335-8.

43.9 auvouda] At § 124 Aeschin. defines auvouda as ottou hev y a p  ttoXXoi 

piaQcoadpEvoi ptav oner] at v SleXopevoi Eyouai. The "multiple-unit dwelling" could 

be used as an apartment-house (Hyp. F37) or inn (LSJ HI.1: [X.] Ath. 1.18). At Is. 6.19- 

21 the prostitute Alke resides in one auvouda and is agent for another: these may have 

been houses of prostitution (see Wyse ad loc.). The auvouda was apparently an 

attractive investment: it appears in several property lists (D. 29.3. 36.6, 34, 38.7. 45.28.

Is. 2.27, 5.27, Ath. 12.542ff.: see Davies 1984 51-2). On the definition of auvouda see 

Pritchett 1956 268 and cf. note on §74.3.

43.10-11 keXeuovtcov] Martin and de Bude ad loc. suggest, with reservations, that 

Misgolas and Phaedrus threaten Timarchus' companions with dTraycoyf) ("leading 

away,” i.e., summary arrest). This procedure was used against three kinds of offenders. 

KaKoOpyoi ("wrong-doers," especially thieves), murderers and aTipoi (LA ii.226-9. 

Hansen 1976): in no ancient source do we find those accused of "corrupting a free youth" 

(1. 13) subject to it. Therefore the hypothesis of Martin and de Bude cannot be 

confirmed. Since accused £evoi would have little incentive to remain in Athens until 

trial, it seems to have been customary to imprison or to demand sureties from them at the 

scene (LCA 76 with n. 137: cf. GH 34). For references to £evoi in prison see e.g. 3.223. 

D. 18.137, 22.68 and 25.60-1. Atraycoyfi is used against £evoi in Antipho 5 and 

perhaps Lys. 13, but both are cases of murder (see SAL 330-1). On auaycoyf) see note 

on §§90-1.
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44 It becomes clear in the course of the speech that Aeschin. has constructed much of his 

narrative from anecdotes and rumors about Timarchus. He defends their use in part with 

the topos Ober calls "everyone knows" (1989 150): he claims that the judges, indeed the 

whole city, are aware of Timarchus' disreputable character and shameful behavior (§20. 

52, 65,73-93, 113, 125-31, 189). Arist. notes the orators' excessive use of this topos (Rh. 

l408a32-6). See further Ober 1989 148-51. GH 39-40 and on the use of gossip in the 

speech see §125.3.

Although the topos first appeared at §20, Aeschin. discusses it at length here, 

again because of the possibility that Misgolas would refuse to affirm his deposition. Thus 

he prefaces his introduction of Misgolas’ testimony by effectively turning the judges 

themselves into witnesses ("you all know .. ."). As a consequence of his reliance on 

gossip and the necessity of justifying its use, Aeschin. will continue to interrupt the 

narrative in order to anticipate the defense: see Introduction V.

45.2 yEypacpa qapTupiav] In the fifth century, it was possible for a witness to make 

his deposition orally in court (And. 1.69, cf. 112) or to answer questions put by the 

litigant who had called him (And. 1.14, cf. Ar. V. 962-6). But this procedure was 

changed by legislation (D. 45.44) in the first quarter of the fourth century: thereafter a 

"written statement of a witness's evidence, made out in advance, was read out to the court 

by the clerk" (LCA 242-3). In court the witness would then attest the deposition: the 

scholiast says that the witness, after confirming the document, wrote vat (iapxupco ( 1. 

45, 101). At times the testimony of a witness was recorded in his presence by a third 

party (e.g., D. 29.11), but for the most part the litigant himself composed the deposition 

(§§47, 67, D. 29.20,45.60,54.26, 57.14). Although the litigant seems to have had 

complete freedom in composing a deposition, in court the witness might choose not to 

attest it; this ability to refuse a deposition in theory acted as a check on overly 

imaginative litigants (see note on §§46-7). Cf. Carey 1994 97-8, Bonner 1905 46 and LA
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ii. 139. On the artful drafting of depositions see Carey 1994b 97-102. On the date of the 

change from oral to written testimony see E. Ruschenbusch Symposion 1982 34-5 and G. 

M. Calhoun TAP A 50 (1919) 177-93.

45.3 cittcuBeutov] In its entry for auaiSeuTog LSJ both improperly cites this passage 

and mistranslates the word ("clumsy"); "boorish, rude" is closer, and "lacking refinement” 

closer still. The point is clear: Aeschin., maintaining the circumspection of his ethos. 

will word the deposition so as not to give offense either to Misgolas or the judges. His 

magnanimity is not simply rhetorical: the concession was perhaps necessary in 

persuading Misgolas to testify (see note on §§46-7).

Words built on the stem -ttcxiSeu- are very common in this speech (§§132. 137. 

140, 142, 166, 173, 185: cf. Harris 1995 28 with n. 29). They help Aeschines define his 

ethos: the moral preceptor concerned with defining the proper education of youth (cf. 

3.246), and the kalos kagathos. the well-bred man of culture (often as opposed to his 

ctTrai'SeuToi opponents §§137. 166. 185; cf. 3.130).

45.6 ETTiCfmiov] Attic law apparently had no provision against self-incrimination (cf. 

§§72,98); in two instances (§ 115, [D.] 58.35) a witness testifies to committing acts 

which were punishable under the law (LA ii.138, though he wrongly cites D. 59.28: 

contra Bonner 1905 43), and likewise Aeschin. says that witnesses refuse to testify 

because they are afraid of being prosecuted for their testimony (e.g., §§87-8). Aeschin. 

claims that the deposition contains nothing which will leave Misgolas open to further 

prosecution. The claim is clearly prejudicial, as it implies that Misgolas could be 

prosecuted for his relationship with Timarchus, that is, for hiring Timarchus as a paid 

companion, possibly under the y p ay f] ETaipfjaecos- Yet given the apparent ubiquity of 

male prostitution in Athens, it seems that the patron of a citizen prostitute could be 

prosecuted only under certain circumstances; see on §72.3. Although the deposition has
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not been preserved (see note on §50.9), it probably stated that Timarchus had lived or 

spent time with Misgolas: cf. Z 1, 45, 100.

46-7 Aeschin. anticipates Misgolas' failure to testify. A potential witness could simply 

refuse to come to trial (Lycurg. 1.20): how did Attic law address this problem? The 

question is difficult to answer, as the evidence is spotty and highly colored by rhetoric. 

However it is certain that the law (K ara  to v  vopov [D.] 49.20, 59.29, Lycurg. 1.20) 

provided the litigant with some means to bring pressure on reluctant witnesses. Two of 

these means, the oath of disclaimer and kleteusis. are discussed below. For a possible 

third, the Sncri Xmo(iapTup{ou, see Todd 1990b 25. On the question in general see 

Carey 1995. Todd 1990b, Humphreys 1985, LCA 243-4. LA ii.139-44. and Bonner and 

Smith 1938 ii. 136-44.

(a) The oath of disclaimer (e^onvuoOai §47, AP 55.5, D. 19.176. 45.60, [D.| 

49.20, 57.59, [D.] 58.7. [D.] 59.28, Is. 9.18-9, Lycurg. 1.20: e^opvueiv D. 19.176. 29.20: 

E^ouvuvai D. 45.59). If a witness did not wish to attest the deposition offered by the 

litigant, he might instead swear an oath of disclaimer. The exact words of the oath are 

unknown. From the scholiast and lexicographers we gather that it allowed the witness to 

swear either that he was ignorant about the fact in question (ouk eiSevcci tcc a^ioupiEva 

Z 1, 45, 99; cf. Poll. 8.37. 55. Suda e 1797, Is. 9.19 and S. Ant. 535) or that he was not 

present when an event took place (Poll. 8.37). Since the litigant was responsible for 

drafting the deposition, he had the opportunity to misrepresent the truth, or at the very 

least to present facts or allegations in a prejudicial manner, as our passage shows (cf. §67 

and LA ii. 144). Therefore we would expect that the oath also allowed a witness to assert 

that "the facts were not as stated" (LCA 243). Yet our limited evidence does not allow this 

conclusion: the sources consistently state that the witness swore ut)

EiSEvai/ETti'araafiai. While this would seem to constrain the witness excessively.

Carey argues that
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the oath in practice allowed a witness to withhold support from a 
deposition which he knew (or claimed he knew) to contain misstatements. 
Hegesander in Aischin. 1 takes the oath (§67-9) to reject an allegation 
concerning his relationship with Timarchos. Clearly he knows the nature 
of his relationship with Timarchos, and nobody on die jury panel will have 
supposed otherwise.. .  Whatever the original scope and precise wording 
of the oath of disclaimer, in practice in the classical period it could be used 
not only to indicate that a witness did not know whether a given statement 
was true or false but also that he did not know it to be true (1995 117).

Furthermore there is no evidence that the man who falsely swore an oath of disclaimer

could be prosecuted in consequence (Bonner and Smith 1938 ii. 137, Carey 1995 118).

On two occasions when a witness takes the oath of disclaimer, the litigant accuses them

of swearing falsely (ettiopkeTv §67 and D. 45.59, 61) but gives no indication that he will

proceed against them on this ground, nor does Aeschin. suggest that he will prosecute if

Misgolas chooses to take the oath (§47).

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the oath is the tactical use to which it is pul.

The secretary read the deposition to the judges before the litigant challenged the witness

to attest or disclaim it (D. 45.60. [D.] 58.7). Thus it was a very effective way of

introducing prejudicial testimony (cf. Rh. Al. 1432a, cited by Wyse 1904 638 and

Humphreys 1985 358 n. 30, and LA ii. 140 n. 1). Aeschin. goes even further in his second

oration: anticipating that a witness will take the oath, he summarizes the deposition for

the judges before calling the witness, presumably to ensure that the judges grasp its

significance (2.68). Finally, if the oath was worded as Carey believes ("X swears/I swear

that he does/I do not know that Y did Z"). it forced the witness himself to repeat the

allegation (Carey 1995 117).

(b) Kleteusis. The word kleteusis is used by modem scholars but is not found in

ancient sources: for the procedure see §46, 2.68, D. 32.30, [D.] 59.28, Lycurg. 1.20.

Again we are hampered by a paucity of evidence. In §46 Aeschin. implies that if

Misgolas defaults, he will suffer a fine of 1000 drachmae, payable to the state treasury

(cf. Z 1,46, 103 and Harp. s.v. KXrpripes Kai kAtiteueiv) and the herald will publicize

his failure to come forward (ekkAtiteueiv; cf. 2.68 and Z  1, 46, 102b tcov
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eyKaTaAmovTcov tt jv  p a p ru p ia v  tcc o u opaT a ev Tcp 8f|pcp EicripOaaeTo. s a l

toOto  EKaXsiTo EKKAryrEuOfivai). It seems that the litigant initiated the process by

formally summoning a witness to appear (kAtiteueiv Lycurg. 1.20, [D.] 59.28): if the

witness did not come forward at that time, the penalties were imposed automatically (LA

ii. 140, Bonner and Smith 1938 ii.138-9).

To what end was kleteusis used? The orators threaten it "to compel a reluctant

witness either to depose or to take the oath of disclaimer" (Carey 1992 101: cf. LA ii. 140).

Such is the case in our passage, in Lycurg. 1.20 and [D.] 59.28: Aeschin. threatens to

have Amyntor penalized if he does not come forward (ekkAiyteue 2.68), and

Demosthenes speaks of compelling the ambassadors to testify or swear the oath of

disclaimer (avayK aaco 19.176, cf. 198 and [D.] 58.7,42). The scholiasts and

lexicographers also define ekkAtiteueiv in terms of its power to compel (to  ei$ Kpioiv

ayEiv.W  ETTavayKEs ti$  (iapTupfj Harp. s.v. = Suda e 473, cf. Z 1,46. 102c). But

Todd has argued that kleteusis "was not used, and perhaps could not be used, to force an

absent witness to attend court"; instead he emphasizes its punitive aspect ("the method of

imposing the fine on a man who refuses either to witness or to deny knowledge" (1990

24-5): cf. Z 2, 68, 144a ekivSuveue y a p  o KaAoupEvos Kat pf) UTTaKOucov, cos

KaTatppovcov tcov vopcov). He builds his argument on the fact that

in the vast majority of cases [where kleteusis is threatened] it appears that 
the potential witness is already present in court: even when this is not 
made explicit.. .  the speaker clearly expects the situation to be 
immediately resolved.. .  in a way that would be impossible if the witness 
was not present (1990 24-5).

Todd does not believe that witnesses in the Athenian court had primarily an 

evidentiary function but were there instead to state their support for the litigant; thus 

kleteusis forced a witness to declare his allegiance. His point that Athenian law had no 

equivalent to the subpoena is a scrupulous attempt to avoid anachronism. But Carey 

shows that his basic argument cannot be supported by the use of kleteusis (1992 25). In 

D. 32.30, the speaker threatens to summon a man named Protus, who has apparently left
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Athens (§29). To be sure, the threat is used rhetorically to imply collusion between the 

witness and the defendant, much as Aeschin. uses the challenge to Hegesander in §67: 

nevertheless it is clear that the witness is not present in court and that the speaker does 

not expect the matter to be resolved quickly. In addition, if the procedure was meant to 

force the witness to declare his allegiance, it is difficult to understand the penalty of the 

herald's announcement, which seems more compulsory than punitive. Finally, if the 

litigant had no means of pressuring a witness to testify, why do certain witnesses attest 

depositions which make them liable to further prosecution (see note on §45.6)?

48.2-3 si 8s prj] Reiske understands to u to  ysvTiTcu, o  oTopai. On this use of si pf) 

aXXa ("at least, at any rate") cf. §53 and see GP 11-3. In support of Blass's addition of 

ys here, we may cite Denniston, who notes "the tendency to add ys" to "the emphatic 

word or phrase in the dXXa-clause" in this construction.

48.3 sksivo ys] Bremi, Wolf and Martin and de Budd take d<psXsa0ai as 

complementary infinitive to Buvfiaovrai and ekeTvo as epexegetical to the accusatives 

aXf|0siav and <pf|priv ("They will never be able to take away this, namely the truth and 

the reputation..."). Yet the orators use ekeTvo to anticipate clauses (e.g., 3.6), statements 

(e.g., § 193) or infinitive phrases (D. 20.72, 121, 24.67), not nouns. Only here does it 

stand for a complementary infinitive and its objects, although we may compare Isoc. 

21.24: ou5’ ekeTvo ttoieiv ouSeis &v UOi ctupPouXeuoeiev. dpsXriaavTi toutcov kcci 

pETa^u Kaxa^aXovTi TTEpaivEiv tov Xoyov.

Aeschines either did not know if these men would attest their depositions or had 

already failed to obtain depositions from them; and so either having no evidence or 

uncertain of it he resorts instead to rumor. See note on §44.

48.6-8 Cited by Stobaeus in his collection of aphorisms on acocppoauvri (3.5.19).
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49.4 Ttpcxpepeis] A rarely used word, meaning "looking older than one is" (LSJ II: cf.

PL Euthd. 271b4 with Z , Hsch. tt 4067, Suda tr  2920 and Z 1,49, 109ab). The scholiast 

(109b) objects to the pleonasm of veoi ovtes and Kai TrpeapOrEpoi, and the possible 

dittography of cpaiuovTai in 1. 6 may indicate further corruption; thus Cobet deleted Kai 

TrpEof3uTEpoi. But fullness of expression is a characteristic of Aeschin.’s style and here 

emphasizes his point: appearances can deceive.

49.7 auvE<pri{3os] Following their enrollment in the deme register at eighteen, Athenian 

youth might receive military training. They served for two years as border guards along 

with other citizens of their same age (cf. 2.167). They were called e<pr)(3ou and those 

who were s<pr|(3oi at the same time and therefore bom in approximately the same year 

were known as ouvEtpriP01- Aeschines and Misgolas would have been auvecpr](3oi from 

373/2 until 371/0: see the following note. Their service preceded the formal institution of 

the Athenian ecpr|{3eia, which is believed to have taken place in the 330s and made full­

time duty of the e<pri(3oi compulsory. See further Rhodes 1993 494-5, Pelekidis 1962 35- 

47,71-9 and O. Reinmuth TAP A 83 (1952) 34-50. For the word E<pn(3os as the 

designation of an age-class see Pelekidis 1962 51-70.

Another man who was an E<pTt(3o$ with Misgolas and Aeschin. was Nausicles. 

who nominated Aeschin. for the embassy in 346 and served on it with him (2.18, 184).

On Nausicles see Harris 1995 37.

49.8 tteu ttto v  Kai TETTapaKOOTOv etos] Aeschin. and Misgolas were both forty-five 

at the time of the trial and so were bom in 391/0 or 390/89. Timarchus was at least thirty 

in 361/0, the year he served on the Council (see note on §109.3), and so he too would 

have been bom in or before 391/0 (cf. AB 170). However this dating creates a problem 

since Aeschin. has said that Timarchus is younger than Misgolas (§42).
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Lewis tried to resolve the problem by an emendation (te tccp to v  Kai 

ttev tt|K ogtov) which would place Aeschin.'s birth in 399/8 or 400/399 (1958 108). He 

based his conjecture on vit. 2.12-3, which states that Aeschin. died in 322 at the age of 

seventy-five. Yet his emendation does not yield the year of birth implied by the vita 

(398/7 or 397/6), nor is the vita itself a reliable source upon which to base conjectures: 

see Introduction I. An earlier date of birth would also raise problems in the account 

Aeschin. gives of his military career in the second oration, making him at least thirty-two 

years old before going on his first campaign (Harris 1988 213).

Harris proposed another, more satisfactory solution. It was to Aeschin.'s 

advantage to obscure the age of Timarchus. We may infer from this passage that 

Misgolas looked younger than Timarchus: cf. §§26,95, 106 where Aeschin. makes it 

clear that Timarchus' beauty had long since faded. But since the judges would expect the 

patron to be older than the prostitute, Aeschin. offers this elaborate explanation of 

Misgolas' youthful appearance to make his allegation more plausible (Harris 1988 212: 

cf. Z 1,49, 108). In reality Timarchus was the same age as, or even older, than Misgolas 

and Aeschin. Once again note how Aeschin. uses artful proofs to compensate for his lack 

of artless ones.

49.14 ETtXriaia^ev ] See note on §153.8.

50.9 Aeschin. asks for the depositions of Phaedrus, Misgolas and the men who would 

attest that Timarchus lived with Misgolas: only the deposition of Misgolas is preserved.

It is evidently a forgery, as his demotic and patronymic differ from those given in the 

speech proper (§41). Similarly the document at §68 gives the demotic of Hegesander as 

Zxeipieus while Aeschin. says that his deme was Sounion (§63, cf. note on §55.7).

These are remarkably clumsy mistakes and it is difficult to imagine how they arose:
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perhaps the demotic Piraeus was attached to Misgolas' name through the "association of 

the Piraeus with prostitutes." See Drerup 1898 314 and GH 26.

51.5 TTappTiaid^ETai] Not "to speak freely" (§172 and cf. § 14) but "to speak explicitly 

or frankly" (§§80, 177, 2.70; see Ba. 1, 333, 5, Z 1, 51, 111 and cf. D. 19.237).

52.2 ayp ious] "Living in the fields, wild, savage" (LSJ). According to the Suida.

d y p io u s.. . ekccXouv oi iraXcxioi tou$ TraiBepaaTds (a 360: cf. Z 1, 52, 115. Bk.

200.21, Greg. Cor. 7, 1186, 5-9). However I doubt that an Athenian man in the classical

period would be reproached simply because he had sexual relations with younger men.

But censure might fall on those who pursued too vehemently or with too little

aco9 poauvr), e.g. the son of Xenophantes mocked by Ar. (Nub. 348-50 and Z ad loc.: Z

1, 52, 113 and GH 37-8). The scholiasts and lexicographers tell us that such men were

called KEVTaupoi (Z  1, 52, 115, Ba. 25.10: cf. Ar. Nub. 349, Z  ad. loc. and Henderson

199 1 202-3), KoXXoTToSicbicrai (Suda a 360: see Henderson 1991 212-3) and

-rpi(3aXXo( (Z  1, 52, 115: see Henderson 1991 121, 176). That they were mocked

because of their lack of aco9 poouvr| is suggested not only by the savagery typically

associated with "centaurs" (e.g. Eur. HF 181 tetpccokeXes 0’ u p p iap a , KsvTaupcov

ysvos) and "Triballoi" (see Carey and Reid on D. 54.39) but also by Harp.'s notice of

dypious, which suggests that the word was applied to a person "wild for" anything:

Aioxivris ev Tcp kcctcc Ti(idpxou tou$ aq>68pa ETrroripEvous Trepl 
ret TraiSucd Kai xocXettous TraiBepaards 9r|ai. teal aypiov ku(3euttiv 
MsvavSpos XsyEi to v  CT9o5pa ku(3eueiv EcmouSaKOTa.

Cf. D. 54.39, Eust. ii.267.1 and Hsch. s.v. rpipaXXoi.

Note that the Athenians censured not those who pursued boys but those whose

pursuit was considered imprudent, improper or overzealous (cf. § 135, Suda a  4498,6

261 and k 1497: we do not know how the subject was treated in the comedies

rTaiSEpaorai by Diph. and TTaiSEpaorfis by Antiph.). While the receptive partner is
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frequently criticized in our sources, the insertive partner rarely conies under attack. In 

Henderson's first edition of The Maculate Muse, he identified ten "active pederasts 

ridiculed by name in comedy" (1975 218-9). He revised this list considerably for the 

1991 edition (252), following the work of Dover (GH 37-8, 137-8); he in fact eliminated 

every' name.

52.3 Kr)5cov(8r|v] Aeschin. again makes Timarchus guilty by association: Cedonides. 

Thersandrus (PA 7190) and Autocleides (PA 2709) were apparently well-known 

T rai8epaarai. In its entry for Cedonides, the Suida says ovrrog TE0puXrinEvog fjv etti 

TraiSepaarig avu7TEp(3Af|Tcp. cog AirroicAsiSrig icai ©EpaavSpog (k 1497: cf. a  

4498,0 261. tt  849, Harp. s.v. KriBcoviSqg and Z  I, 52, 113). According to Harp. 

Aristogeiton mentioned them in his speech against Timarchus (s.v. AurotcAEiSrig). The 

notoriety of Autocleides may be further attested if he is identified with the eponymous 

hero of Timocles’ comedy ’OpEarauToicAEtSrig (Harp. s.v. -Trapd(3uarov: so Kock CAP 

ii.462. Henderson 19 9 1 218).

52.10 EiKfj] "Without plan or purpose" (LSJ) but here as often in the orators "recklessly, 

heedlessly" (Chadwick 1996 96-100). Cf. 2.22, 3.177, 187 and the scholiast's gloss 

avoia (1. 52, 118).

53.2 ’AvTiKAfjg KaAAiou Eucovupeug] We may infer from the trinomina that 

An tides (PA 1065) like Misgolas and Hegesander was tcaAog KccyaSog. Aeschin. says 

he will not call him to testify, as he is not in Athens at the time. But it was possible in 

certain circumstances to introduce the deposition of an absent witness (etqaapTupia: see 

note on §107.9).
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5 3 3  ev Zaucp] After the Peloponnesian War Samos had fallen under Persian influence, 

but during the first half of the fourth century, when Athens was actively expanding its 

interests in the North Aegean, it sought to reclaim its old ally. The general Timotheus 

captured the island in 366/5: the following year the Athenians, in an apparently 

controversial decision, dispatched settlers to establish a cleruchy there (D. 15.9, D.S. 

18.18, Arist. Rh. 1384b32-5). Another group was sent in 361/0 ( Z 1,53, 121) and again 

in 352/1, at which time they exiled the Samians and took control of the island (FGH 3b 

Suppl. 529). We do not know when or in what capacity Anticles went. Worthington’s 

note on Din. 1.14 gives a useful overview along with earlier bibliography.

The cleruchy on Samos and the alleged abuses of Timarchus while governor of 

Andros (§ 107) have long been considered evidence of Athenian imperialism redux in the 

second quarter of the fourth century. Cargill 1981 argues otherwise: for example, the 

existence of this cleruchy is not relevant since Samos was not a League member (36-37. 

148-9). However his interpretation and his thesis in general have been rejected, e.g. by 

Heskel 1997 136-8. Badian 1995 91 n. 36, Shipley 1987 138-43. See also the review of 

Cargill 1981 by S. Homblower CR 32 (1982) 235-9 and cf. note on § 107.4.

53.7 ku(3ei'co ] A hapax. defined as "the place where gamblers get together" by Hsch. k 

4362: cf. Z 1, 53, 123, 124b. The scholiast considers it a neologism, since Aeschin.’s 

contemporaries designate "gambling house” with the word OKipa<peTov (Isoc. 18.48. 

19.287, Din. F48.7 Conomis = Harp, s.v., Theopomp. Hist. FGH 115 F228 = Suda a 

620).

53.8 TqAia] Any sort of table (Pritchett 1956 315); here, the flat surface on which the 

roosters fought or the dice were thrown (Z 1, 53, 124a, b).
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53.8 to us o p ru y a s  teal tous aAeicrpuovas] Cock-fighting and quail-fighting were

extremely popular sports among the Greeks. See D.-S. l . l  180-1, Pollard 1977 107-8 and

Dunbar on Av. 483-4,1297-9. We also hear about the sport of quail tapping (Ar. Ar.

1299, Ath. 13.2.4):

A quail was put in a ring and tapped on the head to test its courage, or 
alternatively its crest was pulled. If it stood its ground the tapper won. If 
it played the coward and ran out o f the ring he lost the b e t.. .  Addiction 
to the sport was known as 'Quail Madness' and was regarded, like 
gambling, as a mark of the profligate (Pollard 1977 108).

54.2 5r)poaios oucettis] Slaves owned by the Athenian polls were called Srinocnoi 

(Harp. s.v.). They performed a variety of functions from manual labor to administrative 

work in various governmental offices. The most useful survey is Jacob 1979; see also Y. 

Garlan Slavery in Ancient Greece 1988 68-9, T. E. J. Wiedemann Slavery 1987 chap. 5 

and Greek and Roman Slavery 1981 chap. 8.

If we accept Aeschin.'s words at face value. Pittalacus enjoyed a life which was 

very different from that of most Athenian slaves. Indeed nothing in the narrative, other 

than the words Sqpoaios oikettis, distinguishes him from the citizens with whom he 

dealt. We do not know how the polis employed him. but he apparently became wealthy 

(Eirrropcov apyupiou §54, a striking detail in itself) by running cock-fights (opvi6i’a s  

hyp. D. 19.1) and games of dice (§57). If we assume that Hegesander destroyed his birds 

and gambling equipment in order to deprive him of his livelihood, it follows that he 

owned them (Jacob 1979 148). He may also have owned his house, although this is not 

explicitly stated (eoxe Trap’ saurcp §54, EiaqjoiTcov cos T° v niTrdX aicov §57. oudav 

ou cpKEi o TTiTrdAaKos §59). At any rate, as Jacob notes, "nous ne possedons pour 

toute l'antiquit£ qu’un seul exemple d'esclave public [i.e., Pittalacus].. .  habitant dans une 

maison particuliere" (1979 147). He was apparently not subject to the law prohibiting 

sexual relations between slaves and free youths (§139); at least Aeschin. does not 

mention any such prosecution. Finally he had the right to prosecute (§62).
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This portrait does not easily conform to our knowledge of Athenian slavery. Most 

troublesome is the litigation of Pittalacus and Hegesander (§§62-6); cf. Osborne, who 

calls it "enigmatic" and believes that "there is clearly something behind this case" (1985 

50). If Pittalacus belonged to the polis, Hegesander's attempt to claim him as his own 

seems overly rash; would it not have been easy to establish the fact that he was a public 

slave? If Pittalacus was a public slave, why did Glaucon, and not a representative of the 

polis, provide sureties for him (see notes on §62.6 and 9)? Or was Glaucon in fact acting 

for the polis, and the detail considered irrelevant by Aeschin.? Finally, how was 

Pittalacus, a slave, able to bring charges in the first place? The procedural capacity of 

slaves is a vexed issue on which we have little information (see in general LA i. 167. LCA 

81 and SAL 187), but slaves probably did not have the right to prosecute (PI. Grg. 483b) 

and in most cases required their master to act in their behalf ([D.] 53.20). However 

Aeschin. speaks as if Pittalacus himself brought the charge against Hegesander. It is 

possible that a patron did stand for Pittalacus and that Aeschin. again failed to mention it 

(cf. LA i. 177). But most scholars have theorized public slaves as an exceptional group 

holding, among other privileges, the right to prosecute (LCA 83, LA i. 177, Hansen 1991 

124). Unfortunately the theory depends entirely upon Aeschin.'s narrative, which given 

the numerous questions it raises seems an unsteady foundation.

A more satisfactory solution is that Pittalacus was a freedman at the time (Jacob 

1979 149, 158-62; cf. SAL 193, Harris 1995 202 n.55). This would explain his wealth as 

well as his apparent ability to own property and to file charges. Speakers in other 

orations misrepresent the status of their opponents (Lys. 13.18. 30.2. Todd 1993b): 

certainly Aeschin. had reason to obscure the status of Pittalacus. Timarchus would seem 

all the more degenerate if his favors had been purchased by a slave (note the emphatic 

repetition of the phrase Brinoaios oitcrrris Tfjc; ttoAecos), and Hegesander all the more 

likely to embezzle the state's money if he had tried to claim a public slave as his own 

(§62). Note also that the procedure for claiming a man as one's own slave was often
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abused (Isoc. 21.97); cf. the dispute over the status of Pancleon in Lys. 23.9-11, and cf. 

also § 114, where Timarchus is accused of claiming Philotades as his freedman.

On the one hand this episode is designed to show the degradation to which 

Timarchus will subject himself in order to maintain his luxurious life: cf. note on §43.3. 

On the other hand it is offered to illustrate the callousness, duplicity and hybris of 

Timarchus and Hegesander. Accordingly Aeschin. must rouse some sympathy for 

Pittalacus, even though he begins by vilifying the man. The reversal is subtly 

accomplished: he portrays Pittalacus as a betrayed lover, victimized by his more 

powerful rival (§§58-9, 62-4): his fondness for the birds (§59) is a particularly effective 

detail in this regard.

54.6 x°PT)yov] Cf. 2.79, 3.240. The word for the "man who pays for a chorus" (see 

note on § 11.1) easily becomes a metaphor for "one who defrays the costs for any 

purpose" (LSJ H.2), especially one who spends extravagantly. D. calls Philip the 

Xopryyog of the men he allegedly bribed (9.60. 19.216).

55.7 'H yf|aavSpos] Aeschin. devotes much of the diegesis to an virulent attack on 

Hegesander of Sounion (PA 6307). He is accused of embezzlement (§56. 109-12). of 

mismanaging the estate of the heiress to whom he was married (§95), of KivaiSeta (§§63. 

69, 70, 111), of hiring Timarchus for sexual favors (§§57-8, 64) and of conspiring with 

Timarchus in various crimes (§§58-64, 109-12). We have little to balance Aeschin.'s 

SiaPoAai, since our knowledge of the man comes almost exclusively from this speech. 

We know that his family was of the liturgical class (Davies 1971 209), and that he and his 

brother Hegesippus took part in public affairs, although Hegesippus had a far more active 

career (see note on §64.4). Both may have been associated with Leodamas in 365. when 

Leodamas was prosecuting Chabrias and Callistratus; however Hegesander also served 

later under Callistratus’ relative Timomachus (§111, D.L. 3.24: see Sealey 1965 149 and
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notes on §56.2,69.5). In 356 he proposed a decree concerning the Athenian garrison and 

governor on Andros (see note on § 107.4). When he attacked the policies of Aristophon 

of Azenia, Aeschin. claims that Aristophon silenced him with the threat of a 5otcipaa(a 

priropcov (§64 with Z ad loc.; see note on §64.2).

In part Aeschin. seeks to prejudice the judges against the brothers since they will 

appear as o w riy o p o i for Timarchus (§§69,71; cf. Z  I, 110, 240). But their interest in 

Timarchus goes beyond the personal. Hegesippus was one of the most outspoken 

opponents of Philip (see note on §64.4). and it is likely that Hegesander shared his views. 

He was also the qu'Aos of Timarchus and Diopeithes, both of whom campaigned actively 

against Philip (Z  1, 63, 164; see note on 63.2). In supporting Timarchus, Hegesander and 

Hegesippus were also supporting anti-Macedonian policies—policies with which Aeschin. 

came into direct conflict (cf. Z 1. 55, 126). On Hegesander see Kroll RE Suppl. 4 712. 

Davies 1971 209, Schaefer 1885-7 2. 330-3 and Sealey 1993 118.

There is a problem with the chronology of Hegesander's career. According to 

Aeschin., Hegesander met and hired Timarchus after he returned from the Hellespont 

where he had been treasurer to Timomachus (§56). The implication is that Timarchus 

was still a youth at the time (§61). We know of only one campaign in which 

Timomachus sailed to the north Aegean, in the year 361/0 (see note on §56.2). But later 

in the narrative, and therefore apparently later in time, Aeschin. says that Hegesander 

served as treasurer of Athene and Timarchus sat on the Council in the same year. This 

was the archonship of Nicophemus, the year 361/0 (§§109-10 and Z 1, 109, 237), and 

Timarchus would have been at least thirty, too old to have been a plausible f]Taipr)Kcbs 

(see note on § 109.3). At any rate, Hegesander could not have held both offices in the 

same year (D. 24.150). Cf. Sealey 1993 118 n. 297 and Develin 1989 269, although the 

problem was noted earlier by Schaefer 1885-7 2 331 n. 6. Schaefer suggests that 

Hegesander served with Timomachus on an earlier mission, now unknown to us, and 

maliciously associated with the infamous campaign of 361/0 by Aeschin.
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55.9 traX ai] To be construed with Baupa^ETE: cf. the use of iam dudum with the 

present tense in Latin (GMT 9).

56.2 Tinonaxo? tco  ’AxapvsT] Timomachus (PA 13797), general and tcr|5ecrrns of 

Callistratus ([D.] 50.48), was the descendant of a man who had worked as a carpenter on 

the Erechtheum (Davies 1971 280). He did not profit from the wealth and prestige which 

his family seems to have accumulated in so short a time, for his military career ended 

with prosecution and exile. In 367 Epaminondas defeated Athenian forces under his 

command at Mt. Oneion; according to X. the defeat was due partly to his negligence (HG 

7.1.41: cf. §56.5 frig e k e i v o u  E u q B E ia g  and 2  1, 56. 128, 129). General again in 361/0 

and leader of the Athenian fleet in the north Aegean, he ordered Apollodorus, one of his 

trierarchs at the time, to convey Callistratus from Macedonia to Thasos. Since 

Callistratus was in exile. Apollodorus refused ([D.] 50.14-23. 31-3,48-52). A few 

months later, his efforts to keep Cotys from taking Athenian strongholds in the 

Chersonnese failed and Apollodorus proceeded to prosecute him by eisangelia to the 

Assembly. Sentenced to death, he fled Athens (D. 36.53, Hyp. 4.1-2. 2  1.56, 127: 

Hansen 1975 96-7). He was presumably charged with assisting an exile, but since D. 

includes him in a list of men held responsible for Athenian losses in Thrace, Hansen 

infers an additional charge of treason (D. 19.180. [D.] 50.48: cf. 2  1, 56, 130 cog 

trpoSoug KotuT tt]v Xeppovriaov). He also suggests that Timomachus was charged 

with embezzlement, on the basis of §56: the charge does not appear in other sources, and 

we do not know if Aeschin. substantiated it here (Tag ETEpag napxuptag 

avayiyvcoaKE §65). Roberts 1982 210 n. 97 is rightly sceptical: it may simply be 

slander, intended to discredit Hegesander by linking him to a notorious case. See also 

Reincke RE 6A. 1 1291-2.
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57.8 Kcctda kcxI cn rio ria ] The reading of Dilts, Marlin and de Bude and Blass. Adams 

prints aicatcia teal eirm aria, which is found in most mss. ("Timarchus shows an open - 

mindedness and a spirit of accommodation that are truly wonderful"); it seems to have 

supplanted the proper reading at an early date, as it appears in the scholiast (1, 57, 132a). 

The alpha privative was apparently attached to tcaida because of its proximity to 

dm oTi'a, and d m o r ia  was emended to Eumcrria in order to make the passage conform 

to the ironic tone of the subsequent chapter. The point however is that Timarchus should 

be reviled for his unscrupulousness and perfidy towards Pittalacus and. more generally, 

towards the demos; dtcaida obscures that point.

58.5 n60ua0EVTEs ] Fondness of drink or inebriation is often offered as proof of an 

opponent's dicoX aaia; see e.g. the portraits of Philip (D. 2.19), Cotys (D. 23.114), and 

Neaera ([D.] 59.33). D. accuses Aeschin. of molesting an Olynthian woman while drunk 

(3.4, D. 19.198). Conon and his sons are described as habitual drinkers and said to be 

drunk when they attack Ariston (D. 54.4-8). Conversely, Euphiletus denies that he and 

his companions were drunk when they killed Eratosthenes (Lys. 1.45). See also D. 21.73. 

180. Lys. 3.12. and Arist. Rhet. 1402b lOf.

The events described in §§58-9 have parallels in Lys. 3.6 (eA0cbv etti ttiv oitdav 

Tf|v Eufiv vuKTcop pE0ucov) and F35 (upo$ tov tdova au ro v  5f)aavxas 

liaariyouv); both concern disputes arising from homosexual intrigues.

59.3 dcrrpaydA ous te  Tiva$ SiaoEicrrou^] S iaaE iaros is apparently an adjective 

used to describe a kind of dice (Z  1, 59, 135a), but its meaning is uncertain. The 

scholiast says SiaaEi'arous refers to dice with bronze or silver bells inside "to produce a 

pleasant sound when they were thrown" (Z  I, 59, 135b). This is accepted by Martin and 

de Bude, who translate "osselets a sonnettes." Adams renders it "sundry dice,” and in his 

note suggests that they were loaded. Harp, thinks they were shaken (oei'co), i.e. in a cup.
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before thrown (s.v. BiaoEiorous; cf. Suda 8 748 and LSJ "shaken about"). Harp.'s 

definition is the most plausible etyrnologically and is accepted by Lamer RE 13.2 1966. 

although it is difficult to understand how such dice would differ from any other.

59.7 e£ &v0pcoTrcov] The phrase functions adjectivally as a superlative; Bremi 

translates quod fere excedit hominum naturam. immensum, grave. There is no need to 

follow W olfs emendation e^avSpcoTrous. "inhuman," as the phrase was used by 

classical authors (Lys. 13.73, PI. Tht. 170e). Later it appears, in a very similar context, at 

Ael. NA 10.21 (naoriyoO oi te  ttoAAcxs teal r a s  avOpcbtrcov ^a(vouai), and Dam. 

Isid (u(3p(£Ei u(3pEi$ r a g  e£ avOpcoucov 83, 7 Zintzen; e tu t t t e to  tcxs e£ avOpcomov 

TrApyds 278, 15 Zintzen). See LSJ avSpcotros 3c.

59.7 TrXriyds ] epaariyouv  takes a double accusative: the external, which denotes a 

person ( to v  TTiTrdAaKov) and the internal, or cognate, which denotes a thing (xas 

TrAriyas). See KG 1.320, Smyth 1620, and cf. §139.3.

60.2 to v  Pcopov to v  Tfjs prixpos xfiv 0Ecbv ] The "Mother of the Gods" was the 

Phrygian deity Cybele, whom the Athenians identified with Rhea (Z  3, 187,426b, Ph. 

s.v. prnpayupTT is, Poll. 3.11 and Z Ar. PL 431). The temenos of the goddess lay in the 

southwestern part of the Agora, along the route to the Pnyx, and the altar itself stood 

opposite the statues of the eponymous heroes, where notices of the day's business were 

posted; so by taking refuge at her altar on a day when the Assembly was in session. 

Pittalacus ensured that his complaint was heard. The Bouleuterion was also located 

within the precinct, and it seems that when the shrine, known as the Metroon, was 

destroyed in the Persian sack of 480/79, the apparatus of the cult was transferred there. 

When the new Bouleuterion was built at the end of the fifth century, the old Bouleuterion 

became a repository of public records, and was known simply as the Metroon (e.g.,
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3.187, D. 19.129, [D.] 25.98). See Camp 1992 91-4, Thompson and Wycherley 1972 29- 

38 and Travlos 1971 352.

In 1. 2, yunvos does not necessarily mean "naked"; cf. §26 and LSJ yuptvos 5. 

The point is that Pittalacus reveals his wounds ut plagarum aspectu misericordiam 

moveret (Bremi). Cf. Lys. F35, where the friends of a man severely beaten by a rival 

display his wounded body in the Agora. On supplication cf. §61.4 urroyEveid^cov to v  

dvQpcoTrov, 104.3 and see J. Gould JHS 93 (1973) 74-103.

60.6 sis T ra a a v  ttiv ttoXiv ] ei$ with the accusative may express extent or coverage, 

"among, throughout" (KG 1.470: Smyth 1686a). Contrast the use of ev ("the place 

where") with avaicTipuTTEoOai at 3.32, 34. 43.

61.3 apyaA dos ] Often found in epic, lyric and dramatic poetry, the word appears to my 

knowledge only three times in classical prose: here, Hp. Ep. 17.204 and X. Hier. 6.5.1.

62.2-3 8(kt]v. . .  XayxdvEi] The phrase is explained by Carey and Reid 1985 74:

The next procedural step after the summons to the defendant was the 
acceptance of the case by the appropriate magistrate, when a plaintiff 
presented a statement of his charge or claim. On acceptance of the 
complaint the magistrate set a date for the preliminary hearing 
(dvctKpiai$). Since the dates were assigned by lot, the magistrate was said 
KXripouv tcc$ 8(tca$ and the plaintiff Xayxaveiv 8ucr|v. Although in 
origin the phrase denotes passivity, it is frequently used with an active 
meaning, and is best translated 'bring an action,’ 'prosecute."'

Cf. LA ii.88-9 and LCA 239-40. The person against whom the suit is brought appears in

the dative (2.99, D. 30.15, 36.20-1, 23, 37.18, 22, 38.16. 39.1, 21. 41.4, Is. 2.29, 11.13).

Aeschin. dates the suit to the time when the brothers became prominent in foreign

affairs (§64), probably the mid- to late 350s (see notes on §55.7 and 64.4). He does not

state what charge Pittalacus brought; Osborne suggests that it was either a 8 i'kt) cuke (a $

or (Biai'cov (1985 56; cf. Fisher 1992 39 n. 18).
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62.3 eSttcd^ETo] 8ucd£oiiai, "go to law," is used of 5ucai (LSJ II: D. 21.26, Lys. 1.44. 

13.65). It does not mean that the case was being presented to the judges at this point, but 

that, with the allotment of a date for the avaKpiais, the suit had formally begun (cf. D. 

36.14, 37.18, [D.J 52.50).

62.6 rjyEv ei$ SouXeiav] Aeschin. alleges that Hegesander delayed the trial, and 

ultimately forced Pittalacus to abandon the suit, through intimidation and deceit. The 

phrase ayeiv ei$ SouXetav is the equivalent of "to enslave" (3.157, [D.] 17.8, Is. F8.2: cf. 

Harp. s.v. ayo t, Hsch. a  2194). A person going free might be claimed, presumably in 

the presence of witnesses, as the slave of another; cf. Lys. 23.9. A person so claimed did 

not have the capability of asserting his freedom. He required a third party to provide 

sureties with the polemarch in order to guarantee his appearance in court (d<paipeia9ai 

e i $ EXsuOspt'av: cf. [D.] 59.40, Isoc. 5.14). The issue could be settled by arbitration (see 

note on §63.2), but if the claimant wished to proceed in court, he prosecuted the 

guarantor (Harp. s.v. E^aipeaecos Sncri). The judges'verdict decided the claim. If they 

voted in favor of the claimant, the guarantor had to pay a fine to the treasury ([D.J 58.19. 

21) and probably also handed over the alleged slave. See LA i.221, LCA 80, Gemet 1955 

164-7 and SAL 186-7, 192.

62.9 rXauKcov XoXapyeug] Nothing more is known of him (PA 3035). Humphreys 

notes that

In most cases we do not know enough about the details of Athenian 
political life to understand the precise implications of support by well- 
known public figures; we can catch only a faint whiff of the aura of 
importance, respectability or glamour imparted by the appearance o f . ..
[e.g.] Glaucon of Cholargos.. .  (1985 336).

The same might be said of Anticles (§53), Pamphilus (§110), and indeed most of the men

mentioned in the speech.
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63.1 Sikcov Ar^eis] A periphrasis for Aayxaveiv ( 2  1, 63, 142ab; cf. Is. 4.2). 

Hegesander maintains his claim and files suit against Glaucon as the guarantor of 

Pittalacus (cf. Adams ad loc.)- The scholiast believed that Glaucon and Pittalacus 

responded by filing their own suit (eAccxov Sitcnv aAArjAois), and the plural Sikcov 

supports his interpretation. Cf. Poutsma 1888 112-3.

According to the document preserved at §66, the charge filed by Hegesander was 

a Si'kti SouAei'ag. Gemet rejects the existence of such a suit (1955 164-7: cf. LA i. 179 

n.3, 221 n. 1): we do not know what charge was laid by Glaucon and Pittalacus.

63~2 Siayvcbvai] The parties in a dispute could settle out of court if they referred the 

case to arbitrators. Cf. [D.] 59.40, 45, where a similar incident was resolved through 

arbitration. There the disputants each chose an arbitrator and added a third in the event of 

a tied vote. In our case, Aeschin. claims that the single arbitrator, a demesman and 

former epaorfis  of Hegesander. was inclined to delay the proceedings (see following 

note). By the fourth century the process of arbitration was regulated by law and the 

decision of the arbitrator was legally binding. See LA ii.64-6, LCA 203-6 and SAL 123-5.

63.2 AiotteiSei rep  ZouvieT] Diopeithes (PA 4327) like Hegesander belonged to the 

deme Sounion, and his family like Hegesander’s was of the genos Salaminioi (Davies 

1971 167-9). As general in 343/2, he headed a cleruchy in the Chersonnese where he 

raised a mercenary force with his own money. When the cleruchy began to encroach 

upon Cardian territory, the Cardians appealed to Philip: the situation worsened when 

Diopeithes attacked Macedonian possessions on the Thracian coast. Philip wrote to the 

Athenians to complain that Diopeithes was violating the peace, which was being 

renegotiated at the time. In the Assembly several speakers demanded the recall of 

Diopeithes, but D. defended his actions in the speech On the Chersonnesus (D. 8.6,9.15,
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12.16, hyp. D. 8). See Swoboda RE 5.2 1047-8, Schaefer 1885-7 2 451-80, Davies 1971 

167-9 and Harris 1995 119.

He allegedly conspired with Timarchus and Hegesander to delay the suit of 

Pittalacus because he was once Hegesander’s epaorfis . Aeschin. consistently ties his 

opponents’ wrongdoing to their sexual practices; cf. §§11, 60-4, 70,95-6, 107-8. 110-1. 

120-2, 154, 170-2, 181, and 192-5.

63.4 ev fiAiia'a] The equivalent of veorris, "youth" (Z I, 63, 144 and 1, 182, 366ab: cf. 

§155. 3.255, [D.] 59.19, 22, Lys. 14.25). Carey on [D.] 59.19 writes "probably not youth 

in the broadest sense.. .  but the years during and immediately after puberty, say 12-20." 

Cf. cbpaTos §§42, 126. For fiAiKia as "virginity" see note on § 162.4.

64.2 ’Apiaro<pcovTi rep ’A£r|vteT] Aeschin. reports the claim that Aristophon (PA 

2108) was acquitted in seventy-five cases of the graphe paranomon (3.194). Although 

certainly exaggerated, the figure indicates the length and importance of Aristophon’s 

political career. He is said to have lived almost one hundred years, from the 430s to the 

330s B.C. (3.139, D. 18.162, Z Aeschin. 1, 64, 145; Davies 1971 65). He had already 

distinguished himself by the time of the restoration of the democracy (D. 20.148) and 

perhaps took part in the revision of the laws (see note on 39.4 and D. 57.31-32). We are 

best informed of his activities after 360, which include, at the end of the Social War. the 

prosecution of the generals Timotheus and Iphicrates (for whom see §157), and. in 346. 

opposition to the Peace of Philocrates (FGH 115 F16). Though his influence failed in the 

latter instance, its force is attested by Hyperides, who in the 330s calls him 

iaxupoT axos ev Trj TToAiTEi'a (3.28). The statement of D. that Aeschin. was a follower 

of Aristophon (18.162, 19.291) is unlikely to be true; at the very least, neither this 

passage nor §158 can be used in support of such a relation (Harris 1995 155). See further
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S. I. Oost CP 72 (1977) 238-242, D. Whitehead CP 91(1986) 313-319 and Sinclair 1991 

162.

64.3 There are only three examples in prose of u p tv  with the indicative after strictly 

affirmative sentences (Th. 7.39, 71 and this passage). "In these cases the force of until in 

Ttpiv is made especially emphatic by the continuation of the state of things described by 

the leading imperfects. There seems to be a feeling implied like that in o u  TrpoTepov 

ETTCtuaavTo Trpiv" (MT 635).

64.4 Kpco(3uAog] was the nickname of Hegesippus (PA 6351). brother of Hegesander 

(cf. Plut. Dem. 17 and Sotad. Com. F3). The tcpco{3uAos was a hairstyle worn by men 

and women in which the hair was bound into a kind of chignon lying along the neck: see 

Gomme 1956 i. 101-103. It seems to have been acommon nickname (Ael. VH AAt.Anth. 

Pal. 6.155, Ar. V. 1267. Ath. 1.9.13 etpassim, and Plu. Alex. 22.3). Since most Athenian 

men wore their hair short, the icpcoPuAos. like long hair, could be mocked as an arrogant 

and ostentatious affectation and was particularly associated with aristocratic status (Ar. 

Eq. 580. Nu. 14. Ar. 1281, Eust. 3.217. Lys. 16.18, Th. 1.6). It may also have been 

considered effeminate (Henderson 1991 213), but this connection is made explicit only in 

a much later ecclesiastical source (Asterius Horn. 4.7.3): see GH 78-9 on the associations 

of long hair and cf. the definition of Kpco@uAo$ given by Hsch. k 4266 and Suda k 2488. 

"boys' pubic hair." For illustrations of the Kpco(3uAos see Bieber 1967 25, 88 with Taf. 

LXI.5 and Evans and Abrahams 1964 108-11. In general see Geddes 1987 307-31. 

MacDowell on Ar. V. 466. 1267 and Ober 1989 285.

Our earliest notice of Hegesippus' political activity dates to 365: D.L. reports that 

he attempted to dissuade Plato from defending the general Chabrias (3.24; see note on 

§55.7). In the 350s he emerged as Athens' most prominent opponent of Philip (o 

Utao<p{Ai7rrro$ Z 1.55.126). In 356/5 he proposed Athens' ill-fated alliance with Phocis,
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for which, along with his physical appearance, he was satirized on the comic stage 

(Aeschin. 3.118 with Z ad loc., D. 19.72-74, Z Aeschin. 1,71, 161). Thereafter his 

foreign policy coincided with that of D.: he opposed the Peace of Philocrates (Z D .  19. 

72, cf. Aeschin. 2.137), appeared as sunegoros for Timarchus (§71; cf. Z D. 17.2 

Tiu&pxou Be aya0 o v  qn'Aov), secured the support of several Peloponnesian cities 

against Macedon (D. 9.72; Harris 1995 119-20) and continually pressed for a resumption 

of war (D. 18.75, [D.] 7.8, Plu. Mor. 187dl0-e4). He is considered the author of the 

seventh speech of the Demosthenic corpus De Halonneso. which argues against Philip’s 

attempt to amend the Peace in 343/2; on the speech, his embassy to Philip and the 

chronology of these events see Harris 1995 111-4, 170-1. The seventeenth speech TTept 

tcov Trpos ’AAe^avBpov auv0f|Kcov was also attributed to him in antiquity (hyp. D. 

17). See also Kroll RE Suppl. 4 713-4. Davies 1971 209 and Schaefer 1885-7 2.330-3.

65.2 sis TovXpov] "at the fish-stall" ("au marche aux poissons," Martin and de Bude). 

Athenians often referred to a place of business by the name of what was sold there 

(Poll.9.47, but cf. Lys. 24.20). We read of going "to the garlic" (Eup. fr.324.2). meeting 

"at the fresh cheese" (Lys. 23.6), "at the wine" (Ar. F299 Kock), "at the olive" (Men. Inc. 

339 Dind.) "at the pots" (Ar. Lys. 557), "at the iron" (Xen. HG 3.3.7). On the meaning 

"fish" for oyov, and therefore "fish-stall" here, see note on §42.5.

65.3 Kcbpoi5] "When suitably lubricated at a symposion, participants would wander off 

to join other symposia uninvited or to find their beloved of either sex. This was an 

activity for the night" (Carey on Lys. 14.25). In the orators, Kcbpog and Kcopd^Eiv 

invariably have negative connotations; they present the "revel" as an occasion for 

drunkenness, violence and sexual excess which disrupts public eutcoaptcc (D.S. 16.87 = 

Dem. F48, D. 18.287, 19.287,47.19, [D.] 59.33, Is. 3.13-4, Lys. 3.23 and F35). Cf. note 

on §58.5.
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65.3 ndxcus] Hamaker emended qoixeiais, the reading of all mss., after p&xccs kcu 

Kcbjious at Is. 3.13. This must be correct: one doubts that Hegesander and Timarchus 

would be frequently discovered in illicit sexual relations, or that the person who found 

them would merely be "aggrieved." More importantly, poixeicc is used exclusively of 

offenses against women. For sexual activity in public see Lys. 14.25, [D.] 59.33, Dover 

1974 206 and Halperin 1990 91 with n. 28.

66 Drerup (1898 314) rightly rejects these documents because he believes the 

introductory formula of depositions placed the nominative before papTupeT, because the 

charge of SouAeia probably did not exist (see note on §63.1) and because the words tcai 

Ta e£fjs are implausible in an actual deposition.

67.1 oukouv] oukouv "then." "well," often appears after the reading of documents, 

"summing up what precedes" (GP 439). Cf. 2.66, 3.24, 102.

67.2 f) kcxt’ ekeivov] t) koto with the accusative, standing after a comparative, 

expresses disproportion ("too. . .  for”), as quam pro with the ablative in Latin (KG 2.315: 

Smyth 1079). Cf. §70 f| kcctcx Tqv epccutou cpuaiv.

67.4 5 ia  r i  ouv a u ro v  kccAgo] For the oath of disclaimer see note on §§46-7.

69 Aeschin. interrupts the narrative to attack Hegesander. His attack quickly turns into 

an attempt to offset the prosecution's major weakness, its lack of witnesses (§§71-94). 

Attacks on sunegoroi and anticipation of defense arguments are conventionally placed 

after the narrative: see Introduction V.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



159

69.1 O uk riyvoouv] At §51 the text does not tell us whether Misgolas chose to testify: 

here it is clear that Hegesander took the oath of disclaimer. Therefore 11. 1-2 of this 

chapter were added after the speech was delivered. Since Hegesander was a political 

opponent of Aeschin. he had good reason to publicize Hegesander's failure to testify. On 

the revision of the speech see Introduction VI.

69.5 AecoS&uavTa] Leodamas (PA 9077) was a prominent politician of the previous 

generation. He studied with Isocrates ([Plu.] Mor. 837d) and his eloquence is praised by 

both D. (20.146) and Aeschin. ("no less capable than Demosthenes" 3.138). This last 

remark may have led Caecilius to suppose him a teacher of Aeschin. ([Plu.] Mor. 840b: 

see Richardson on 3.138 and Kindstrand 1982 74). He prosecuted Callistratus and 

Chabrias for the loss of Oropus in 365 (Arist. Rh. 1364al9), and, ten years later, stood 

against the son of Chabrias to defend the law of Leptines (D. 20.146). He and Aristophon 

are mentioned in a list of pro-Theban politicians (3.138-9). and they were also associated 

as sundikoi at the trial of Leptines. These facts, however, do not prove a long-standing 

alliance between the two men; in fact Hegesander, a cpi'Aos of Leodamas, made an attack 

on Aristophon. Why is he mentioned here? The scholiast thinks he might have been 

called to depose, but nothing in the text indicates that he did (1, 69, 154). According to 

D., Aeschin. denounced the Thebans in his speech to the Assembly following the second 

embassy (19.20); perhaps Aeschin. here attempts to discredit him as a supporter of 

Thebes. He is dead by 330; see 3.139 and Z ad loc. See Wickert RE 12.2 1998 and 

Davies 1971 523..

Aeschin. says that the relation of Hegesander and Leodamas was sexual 

(AecoBdpavTos yuvrj § 111; cf. §70, Z  1, 69, 152, and Suda t  595) and mercenary 

(§64).
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69.6 £0opu{3r)aaTE ] Athenian judges did not sit in silence; we often hear of the 

commotion (9opu|3os) they caused when they shouted their approval or disapproval. 

§§82-85 give a vivid description of 06pu(3o$ during an assembly; cf. §§34, 78 and D. 

19.24. On 0opu(3os see Bers 1985.

70.1 6 p a  ye] This collocation gives "liveliness and emphasis to the question" (GP 50). 

It can emphasize the first (as here and Lys. 8.12) or last (2.165, D. 39.18, Is. 3.22) 

question in a series. It contributes, along with the use of oaths (§§70, 73, 75. 76, 79) and 

irony (§§69, 73). to the heightened tone of this section.

71.1 emarpEtpcos] The word is rare; it appears in classical literature here, at Hdt. 1.30 

and Eub. F150. The scholiast on our passage gives the gloss ccvti tou aTrouSmcos (1. 

71. 160b), to which we may compare Hunter's definition, "with great vigour" (1983 231). 

However tt seems to have even stronger force. Reiske in his note on Hdt. 1.30 defines it 

acriter cum contentione vultu et voce minaci et incitata. velut objurgans: he follows Suda 

e 4884. which gives emarpErpcbs as a synonym for ettucotcos "wrathfully."

Another scholion says that the word describes a quality of the voice ("with the 

voice restrained, so that they may not be proved kinaidoi by their voice” 1.71. 160a). 

Certain kinds of voices were associated with Kivai5Eia; the pseudo-Aristotelian 

Physiognomica notes oooi 8e tcxis 9 covaT$ o^Ei'aig paXaKais KEteXaaiiEvais 

SiaXsyovTai. tdvaiBoi (813a 34). Later rhetorical theory has much to say on this 

subject (Gleason 1995 82-130), but I believe the scholiast’s definition anachronistic, as I 

have found only one connection of EmcrrpEcp- and the voice in the literature of the 

classical period: the adjective EtricrrpEcpris ("modulated” LSJ II) which describes the 

voice of the nightingale at Arist. HA 632b 24.
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723  Cf. §§87,90. As Dover points out, the laws read earlier (at least in the text as we 

have it) say nothing of the death penalty ( t o Ts  neyi'crrois.. .  e t t i t i p u o i s ) for the male 

prostitute and his client; this statement is probably a deliberate attempt to mislead the 

judges and convince them to convict Timarchus (GH 28-31). It seems to be a distortion 

of the law directed at the man who hired out his son and the man to whom he hired the 

boy (§13). According to Aeschin.’s summary, a male prostitute could be executed only if 

he was convicted of having exercised certain civic rights (§20).

72.6 T a X a iT rc o p o s ]  Vocabula, quae infortunii notionem habent. interdum ad mentem 

refemntur. quoniam mentis imbecillitas, stupiditas. gravissimum profecto est infortunium 

(Bremi). To his parallels (D.3.21, Isoc.18.46) add Ar. Av. 1604, Ec. 763-4. Nub. 1201. 

Pax 1271-2, D. 5.25, 8.16, 18.121, 19.115, 173. 260, 265, Lys. F260 and X. Mem. 2.3.19.

72.9 e t t iB e ik v u v c x i] P D have the variant e t t iS e i k v u e i v , which would avoid hiatus. 

Thematic forms of -vu- verbs appear early in Greek literature (Hes. Op. 502): see Palmer 

1996 185 and Schwyzer ii.698. An author may use both thematic and athematic forms in 

a single work, e.g. D. 18.76 and 206, where the athematic form allows D. to avoid hiatus. 

In Aeschin. we find the athematic forms dTroSeiKvuai §9. 129, atTopvuai § 145 and 

e t t iS e i k v u i j i  2.178, and thematic forms S e ik v u o u c t i  2.71 and e B ei' k v u o v  3.118. But since 

he uses the athematic form of the infinitive elsewhere ( e t t iB e ik v u v c x i  3.50, where there is 

again hiatus, and optvuvat 3.74), the reading of f is preferred.

73.3 kocAcos ] This reading, a correction in x, is surely right, as it is consistent with the 

ironic and indignant tone of the section. Most of the mss. give k c c k c o s ; the error perhaps 

arose from a confusion of k and A, or from a scribe's failure to recognize Aeschin.'s 

sarcasm.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



162

7 4 .1  In the following chapters (§§74-93) Aeschin. attempts to offset his lack of witnesses 

by introducing a series of paradigms to "prove" that in certain cases witnesses are not 

necessary, and that the judges may therefore convict Timarchus on the basis of his 

reputation. In using the paradigm as a means of proof Aeschin. follows contemporary 

practice; Arist. notes that the paradigm may serve the same purpose as the testimony of 

witnesses (Rh. 1393a 23-1394a 19; cf. Pr. 916b 31-4 eri oTs av  uapxvpcoai ttAeious. 

ptaAAov ttictteuohev , rex 8 e TrapaSeiypaTa Kai oi Aoyoi papTuptais Eoucaaiv- ai 

8 e 8ia  t c o v  papTupcov pa8io i t t io t e is; cf. ad Her. 4.3 with Caplan ad loc.). Arist. 

identifies two types of paradigms, t o  AsyEtv TrpaypaTa TrpoyEvopEva and t o  airrbv 

ttoieTv ("’historical’ and ’fictional." Kennedy). The four examples here are historical, in 

that they refer to contemporary events or institutions. Given his examples, Arist. seems 

to equate t o  airrov ttoieTv  and A6yo$. in the sense "parable"; but note the elaborate 

fiction Aeschin. creates around the revisions of the deme registers (§§78-9). For other 

paradigms in Aeschin., see e.g. §177. 3.245. On paradigms as technic proofs in forensic 

speeches see Martin 1974 119-21

7 4 3  t o u s  ETti t c o v  o iK q p d T c o v  k c c S t iu e v o u s J  The word oTtcripa "building” can h a v e  

the connotation "brothel." Cf. D.L. 4.46, Xen. Mem. 2.2.4, Harp. s.v.. Hsch. s.v.. Foil. 

9.45. Suda oi 51.

75.3 'Ettei trpos 0 e c o v , Tipapxe] Richardson considers apostrophe a characteristic of 

the style of Aeschin. (30). It occurs often in the third speech but is used sparingly here 

(§§18, 29, 76, 121, 122, 159). All are apostrophes to Timarchus, with the possible 

exception of §29.

75.8 doun(3oAov] "not paying one’s share" (LSJ II; cf. Z 1,75, 167ab). The word is not 

otherwise found in the orators, historians or Plato. In Middle and New Comedy it
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describes the parasite, e.g., Alex. F257 and Timocl. F8. It also appears in a striking 

parallel to our passage (Ath. 13.572c = Ephipp. F20):

otccv yap  gov veos 
aXXoxpiov eX0d>v ovpov eo0i'eiv pd0^, 
aauppoXov te x £ipa  TrpoapdX^ (Bopg,
5i5ovai voni£’ a u ro v  au Tfjg vutcrog Xoyov.

(Whenever a youth 
learns how to come and eat another man’s fish 
and puts to the feast a hand which does not pay its share, 
know that he pays his account during the night.)

The youth who does not pay his own way is open to ridicule; and while Aeschin. is not

necessarily appealing to comic stereotypes here, many of the following chapters are

devoted to making Timarchus seem KaTayEXaorog. Both Aeschin. and the speaker of

these fines assume that the youth must pay with his body and Aeschin. exploits that

suspicion here to justify his lack of witnesses. Note also that Aeschin. needs to state that

others paid for Timarchus’ luxuries in order to counter the defense argument that one

needs contracts or witnesses to establish ETa(pr)cri$. The money a man spent on a youth

may be considered payment for his sexual services (SiSovai Xoyov: cf. Ar. PI. 153ff.).

77.3 hetci X£ipa S £X£T£] If taken literally, the idiom hetcc x EIpa S EXElv> "t0 have in 

hand," would suggest that the appeals arising from the scrutiny of the deme registers was 

still ongoing; see following note. For the idiom cf. Hdt. 7.16, Thuc. 1.138. D.S. 18.27.

77.3 SiatpriqnaEis] The word 8iavpr|<piais generally means any vote taken by ballot 

(LSJ s.v.), but Aeschin. is referring to a particular procedure which took place in all Attic 

demes during the year 346/5 (Harp. s.v. 8iavpf|<ptats = FGH 324 F52). On the proposal 

of one Demophilus, the Athenians decided to hold a universal scrutiny of their deme 

registers (§86 and Z 1, 77, 169b). It was believed that they contained the names of many 

who had been wrongfully enrolled and who therefore possessed citizen rights to which 

they were not entitled (D. 57.49). Aeschin.’s paradigm was certain to provoke the judges.
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for the scrutiny was an volatile issue at the time (2.182, D. 57.1-7) and produced a great 

deal of litigation, e.g., the cases in §§ 114-5 (see note ad loc.) and D. 57. Other cases 

sometimes associated with the scrutiny of 346/5 are Is. F12 and TTpos Boicotov ek 

8r)(iOTcov Etpeois (Harp. s.v. Keipia5r)s), and two lost speeches by Dinarchus (D.H. Din. 

11). For a discussion of these see the works listed at the end of this note.

The procedure used by the deme Halimous to effect the revision of their register is 

described at D. 57.9-14 and in the hypothesis to that speech. Deme members met in 

Athens. The name of each man in the register was called out, and the members voted 

whether to retain or expunge it. The voting was probably overseen by the deme's 

representatives to the Council; see R. Develin C&M 1991 75-9. A man whose name was 

removed had the right of appeal to the dikasterion (11. 5-7, §78); if he was acquitted at the 

appeal his name was reinstated, but if convicted, he was sold as a slave.

One important procedural point is clouded by Aeschin.'s rhetoric; it was possible 

to introduce witnesses at the initial stage, contrary to the implication of §78 (ouSev y a p  

5 o k e T TtpoaSeTaSat upiv Aoyou o u 8 e papTupiag ; cf. Z 1. 77, 169b). and thus contrary' 

to the point of the paradigm. We may infer this from the speech of Euxitheus. who 

complains that his accuser did not provide witnesses at the deme meeting, and that he 

himself did not have the chance to do so (D. 57.11-3). On the other hand, witnesses were 

probably unnecessary in most cases. During the 8 iaqyf)cpiais of Halimous, the voting 

took place quickly; sixty men were vetted in several hours, which suggests that few 

witnesses were called (D. 57.9-11).

Though we have a relative abundance of material on the 8 ia<+m)cpiais of 346/5. 

much remains obscure. Scholars have focused on two problems: its precedents and its 

relation to the annual scrutiny of eighteen-year-olds (see note on §18.5). Neither is 

satisfactorily resolved. The exchange of Diller (1932 and 1935) and Gomme (1937 67- 

86) has informed all subsequent discussions, which include Harding 1994a 174-8, 

Whitehead 1986 88-9,93-5 and 104-9, Rhodes on AP 13.5, 26.4 and 42.1, M.J. Osbome

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



165

ABSA 66 (1971) 329 n. 32 and FGH m b  (Suppl.) 157-62. See also note on §§ 114-5. and 

for the relevance of the Siavprjqnats to the date of the trial of Timarchus see Introduction

m.

79.1 Oepg 8fi Trpog t o u  Aiog] The scholiast apparently felt Aeschin. had dwelt too 

long on this paradigm: he notes here empovri t o  a x o u a  (Z  1, 79, 173). Emesti defines 

eTnpovf) as figura orationis, qua res plus iusto exaggeratur.. .  ut si verba grandiora. 

atrociora sunt, quam res ipsa fert. aut postulat (126). This is the most detailed of the 

four paradigms, but it is based on an event with which the judges were familiar and likely 

had strong feelings about. Aeschin. may also elaborate the paradigm in order to ridicule 

Timarchus: the scholiast believes that "the hollow axle for Timarchus" had an obscene 

connotation (I, 79, 174a). TeTpimriuevos "pierced, drilled" does not to my knowledge 

elsewhere have such a connotation, although in comedy rp u m n p a  "hole" may refer to 

the vagina: see Henderson 1991 142.

79.7 t c o v  vpf)<pcov ] Verdicts were reached in the Athenian court by majority vote. 

Throughout the classical period judges cast their vote using ballots (vyijqxoi). In the 

fourth century, the ballots were bronze disks with axles in their center. Each judge 

received two of them at the conclusion of arguments: one had a perforated axle (fj 

TETpumniEvr]) and was a vote for the prosecutor or plaintiff (in Aeschin.'s fiction, for 

conviction) while the other, a vote for the defendant, had a solid axle (f) trXripris). The 

judge placed one finger and his thumb at each end of the axles, so that no one could 

distinguish between the ballots at sight. He then placed the valid ballot into a bronze urn 

and discarded the other into an urn of wood. The bronze um was emptied, the ballots 

were counted, and the herald announced the verdict. A number of ballots have been 

recovered from the Agora. See further Z 1, 79, 174a-c, AP 68-9 with Rhodes on 68.3-4. 

M. Lang "Ballots" 82-90 in Boegehold 1995, Staveley 1972 95-100 and Boegehold 1963.
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79.8 t o  Etc t o u  vo|iou tcfipuyua] Aeschin. maintains the verisimilitude of his fiction: 

according to AP, the herald cried rj t e t pvrrnrjh e  vr| t o u  TrpoTEpov XeyovTos. r\ 5e 

T r X f i p r i s  t o u  uoTEpov XeyovTog (68.4, restored). For the formula o t c o  S o k e T. . . o t c o  

8 e  un, cf. Th. 1.87.2, D. 24.20 and Xen. Hell. 1.7.9.

79.10 tcaTEyvcoT av] "An indicative or optative with av retains its mood and tense 

(with av) unchanged in indirect discourse with o n  or cos and in indirect questions, after 

both primary and secondary tenses" (MT 681: cf. KG 2.536: Smyth 2623a. 2625, 2677). 

Cf. §§25 and 79.

80.5 o te  e@ouXeucje T r e p u a i v  j On the relevance of this remark to the date of the trial, 

see Introduction HI. Timarchus was (3ouXeuttis again in 361/0 (see note on §109.3): 

unlike most other offices, a man could serve on the Council twice (AP 62.2). He is one of 

seventeen known to have done so (Rhodes 1985 242-3).

80.5 teixcov ETTiatcEufjs H nupyou. f| cos atrfiyETO iToi tis ]  Aeschin. ridicules 

Timarchus with a series of puns (§§80-5). I have not attempted to find English 

equivalents, partly because some remain obscure. Aeschin. first quotes a speech of 

Timarchus, in which he says several words had obscene connotations. The verb ccTrayco 

had a wide semantic range: in this case it "may have suggested seduction" (Adams). LSJ 

s.v. andyco  1.3 cites our passage for the meaning "abduct" (cf. Z 1. 80. 177 qpTraaTai 

and Luc. Tim. 16, Anach. 13). The double entendres behind teixcov ettiokeut] and 

■nvpyos cannot now be recovered; Adams notes "Fortunately the modem reader is spared 

a knowledge..."  At [D.] 47.56 mrpyos refers to the women's quarters in a private home 

(cf. LSJ s.v. 3); Adams sees the same meaning here, apparently construing it as a 

reference to effeminacy.
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Several passages of the speech seem intended to make the audience laugh (111. 

126. 131, 157, 164). Humor is an important weapon in Aeschin.’s arsenal. First he 

attacks Timarchus and D. by making them appear ridiculous; cf. § 135, where he fears his 

opponents will do the same to him. Second he uses humor to leaven the dour, 

schoolmarmish ethos he has created. On humor in the orators see Harding 1994b.

81.5 Trjs y a p  BouXrjs ffjs ev ’Apeicp Traycp] It is a commonplace of Attic literature 

to praise the Council of the Areopagus (§92, 3.20, A. Eu.. D. 23.65, Isoc. 18, Lycurg. 

1.12, 52, ([Lys.] 6.14, X. Mem. 3.5.20). It is consistently presented as the court which 

holds the greatest auctoritas and deserves the highest respect (§84, D. 25.23: cf. Lys. 3.2- 

4). Its esteem resulted partly from the fact that it was an archaic institution and partly 

from the high standards to which its members were held. But more importantly, the 

Areopagus held a unique position in the Athenian polis. outside the cycle of annual and 

allotted magistracies. In the time of Aeschin., it was composed of ex-archons, who 

therefore had some legal experience: they became members for life, and so were the only 

Athenian judges capable of developing expertise in their jurisdictions.

The history and authority of the Areopagus are controversial. Its powers and 

purview were certainly increased during the fourth century, but throughout the classical 

period it was primarily a court of law. Like other courts, it had specific jurisdictions (e.g. 

9 0 VOS ek Ttpovoias and xpauua): unlike them, it was able to conduct its own 

investigations (d m ^ d a e ts ) , either on its own initiative or at the request of the Assembly 

(cf. §92). It may also have taken a general interest in eutcoapi'a (e.g.. Isoc. 18.37-46: see 

Wallace 62-4, 208 and 211, and G.L. Cawkwell JHS 108 (1988) 1-12). On the 

Areopagus see Rhodes 1995 311-4, Hansen 1991 288-95, Wallace 1989 and Rhodes on 

AP 3.6, 8.4, 25, 27.1, 35.2 and 57.
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81.7 h e  pi. t c o v  o ik t io e c o v  t c o v  e v  r f j  TTutcvfj The subject of Timarchus’ proposal is 

clear but not its substance, nor do we know why the Areopagus took an interest in it. It is 

unlikely that the council had special competence in matters of building (Wallace 1989 

120 with n. 95). The only other certain example of the Areopagus taking action in the 

Assembly, apparently on its own initiative, is its support of Phocion in 338 (Plut. Phoc.

16: see Wallace 1989 122).

The Pnyx is a hill close to the Athenian agora where the Assembly usually met 

during the classical period. It seems that the Pnyx was underdeveloped (epripuas §82. 

ijouxi? §83; cf. Ar. Ec. 243 with Z), and several scholars have supposed that it was an 

area where prostitution flourished, but this is only an inference from §§81-5. The 

scholiast on our passage says that the houses there were deserted and in disrepair, and that 

Timarchus moved to restore them (1,81, 179). Thompson, who would date Period in  of 

the Pnyx (a major renovation) to c. 350-324 B.C., suggests that Timarchus proposed 

"expropriation by the state of private property to make possible the enlargement of the 

assembly place" (1982 145 n. 40). His suggestion is attractive: certainly it helps to 

explain the involvement of the Areopagus, insofar as the place of assembly was sacred 

(cf. note on §23.2). However it seems now that this renovation of the Pnyx was pan of 

the programs of Lycurgus: see M. H. Hansen "Reflections on the Number of Citizens 

Accomodated in the Assembly Place on the Pnyx." The Pnyx in the History of Athens 

Helsinki 1996 24 with n. 7. For an archeological repon on the Pnyx see H. Thompson 

and R. Scranton Hesperia 12 (1943) 269-383, esp. 361.
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81.8 A utoXukoj] Aeschin.'s paragon (PA 2746) seems to have met an ignominious end. 

In 338, following the battle of Chaeronea, Lycurg. prosecuted "Autolycus the 

Areopagite" for removing his family from Athens during the battle, and had him 

condemned to death (Lycurg. 1.53 and F3, Harp. s.v. AutoAukos . [Plu.] Mor. 843d).

See Judeich RE 2.2 2602.

82.2 Eicrfiyriua] "Motion, proposal" (LSJ); cf. Z  1, 82, 180 to  yfiqnoya and Ba. 

210.20. The word appears elsewhere only at Isoc. 22.2, D.H. 10.30.3 and Suda A 797. It 

is interesting that Aeschin. puts an uncommon word in the mouth of the representative of 

the Areopagus.

83.6 utKpov vptcov ekccotg? avaA copa] "Apparently the speaker meant that Timarchus 

thought that in this time of peace, with its small demands on the treasury, only a light 

burden would fall on each citizen" (Adams ad loc.). For ev f]auxia = "time of peace" cf. 

Th. 3.12. The double entendre seems to depend on another meaning for f)oux(a, 

"solitude, a sequestered place" (LSJ II: cf. Z 1, 83, 182 and 183, §90), but the point of the 

joke is no longer clear: "Timarchus thinks that you will not have to pay so much for his 

services in a deserted place"?

84.1 tcov oikotteScov tea! tcov Acckkcov j "(House) foundations and cisterns": more 

double entendres. I reject Adams' suggestion "that the vulgar crowd made merry over the 

word oikotteScov as sounding like opxtTrcScov (testicles), and Acckkcov like 

AcckkotteScov (scrota)." As Henderson points out, "references to testicles in 

Aristophanes almost always occur in threats.. . or violent erotic advances (seizing the 

testicles in preparation for sexual contact)" (1991 124; see also 125-6). So a joke about 

testicles might be used against a man who took the insertive role in intercourse with 

another man, but Timarchus is maligned for taking the receptive role (e.g., §§40.41, 46.
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110-1). Earlier commentators (Bremi, Reiske, Salmas) understood a reference to 

XccKKOTTpcoKTos or XaKKOOKCiTTEpSag ("cistern asshole"), which better suits the context. 

Aristophanes frequently mocks men for being e u p u i r p c o K T O i  ("those whose T r p c o i c r o i  

have been widened by constant buggery and who are on that account depraved or evil” 

Henderson 1991 210). OikotteSov, the hole dug as the foundation of a house, could be 

similarly construed: furthermore digging is a very common metaphor for sexual 

intercourse (Henderson 1991 168-9).

84.3 TTuppavSpos] Aeschin. gives no demotic or patronymic for Pyrrhandrus (PA 

12496), probably assuming that the judges were familiar with him. In the speech against 

Ctesiphon he mentions a Pyrrhandrus of Anaphylstus, one of the prominent pro-Theban 

politicians of the previous generation (3.139, cf. Z ad loc.). He apparently lived a long 

life: he was politically active as early as 378 (IG II-  41 and 44) and was still living in 330 

(3.139). Richardson ad loc. assumes that he was a member of the Areopagus. See 

Gartner RE 24 81-2.

84.5 E£e(3dXXeTE atrrov urToXap|3dvovTEs] Since, as Bremi notes, "res est momenti. 

non durans." the aorist forms E^sfidXETE (a m c g V x c L D Stob.) and uttoXcx(36vtes ((3 

D schol.) are preferable.

85.3 yeuSopapTupicov] See note on §130.6.

85.4 aTOTrov] The scholiast gives the meaning "marvelous, remarkable" (1, 85, 186: cf. 

Z 3, 179,410), but the context suggests "paradoxical" (see LSJ 2 and cf. Suda a  4374. 

Hsch. a  8133, Z PI. Phd. 60b).

On the dependent clauses el . .  (3occte and el . . idXco av, Goodwin notes "after 

many expressions of wonder, delight.. .  and similar emotions, a protasis with ei may be
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used to express the object of the emotion" (MT 494). The protasis (or indirect question 

introduced by ei) is considered a substantive clause, comparable to substantive clauses 

introduced by o t i  and cbsfATG 2.370; cf. Smyth 2247). Aeschin. is fond of this usage: cf. 

§§26, 64, 82,94, 119, 134, 174, 188; 2.73; 3.175, 207, 242.

86.1 Aripocpi'Aou] Nothing else is known about him (PA 3664) or Nicostratus (PA 

11008). For the revision of the deme registers see note on §77.3.

86.4 ouvSekcc^eiv] On the uncompounded form 8ekcc£eiv Rhodes writes "the word is 

not common, but it is found with the meaning ’bribe’, in particular with jurors as object, 

often enough in the orators.. .  possibly a particular form of bribery is denoted" (1981 

343). Cf. §87, AP 27.5, Isoc. 2.11, 17.50, Lys. 29.12 and Thphr. Char. 26.5. In folk 

etymology it was linked to the expression Sekcc^ Aukou, "the ten men of Lycus”: Aukos 

ecttiv iipcos irpos toIs ev ’A0r|vais SiKacmnpiois. . . Trpos ov ot 8copo8oKouvTE$ 

K ara  i’ yiyvotiEvoi av£orpeq>ovro (Harp. s.v. 8ekcc£cov, a citation of Eratosthenes: cf. 

Hsch. A 1396. Suda 5 174. and see Oldfather RE 13 2398-9). Harp.’s explanation was 

accepted by Frisk (1972-3 1.359-60) and Harvey (1985 88), who notes that "the word is 

used most frequently of bribing juries, which were originally organized in ten panels."

On the other hand Chantraine considers 8 e k c c£ e iv  "un factitif.. . de SsKopai. . .  Taire 

accepter un cadeau’" (1984 i.259). Harvey rejects Chantraine’s etymology on the basis of 

the even less common compound word o u v S ekcc^ e i v . "to bribe all together" (cf. the law 

cited at [D.] 46.26, Harp. s.v. 'AyaaucAfis and X. Ath. 3.7), thinking that the prefix ouv - 

makes no sense if Sexohcxi is a factitive. I do not understand his objection. The question 

has been often discussed: see G.M. Calhoun Athenian Clubs in Politics and Litigation 

Austin, Tex. 1913 69-70. For accusations of bribery in the orators see note on §106.5.
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89.1 iroAet EKieAfjTcp] "Selected to judge or arbitrate.. an umpire city" (LSJ). Two 

cities might, in their treaties with each other, choose a third to arbitrate disputes between 

them or their citizens. For the expression see e.g. IG 12 22, II2 179,404 and 778. The 

treaty might specify the competence of the ttoAis ekkAtitos, the composition of its court, 

the penalties and other details. See P. Gauthier Symbola: Annales de VEst: Memoire 42 

(Nancy 1972) 308-46 and S. Cataldi ASNP 9 (1979).

90.6 c o v  y i y v c b a K E T a i ]  I.e., e £  t o u t c o v  o T$ y i y v c b a K E T a i :  the attraction of a 

relative pronoun in the dative case is rare (KG 2.409, Smyth 2523).

90-1 Often taken as a reference to the procedure aucxycoyf] KCXKOupycov (LA ii. 18 n. 2. 

LCA 149 n. 315. Cohen 1991a 111. Hansen 1976 40 and 1981 23ff. and, tentatively. SAL 

278 with n. 23). ’ATTaycoyfi ("leading away") was a procedure of summary' arrest which 

could be used against various kinds of offenders, including Kcncoupyoi ("evil-doers”) 

who were apprehended e if aurocpcopcp ("whose guilt was manifest": see following 

note). KcxKoOpyoi were taken directly to the Eleven where they were executed at once it 

they confessed: but if they denied their guilt, the case was referred to the courts. We are 

not certain, however, what kinds of criminal could be considered Katcoupyoi. It is clear 

that there was a vopos tg jv  tccctcoupycov (Antipho 5.9, cf. §113) which listed those 

subject to its provisions: kAetttcci ("thieves"), AcottoS utcxi ("stealers of clothes"), and 

av5paTTo8iara( ("enslavers") (Hansen 1976 46-7). But scholars have argued that the 

procedure could have been used against a variety of offenders, not only those specified in 

the law but also those who committed similar kinds of offense (e.g., (BaAAavnoTonot. 

"cut-purses"; see LA ii.223, LCA 148, Rhodes 1993 581). The question posed by Hansen 

(1976 36-48. 1981 22-6) and Cohen (1991a 110-22) is of particular interest, since it is 

based on §§90-1: was it possible to use ccTTaycoyfi KaKOupycov against qoixoi 

("seducers")?
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Although Harrison, in response to Paoli, had earlier denied the possibility (LA i.35 

n. 1), Hansen in his 1976 study of drraycoyri believed that seducers could be subject to 

dTraycoyri Kcncoupycov and he was followed by Cohen (see above). Hansen argues 

that in §§90-1 Aeschin. was paraphrasing the vopos tcov icaKoupycov because in 

vocabulary and phrasing the passage resembles AP 52.1, an indisputable reference to 

duaycoyfi tcaicoupycov (1976 40 n. 20, 1981 23-4). Although he supposes that the law 

explicitly named only KXeTrrai. AcottoSutcci and avSpcrrroSiaTca, and although he 

acknowledges that Aeschin. is not citing but interpreting the law, he asserts nevertheless 

that the mention of poixoi here implies that dmxycoyfi Kaxoupycov could be used 

against them:

since, in Athens, there was no authorized interpretation of the law .. .  an 
interpretation was correct if the jurors were persuaded and voted 
accordingly.. .  on the other hand, there must have been a more or less 
accepted opinion about which criminals to include among the kakourgoi in 
the legal sense (1981 25).

But as Hansen notes, nowhere do the sources state that poixoi were K atcoupyo i subject

to drraycoyf) (although they are mentioned together with KAeTrrai or d v 5 p a T r o 8 t c r T a i

also at Arist. NE 1138a25, Suda [3 68 and Poll. iv. 148-51). The only supporting evidence

Hansen offers is an analogy: an Athenian was allowed to use self-help against poixou

nocturnal thieves, highwaymen, and exiled homicides: the three latter were subject to

dTraycoyri as well; therefore "it is highly probable, in itself, that moichoi too were

subject to apagoge" (1981 25).

It is of course dangerous to base the argument solely on the statement of

Aeschines, particularly one whose obvious purpose is to convince the judges to convict

Timarchus. Hansen's argument was rejected by Gagarin (1979 322 n.60) and more fully

by Harris (1991 376-7, 1994 179-80), who notes that Aeschin.'s statement is not a

definition of dTraycoyri in a legal sense, but rather part of the rhetorical strategy of this

section, i.e., to persuade the judges that in some cases witnesses are not needed ("if only

those whose crimes can be proven by the testimony of witnesses are punished, those who
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commit misdeeds without being detected will never by brought to justice" Harris 1994a 

180). The phrase t c o v  t c x  p e y io ra  pev aSucouvTcov (91.2-3) alone is sufficient to 

demonstrate that Aeschin. is not offering a legal definition of KCiKoOpyoi; his list is a 

series of increasingly heinous offenders. And while it is likely that Aeschin. has 

cnraycoyfi in mind when he states that "some whose guilt is manifest are executed on 

the spot if  they confess" (§91.4), the offenders he names cannot be considered a legal 

definition of Kaicoupyoi. See also note on §43.10-11.

91.4 ett’ auro<pcbpcp] A Kaicoupyos was subject to summary arrest provided that he

was taken ett’ aurocpcbpcp (e.g. Lys. 13.85-7). The phrase, often misinterpreted, usually

means "obviously," "clearly,” or "manifesdy"; only rarely can it be translated "in the act”

(e.g., Men. Mis. 216-21). See Harris 1994a, who notes that in our passage

the ep'autophoro criminal is . . .  contrasted with the one who escapes detection 
and is convicted.. .  by what is generally known about his character and 
conduct. Since the ep'autophoro is set opposite this kind of criminal, he must 
be one whose guilt is clearly established by eye-witness testimony (180).

94.1 \oyoypacpo$] Originally "writer of prose" (e.g. Th. 1.21) but here and often, 

"speechwriter," hired by a litigant to compose a speech for delivery in court. The practice 

is often reviled, and the word Aoyoypacpos typically has pejorative connotations (e.g..

D. 19.250, 23.146. PI. Phaed. 257c-d, 1  1,94. 201: note here the sarcastic ye). Here 

Aeschin. seeks to discredit D. for writing Timarchus’ speech, and Timarchus for hiring 

him to write it (cf. Martin and de Bude ad loc.). Elsewhere Aeschin. rebukes D. for 

working as a logographer (117, 119, 125, 170. 2.165. 180. 3.173,200: cf. Din. l.l 11.

Hyp. 3.3). Nevertheless the practice was widespread, and in fact the majority of private 

orations which survive were written in this manner. Furthermore, as Dover notes, "the 

conventional attitude of mistrust towards composers of speeches was counteracted by the 

intense interest of Athenians in oratory and their admiration of good speeches as works of
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art" (1968 158). See further Dover 1968 148-74, Lavency 1964 and Kennedy 1963 126- 

45.

94.7 TepaTEUonevog] A denominative verb from TEpag, "wonder, marvel." It is rare in 

classical prose and poetry but used four times by Aeschin. (2.49,98, 3.160), always to 

describe D.'s manner of speaking.

9 5 3  e-micAfipou] "Heiress" is a convenient but imprecise translation: an e-micAf)pos did 

not own property, since she did not have the power to dispose of it. If a man died and left 

no male heir, the estate (tcAfipos) devolved onto his daughter. To ensure the continuance 

of his oikos. the daughter might have to marry her nearest agnatic relative: thus she was 

taken "in addition to" (etu) the estate. Their son was then able to inherit his grandfather's 

property when he came of age. The husband of the ETnxAripos was responsible for 

managing it until that time.

Considerable difficulty might ensue from such arrangements, but there existed 

various laws designed to regulate them. Among these was a procedure to redress 

maltreatment (Kdtccoais ETrucAripou). It is sometimes called an EiaayyEAia (Is. 3.46. D. 

37.46) but AP describes it as a ypacpfi (56.6: cf. Men. F328). Apparently both refer to 

the same procedure (LA i.l 17-8, LCA 94). At any rate, they must be distinguished from 

the siaayyEAia upo$ tov Sfjpov, for in this procedure the denunciation of the person 

abusing the heiress was made to the eponymous archon, who later oversaw the case (AP

56.6, D. 37.46). Although the law’s provisions are unknown, presumably it could have 

been used against Hegesander for dissipating the estate. For other offences against 

ETTiKAfjpoi see Rhodes 1993 630. In general see LA i.9-12, 108-19, 132-8, LCA 95-8.

SAL 228-31 and Amaoutoglou 1998 10-1.

95.6 KaTEKEKu(3EUTo] See note on §30.2.
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95.7 e £ c o p o $ ]  "Beyond the prime of life (copa)," i.e., avrip fiSri e y e y o v E i  (2! 1.95. 

206). Once again the argument hinges on the definition of prostitution. The defense 

apparently claims that the relation of Timarchus and Hegesander was not mercenary, 

since it occurred after Timarchus came of age, and that at any rate Timarchus would not 

have worked for a wage since he had already inherited a large estate. Aeschin. does not 

reaily address either point.

96.5 e u p ( a K O V T O < j]  The middle form Eupi'oKopevos is found in a f  and the scholiast, but 

the active is attested in the sense "(price) offered" by X. Mem. 2.5: see further LSJ V.2 

and Wyse on Is. 8.35. Millett cites this passage as evidence for the existence of "bad 

markets" in Attica (1991 274-5 n. 41). Alternatively, the statement has a rhetorical point: 

Aeschin. tries to create the impression of a rich estate by claiming that Timarchus did not 

receive the proper value for each item sold.

97.1 ouai'av] We cannot now determine the total worth of the estate Timarchus 

inherited since we know the value of only three items (see chart below). Furthermore we 

do not know if his father Arizelus purchased other properties with the money he received 

from the sale of the ore workshops. Certainly Aeschin. had no need to report the value of 

every holding: rather he seeks to create the impression of a large estate potentially 

capable of providing great benefits to the demos which has instead been wasted. It is not 

clear whether he has evidence regarding the income or sale of the shoemakers (§99.6-10). 

Nor is it clear whether he provides proof of the sale of the farm in Alopece or the land in 

Sphettus (§100.9).

Arizelus drew his wealth not from land alone but from diverse sources: houses, 

apartment building, farms, slaves, outstanding loans (cf. §105). This "mixed holding" is 

typical of affluent Athenians in the classical period (Davies 1984 72). Since the family
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belonged to the derae Sphettus, it is not surprising to find most of the holdings in 

southeast Attica. The exception is the farm in Cephisia, a deme located northeast of 

Athens toward Mt. Pentelicon. Note that the holdings are separate parcels and do not 

constitute a latifundium: again, it is typical for "a man of property to own many small 

estates or properties scattered throughout Attika" (Davies 1984 52). See in general 

Davies 1984 38-72, LA i.228-30 and Millett 1991 167-9.

THE INHERITANCE OF TIMARCHUS (§§97-101)

House in the dcrru 2000 dr.

Land in Sphettus

Farm in Alopece 2000 dr.

10 or 11 slave shoemakers 1400 dr .per annum
(value of slaves themselves not given)

Slave flax worker

Slave embroiderer

Household slaves

Furniture and other moveables

Cash (derived from sale of farms and workshops?)

Various debts, including one of more than 3000 dr.

97.2 eAiyroupyei] The wealthiest Athenians were obliged to "work for the people" 

(AiyroupyEiv), i.e., to finance and administer certain activities which benefited the entire 

polis. These works (Aiyroupy(ai) were of two kinds: the festival and the trierarchic. In 

the former the liturgist was responsible for some aspect of a civic festival, e.g., the 

choregia, for which see note on §11.1. There were approximately one hundred festival 

liturgies in a year, and several more in the year of the Great Panathenaea (Davies 1967. 

Moore 1971). They might cost as little as one hundred drachmae or as much as half a 

talent, depending on the nature of the liturgy and the ambitions and resources of the 

liturgist. The second kind of liturgy was the trierarchia, in which the liturgist paid some
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of the costs of outfitting a trireme. This liturgy was far more costly, perhaps a talent or 

more; fourth-century reforms spread the expense among groups of liturgists. While the 

burden may have been great for some, there is no question that the liturgist personally 

profited. He might acquire considerable Ttpf| and x ° P ‘f> from the people if he performed 

his duty in a generous spirit and with magnificent results; see Sinclair 1991 64-5. 189-90. 

Ober 1989 226-30 and the note on §101.2.

The antithesis (ETspog h e v . . . ourog 8e) neatly expresses Aeschin.’s argument: 

Timarchus had the potential to benefit the polls but wasted it in satisfying selfish 

pleasures. Cf. §§11, 101, 105.

97.3 omoQev xfis ttoXecos] The Acropolis was sometimes simply called the ttoAis 

(KaXenrai. . . s a l  f) aicpoTToAis pexP1 toOSe e ti  u t t ’ ’A0r|vmcov ttoAis Th. 2.15.6: see 

LSJ ttoXis 1.1). Reiske, Bremi and the scholiast understand oTna0Ev to indicate the 

north, while Adams translates "south of the Acropolis." Since it is more likely that the 

Athenians would consider their city to face the Piraeus and the sea. the former seem to 

have the better understanding.

97.4 e o x c c t ic c v ] The meaning of E o x c m d  in descriptions of property is discussed b y  D. 

M. Lewis "The Athenian Rationes Centesimarum,” Problemes de la terre en Grece 

ancienne 1973 ed. M. I. Finley 210-2. The lexicographers give three possible meanings: 

"lands on or towards the frontier," "lands near the sea" and "lands on the hills" (e. g. Z 1. 

97, 21 la-c). Lewis notes that while the first two cannot apply to property in Sphettus. the 

third would fit very well, and concludes "Attic eoxccTtai are to be looked for in the 

neighborhood of hills." See further note on 98.8.

97.4 xcopts 5 e o Ik e t c x s] These shoemakers were slaves who worked and lived outside 

the household of Timarchus. Modem scholars use the phrase x ^ P 1? o i k o Ov t e s  to
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denote this kind of slave, who was "permitted by the master to work independendy, 

paying for this privilege a fixed rent (apophora), and retaining the surplus" (SAL 187-8). 

The phrase is a modem convention: it appears only once in a text from the classical 

period (D. 4.36). Harp.'s gloss there refers it to freedmen (Harp. s.v. = Suda t  839), and a 

similar phrase (xcopis c+jkei) is used of a freedwoman at [D.] 47.72, but as Harrison 

notes, neither is sufficient to demonstrate that oikoOvtes denoted freedmen

only(LA i. 167 n. 5); another lexicographer refers it to both freedmen and slaves (Bk. 

1.316). Aeschin. uses the word oikettis exclusively in the sense "slave" (17, 54 bis. 62. 

99 bis. 105; 2.126, 127; 3.41,44 bis), so there is no reason to suppose that the 

shoemakers were freedmen. I do not understand why Harrison cites this passage as 

evidence for the statement, "A master could also hire out his slaves" (LA i.176). This was 

certainly possible (e.g. D. 27.20), but nothing here indicates that Timarchus had hired out 

any of the slaves mentioned here. On x^P iS  oikouvtes see LA i. 167-8 and Perotti 1974.

97.6 dm xpopdv] A sum paid in exchange for the granting of a privilege (use of land. 

Hdt. 2.109: cf. Arist. Pol. 1264a33). Here, the sum paid by the slaves of Timarchus for 

the privilege of working outside the household: cf. Men. Epit. 163. Since it was a fixed 

sum it did not necessarily represent the slave's total earnings, and so is evidence that in 

some circumstances the slave had his own property; cf. [D.] 59.31. Slaves who were 

hired out to work for others, e.g. to carry water or to work in the silver mines, also paid 

an dtrcxpopd to their master (And. 1.38. X. Por. 4.49, [X.] Ath. 1.11, Suda a  1785 = 

Men. F431, cf. Suda a  3639).

97.7 au o p y iv a ] The word signifies both a type of fabric and the women's clothing 

made from it, both known for their fineness and expense (Ar. Lys. 150 with 2 ,  Antiph. 

F153, [PI.] Ep. 363a with 2 , Harp. s.v. ’A popyoj, Hsch. a  3747, 2  1,97, 214a, b): 

hence the intrusive gloss sp y a  XETrrd at 1.9 (Cobet 1873 625-6). The scholiasts note
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also its rich color (Z  1 ,9 7 ,214a, Z Ar. Lys. 150), but they may have been misled by the 

word dyopyri, a scarlet dye (Mau RE 1 1874). The relationship between d y o p y is . 

d y o p y tv a  and the island Amorgos is uncertain; it may be that this grade of fabric was 

first produced there (Poll. 7.74: cf. Mau RE 1 1875 and D.-S. Li 233). It was made from 

the fibers of the plant dyopyis (Ar. Lys. 737), identified by J. Yates Textrinum 

antiquorwn 1834 as mallow (cf. LSJ). But dyopyi's is more likely flax, and d y o p y tv a  a 

kind of fine linen. See P. Mayerson, "The Word XivoicaAdyr] (Flax) Vis a Vis 

dyopyt's," ZPE 121 (1998) 223-5.

98.5 NauaucpaTEi xcp iccoyiKcp Troir)Tfj] The name has been restored in an inscription 

recording victors at the Lenaea (IG I I-  2325), once among the comic poets (1. 148: 

between c. 378/7 and c. 351/0) and once among the comic actors (1. 196: c. 350).

Similarly Nausicrates is identified in the mss. as both Troir]Tfj<; (f) and unoKprrfjs (BD). 

The Suida knows him only as a poet (v 71: cf. C. Austin, "Catalogus Comicorum 

Graecorum." ZPE 14 (1974) 168). Earlier scholars declared that the two were not the 

same (O'Connor 1966 355, Benaria RE  Suppl. 10 412, following A. Wilhelm. Urkunden 

dramatischer Auffiihrungen inAthen Vienna 1906 150). However Stephanis, while 

rightly cautious, has recently suggested otherwise ("from actor he developed into poet, as 

so many others" 1988 317). It seems from §100.7-8 that Nausicrates was not present in 

court: cf. note on § 107.9.

98.6 KAeci(veto$ o xopoSiSdoKa Aos ] This Cleaenetus may be the tragic poet 

mentioned by Alexis (F266): Snell assumes as much(Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenra 

Gottingen 1986 1.250-1), but Amott is less certain (1996 753). At any rate, like 

Nausicrates and Philemon (§115) he was a man of the theater, and so perhaps a 91X05 of 

Aeschin. Why does Aeschin. mention the resale of the house? Humphreys believes that
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Aeschin. called Cleaenetus as a witness (1985 328), but it is difficult to see what his 

testimony would prove.

98.7 Mvr)o(0£os ] Mnesitheus (PA 10297) belonged to the liturgical class; a few years 

after the trial he served as syntrierarch. See Davies 1971 393.

99.3 iKETEuouoris Kal avTi(3oXouaris] A common collocation in the orators. Cf.

And. 1.51, 149, D. 27.68, 28.20, 30.32, 57.1. 70, [D.] 43.84,45.1, 85, 48.57, 59.81. Is. 

2.2.44. 9.37, Lys. 4.20, [Lys.] 6.55,15.2, 18.27, 21.21, 22.21. This detail recalls the 

clause in the law on the scrutiny of rhetors regarding the maltreatment of parents, and 

prepares the judges for the story of Timarchus and his uncle (§§ 102-4).

99.6 SioxiXicov Spaxricov] According to Pritchett, the average price of a house in the 

orators, as opposed to the epigraphic record where the average price is seven hundred 

drachmae: as he notes, "the values of real estate mentioned in the Attic Orators must not 

be taken as indicaring the average wealth of Athenians" (1956 269-75).

99.8-10 Although Aeschin. claims that Timarchus sold both the farm at Alopece and the 

slaves attached to it, he offers to prove only that Timarchus inherited the slaves. His 

challenge ("let him produce the slaves") is therefore misleading, but rhetorically 

effective, since it places the burden of proof on Timarchus.

100.2 METayEvri] Metagenes (PA 10090) testifies against Timarchus, his fellow 

demesman. Perhaps he is a 91X05 of Aeschin.; Kirchner supposes that he is the same 

Metagenes whom Aeschin. calls to witness in 343 B.C. (2.134).
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100.7 It seems that Aeschin. called various witnesses to prove that Timarchus inherited 

slaves (§99.6-8) and Metagenes to prove that he paid Timarchus seven minae on his debt 

(§ 100.1-5); Aeschin. also called for the testimony of Nausicrates, which stated that he 

bought a house from Timarchus (§98.4-5). The "others" he calls for were perhaps 

Mnesitheus (§98.8) and Cleaenetus (§98.7). As Humphreys notes this is far from proving 

that Timarchus squandered his inheritance (1985 328).

101.2 tocs XflToupyias] Citizens whose property was valued at three or more talents 

were obliged to perform liturgies; see Davies 1971 xxiii-xxiv. Aeschin. claims that the 

father of Timarchus sold assets to lessen his net worth and thus escape this obligation.

The allegation serves at least two purposes. On the one hand, since liturgies were 

considered a public service, a speaker may seek to prejudice the judges by claiming that 

his opponent has avoided them, performed them reluctantly, or did not perform them at 

all ([D.] 10.28, D. 18.102-104, 20.1, 21.153-9, 28.3, 36.39-42. 45.66-7, [D.] 50.9. 58.

51.7. 17. Is. 4.29, 5.36 and Wyse ad loc., 39,46. Isoc. 2.60. [Lys.] 20.23, Lys. 31.12; on 

the topos of liturgy avoidance see Ober 1989 215-7). On the other hand, the allegation is 

another example of the argument from <puai$, used to support Aeschin.'s characterization 

of Timarchus: the father defrauded the people, and so did the son.

101.3 aveu] Usually "without," although in prose the preposition may also mean, as 

here, "besides” (LSJ EH).

101.4 spyacm ripia 5uo] The signification of e p y a a rfip ia  has in the past been 

misunderstood: it refers not to mines but to "establishments for the preparation of the ore 

by pounding and washing" (Hopper 1953 204). Our passage is adduced by Hopper as 

proof that E pyaorrip ia  cannot refer to mines: Aeschin. says that they were sold to avoid 

the liability for performing liturgies, "but mines were not included in the assessment to
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determine liability to such burdens" (Hopper 1953 205, citing D. 42.17-9). Unlike mines, 

workshops were privately owned, for they could be sold, inherited and mortgaged (cf. 

Wyse on Is. 3.22, and see following note). Aeschin. does not tell us their value: 

elsewhere we read of a workshop and its thirty slaves serving as security for a loan of one 

hundred and five minae (D. 37.4). On the preparation and refinement of ore see Healy 

1978 139-98: for a survey of recent archeological work, with site photographs and ground 

plans, see Jones 1982.

101.5 ev ro ts  dpyupeioigj Southeast Attica contained rich deposits of argentiferous 

lead which were mined as early as the third millennium B.C. Classical authors refer to 

the mines as rcc dpyupsia  peraAAa (e.g. Th. 2.55), x a  apyupeia ep y a  (e.g. (D.J 

42.18) or simply x a  apyupeia . In the classical period mining activity was under the 

control of the polls, which leased concessions to exploit individual mines (Hopper 1953 

205-9). Leases were granted by the poletai; a number of these have been preserved and 

were published by Crosby (1950). The work of E. Ardaillon Les Mines de Laurion dans 

iantiquite Paris 1897 has been superseded by that of C. Conophagus Le Laurium antique 

1980. See also Hopper 1953 on the mines in the fourth century.

101.5-6 ev AuAcovi] The location of Aulon is unknown. Crosby suggests that it was a 

"village center," since the poletai lists name roads leading to and from it (1950 194 n. 17: 

cf. Eliot 1962 92 n. 60 supposes it a "small community"). The poletai lists tend to give 

the location of a mine in relation to the nearest town or village (Crosby 1950 193-4).

101.6 etti ©paauAAcp] Harp, glosses etti ©paauAAcp "near the monument of 

Thrasyllus" (s.v. = Suda e 2338; cf. Z I, 101, 220), but he probably is thinking 

mistakenly of the choregic monument of Thrasyllus which was conspicuously located on 

the Acropolis above the temple of Dionysus (Eliot 1962 91 n. 56). Hopper emends to etti
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© paoupcp which appears several times in the poletai lists, while etti ©paauAAcp never 

does (1953 209 n. 66, 217 n. 124: cf. Eliot 1962 110 n. 110). In light of the conventions 

described in the preceding note, Thrasymus was most likely a village in the deme of 

Sounion (Eliot 1962 91). Elsewhere em ©paauAAcp appears only in the document 

inserted at D. 37.25: Carey and Reid ad loc. note that "the corruption, evidently an old 

one, is due to uncial confusion of M and AA."

102.1 Tpeis a5eAcpof| We know nothing of Arizelus (PA 1617), Eupolemus (PA 5932) 

and Arignotus (PA 1614) beyond what Aeschin. tells us.

102.5 avEpfiTou Tfis ouaias ouaris] See LA i.239-43. Attic law declared equal 

inheritance for all surviving sons (in the absence of a will; Is. 6.25), but the estate did not 

necessarily have to be divided among them. Sometimes it passed in its entirety, with the 

heirs having joint ownership. This estate may have been left undivided in order to ensure 

the welfare of Arignotus: for other motives, see [D.] 44.10 and Harp. s.v. koivgovikcov. 

Misgolas owned slaves jointly with his brother, although we do not know if this means 

they also held an inheritance in common: see note on §41.1. For other undivided estates 

see D. 36.8-9 and Lys. 32.4-5 with Carey ad loc. and the discussion of Lane Fox. 

"Inheritance in the Greek World," 214-8 in Cartledge and Harvey 1985. In the Lysias 

passage, as here, the estate seems to continue undivided "even after the death of one of 

the original heirs" (Davies 1984 77). The father and brothers of Arignotus apparently felt 

that his disability would prevent him from successfully managing his share: Arizelus 

manages the estate while he lives, then entrusts it at his death not to Arignotus but to 

guardians. One wonders at the terms of the agreement reached by Arizelus and Arignotus 

(ouvTa^apEvos, cf. D. 27.7, 28.8). The AP mentions a suit to force the dissolution of 

Koiva (56.6); this probably refers to both undivided estates and joint business ventures 

(see Rhodes ad loc.).
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103.7 ii<pdviae] The point here is not that Timarchus dissipated the estate, but that he 

continued like his father to convert the estate into cash, either to avoid liturgies or to 

purchase other properties. See Todd 1990c 170-1 and cf. note on § 105.

103.8 ccBuvcctois] In the classical period, physically disabled citizens might receive 

public assistance in the form of a dole (cf. Lys. 24, AP 49.4). On the amount of the dole 

see note on § 104.6. This assistance was institutionalized by law (vfrnqjiapa Lys. 24.22. 

vopos AP 49.4, Z 1. 103, 223; see Hansen 1983 165). Applicants were vetted by the 

Council through BoKipaai'a: the implication of Lys. 24.26 is that the scrutiny was held 

annually. The AP lists two factors which determined eligibility: the applicant was unable 

to earn a living because of his physical condition, and his property was valued at less than 

three minae (AP 49.4. cf. Z 1, 103, 222a. Lys. 24.4-6). As in other scrutinies, o 

(BouAonsvos could challenge an applicant’s eligibility (Lys. 24; see Introduction IV).

The institution is attributed to Solon and Pisistratus (PluL Sol. 31, Z I. 103, 223). but 

Rhodes believes it "a creation of the Periclean or post-Periclean democracy" (1981 570). 

See further Lys. 24. AP 49.4 with Rhodes ad loc.. Rhodes 1985 175-6 and Garland 1995 

35-8. Dillon has recently provided a valuable discussion of this institution (1995). 

although his thesis, that the motive for its establishment was not humanitarian but "the 

desire to counteract the possibility of aristocratic patronage over those able to exercise 

political rights but who found it difficult to support themselves financially" (34) remains 

speculative.

104] This charge is the most damning of all those raised against Timarchus, bolstered as 

it is by the deposition of Arignotus. Although the alleged maltreatment of Arignotus is 

not strictly relevant to the case since the law on the scrutiny of public speakers mentions 

only the abuse of mother and father (§28, cf. §99), the testimony of Timarchus’ aged and
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infirm uncle no doubt aroused the judges’ wrath, given the power of moral sentiment 

about the family (cf. D. 21.130, [D.] 45.70 and see GPM 275). Furthermore, like the 

charge in §99 it demonstrates Timarchus’ willingness to mistreat his family, the 

implication being that he will not hesitate to abuse his polis. For the theatrical aspects of 

this testimony cf. the appeal ad misericordiam in which a defendant seeks the judges' pity 

by surrounding himself with old or helpless dependents (e.g. Lys. 20.34, D. 21.99 and cf. 

PI. Ap. 34c): as defendant, Aeschin. turns this device to his advantage (2.179) while here 

as prosecutor, he uses it to attack Timarchus.

Aeschin. says Arignotus was "left off" (a roll of those eligible to receive the dole 

that year?), perhaps because he did not attend the SoKinaaia (2  1. 104. 224). When he 

appealed to the Council in an attempt to be reinstated, Timarchus. presiding that day. 

refused to speak for him. Since the charge is substantiated we must accept that it has a 

basis in truth. Yet one wonders how Arignotus was able to receive the dole in the first 

place, since according to the AP invalids with property worth more than three minae were 

ineligible, and as far as we can tell from the narrative. Arignotus should have shared the 

estate of Arizelus equally with Timarchus. Aeschin. implies that he began to receive the 

dole after Timarchus dissipated the estate (§103.7-9). However it is also possible that the 

estate was not in fact dissipated (see note on § 103.7); and so did Timarchus refuse to 

speak for Arignotus because he knew his uncle was not qualified? Cf. Dillon 1995 40.

104.3 tK£TT)p(av Oevto^ ] Arignotus supplicates the Council since the scrutiny of 

invalids was under their jurisdiction. This does not seem to be the kind of formal appeal 

which was available in other scrutinies, like the scrutinies of citizen qualifications. 

Perhaps, as Dillon believes, "there was the opportunity to call witnesses and supporters to 

the defense of one's status as an adynatos if it was challenged" (1995 53). For the 

privilege of addressing the Council granted to non-members see Rhodes 1985 42-3, 55-7.
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The iKETTipia was a branch of olive wreathed in wool placed upon an altar by a 

suppliant "as a sign that he is not claiming a right but asking a favour" (Rhodes on AP 

43.6: cf. A. Supp. 21-2 and Z 1, 104, 225). On supplication of the Council see AP 43.6 

with Rhodes ad loc.

104.5 irpoESpEucov] Timarchus served on the council in 361/0 (see note on § 109.3). 

fifteen years before this trial. On the presidency of the Council see note on §23.1.

104.6 xfjs -rrpuravEias] Each of the ten tribes chose fifty delegates to sit each year on 

the Athenian Council, for a total of five hundred men. During the year each delegation in 

turn served as a presiding committee (the TrpuxdvEi$, "prytanes:" as in the notes on 23.1. 

33.4). The administrative year was thus divided into ten parts of roughly thirty-six or 

thirty-five days, each of which was called a "prytany" (TrpuxavEta: as in the note on 1.2 

and in the following). See AP 43.2 with Rhodes ad loc.

104.6 pioQov] See Dillon 1995 45-7. The "dole" is variously referred to as piaQos. 

xpo<pf| (AP 49.4) and apyupiov (Lys. 24.4, 8). It was distributed by a xapi'as who was 

elected by lot (AP 49.4). In the early fourth century, the dole was one obol per diem 

(Lys.24.13, 26), and it had increased to two obols at the time of the AP (49.4: cf. Hsch. a  

1217). The phrase xov xfjs TTpuxavEiag piaOov suggests that in 361/0 the payment was 

made each prytany (cf. Z 1, 104, 226 and FGH Illb Suppl. 1 563). Rhodes on the other 

hand thinks that the point of the phrase "may be that iKEXTipiai to the boule as to the 

assembly were allowed once a prytany" (1981 570), but since xfjs TtpuxavEiag is in the 

attributive position, it is difficult to see how it could refer to anything other than xov  

pioQov. Furthermore if supplications to the Council for this purpose could be held each 

prytany, it follows that the scrutiny was held each prytany, which does not seem to have 

been the case (Dillon 1995 41-2; see note on §103.8). At any rate, as Rhodes notes, "the
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grant was at all times less than the wage which an unskilled but able-bodied citizen could 

earn" (1981 570: see Dillon 1995 50-1).

It seems that at the end of the fourth century the dole was paid monthly at the rate 

of five obols per diem (Philoch. FGH 328 F197b with Jacoby ad loc.: cf. Z 1, 103. 222a). 

The scholiast (1, 103, 222b) gives a figure of three obols per diem: this is either an 

inference based on judge pay, or perhaps represents the amount of the dole at some time 

between the date of AP and of Philoch. Dillon rejects both explanations, attributing the 

scholiast's figure simply to "gross error" (1995 45 n.93).

105.1 ’AXX’ lacos av xis eiTToi] Further anticipation of the defense, answered by 

Aeschin. not with facts but memorable phrases: note the use of anaphora and catalogue, 

and cf. the similar turn of phrase at D. 19.146. The scholiast (1, 105, 227) identifies in 

the defense argument the use of metathesis, which in the system of Hermog. means 

"transposition of motive" (3.23 W.). For example, the fact that a man was caught burying 

a body is used as evidence that he committed murder: but the man claims in his defense 

that because of religious scruples he could not allow the body to remain unburied. Here 

the defense will argue that Timarchus sold property not to finance his luxuries but in 

order to buy other houses and to purchase or construct other workshops at the silver 

mines.

106.5 Trpidpevos] Aeschin. repeatedly accuses Timarchus of accepting Scopa, "bribes" 

(§§86-8, 106-8, 114-5, 154, 188). In doing so he draws a parallel between the prostitute 

who sells himself and the man who after accepting bribes "sells" the interests of Athens. 

Accusations of bribery are extremely common in the orators: see Harvey 1985, who finds 

that the Athenians "regarded taking bribes against the interests of the state as particularly 

heinous (it was indeed only this type of doron that was actually illegal)" (112). For laws
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on bribery see D. MacDowell RIDA 30 (1983) 57-78 and the summary in Hansen 1991 

193. See also on §§30.2,42.6 and 86.4.

Aeschin. has constructed the ethos of Timarchus to make the charges of bribery 

plausible: if the judges believe he is addicted to expensive pleasures they will more 

readily think him willling to accept bribes in order to support his addiction (§95; cf. note 

on §107.4-5). See GPM 111 on aioxpoicepSeia, "seeking profit or gain in ways, or from 

sources, which for one reason or another were open to disapproval and reproach."

107.1 Aoyicmfis] One of the ten auditors who supervised euOuvai at the end of the 

year: see note on 1.2. Aeschin. alleges that Timarchus profited from his position through 

bribery and extortion. Since he was about to undergo his own Eu0uvai, Aeschin. may 

have selected this incident to demonstrate Timarchus' willingness to subvert the process: 

cf. the diction in this sentence to that of § 1 ( ttjv ttoX iv ipA aye and souicc^dvTrias). If 

Timarchus held the office in 364/3, as Develin believes (1989 262), he would have been 

in his late twenties or early thirties.

107.4 ”Av5pcp] Andros is the second largest island of the Cyclades, lying southeast of 

Euboea. Aeschin. claims that Timarchus secured the magistracy through bribery and 

declares that he seduced Andrian women. With the latter charge Aeschin. again paints 

Timarchus in the colors of the tyrant, the seduction of free-bom women and children 

being one of the tyrant's conventional characteristics. For this motif see note on §15.1. 

and cf. e.g. D. 23.141 and Cicero’s treatment of Verres.

Andros had joined the Second Athenian League by 373 B.C. (Cargill 1981 41-2). 

The treaty between Athens and its allies specifically forbade the imposition of governors 

and garrisons (IG II2 43= Tod 123). But a decree of 357/6, proposed by Hegesander, 

assumes the presence of an Athenian garrison on Andros (IGU2 123.7-21= Tod 156), 

and some believe that the governorship of Timarchus may even predate Hegesander's
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decree (Cawkwell 1981 52 n. 47 (360s), Develin 1989 264 (363/2). This belief is again

based on the assumption that Aeschin.'s narrative is in chronological order. If this belief

is correct, then the governorship falls before his service on the Council in 361/0 (see note

on § 109.3) and after 364/3 (see previous note). Therefore our passage has been adduced

as evidence for renewed Athenian imperialism in the years before the Social War (e.g.. by

Cawkwell 1981 51-2). Although Cawkwell rightly notes that the decree of Hegesander

indicates "some cordiality" between Athens and Andros (cf. Cargill 1981 156-8), and that

we cannot securely date Timarchus' governorship to the 360s. nevertheless it is likely that

the relations between Athens and her allies in this period were generally worsening (see

Badian 1995 79-106, Heskel 1997 155-7). At any rate Aeschin. clearly expects the

judges to find Timarchus' alleged treatment of their allies reprehensible. Finally.

Homblower makes an interesting comment on the passage/CR 32 (1982) 238):

the Athenians did not develop a repetundae system, either in the 
Fifth century or the fourth.. .  It was not enough for the imperial 
people to say. as Thucydides' Athenians do at 1.77, that they 
provided equal laws for all: empire should have produced new 
kinds o f jurisdiction to deal with specifically imperial offences like 
extortion. Timarchos.. .  could not be dealt with quite like Verres 
as a result.

107.4-5 ett’ evvea o(3oAoTs t t )v  pvav ] One method used by the Athenians to express 

interest rates was "in terms of the number of obols or drachmas charged for each mina.. . 

borrowed over the period of a month" (Millett 1991 103). Six obols were the equivalent 

of one drachma, and one hundred drachmae were the equivalent of one mina: thus 

Timarchus borrowed at a rate of 1 1/2 percent monthly, or 18 percent yearly. Millett 

believes that the normal rate was 1 percent monthly and that therefore Timarchus 

borrowed at a "usurious" rate; he compares D. 27.17 and [D.] 59.52, where it is staled 

that non-retumed dowries accrued interest at 1 1/2 percent, the additional 1/2 percent 

being "the presumed penal element" (1991 106). The detail is probably included to 

reinforce the characterization of Timarchus as a reckless spendthrift. It might also imply
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his eagerness to enrich himself at the expense of the Andrians; thus Ste. Croix writes, "it 

suggests that the Athenian archon of a large island.. .  might expect to make a substantial 

profit, and that a jury would not think it unreasonable if this were estimated at well over 

half a talent" (1981 604 n. 27; cf. T  1, 108, 235b). Although Millett is correct in noting 

that Aeschin. stresses the alleged sexual improprieties of Timarchus and not his financial 

misconduct (1991 278 n. 52; "the possibility should not be neglected that Timarchus (if 

guilty of the bribery charge) wanted prestige rather than financial profit"), there is 

certainly an implication in §108 that Timarchus could have profited financially from his 

governorship.

107.9 E K n a p T u p f i a o v T a ]  Harrison defines the noun E i q j a p T u p i a  as a deposition 

"taken from a qualified witness who for reasons of health or absence abroad could not 

appear in court to confirm" it, e.g., at 2.19 (LA ii. 146-7; see also Wyse on Is. 3.18). The 

verb EKuapTupeco may mean "to make depositions out of court" (LSJ II), e.g. at [D.J 

46.7, but here it must mean "to testify openly" (Wyse on Is. 3.77; cf. 2  I, 107, 234, 

Fraenkel on A. Ag. 1196). The latter meaning is rare in the classical period but found in 

both prose (Is. 3.77, AP 7.4) and poetry (A. Eu. 461). For the sentiment, cf. Eur. F553 

Nauck:

EKpapTupEiv y a p  av S p a  r a $  a u ro u  Tuxa S
EiS TtavTas a p a 0Es, t o  5 ’ EtTtKpUTTTEaQai 0090V

109.1 ’AAA’ tca0’ airrov] Denniston GP 8-9 discusses this use of aAAa ("But. you will 

say”). Aeschin.’s remarks here and in § 113 prepare the transition to the following section 

(§§ 117-76), devoted to defense arguments. But they seem to designed to clarify the 

structure (allotted and elected offices) and enliven the argument rather than to voice 

actual objections. Aeschin. may be concerned to distinguish allotted and elected offices 

because the law forbids a man who has served as a hired companion to hold any office, 

(if|TE KAnpcoTqv pr)T£ x e i p ° T o v r r r f |v  (§19).
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1093 etti a p x o v ro s  NtKotprjuou] The archonship of Nicopheraus (PA 11067) was the 

year 361/0 (D.S. 15.95). Timarchus was at least thirty at the time since this was the 

minimum age for the office of (3ouAeurf|s (X. Mem. 1.2.35). See Rhodes 1985 1 and 

194-5. He also served in 347/6: see note on §80.5 and Introduction III.

This is the final charge in the section on Timarchus' allotted offices and it is 

treated at the greatest length. Aeschin. claims that Timarchus and Hegesander stole one 

thousand drachmae of public funds. No details of the crime are given and the charge is 

unsubstantiated. The incident "pertains more closely to the present trial" (11.5-6) insofar 

as it attempts to forge a link between sexuality, politics and crime. Hansen suggests that 

Pamphilus accuses Timarchus of prostitution and embezzlement by eiaayyeA ia to the 

Council, although the charge of prostitution is not apparent in the text (Hansen 1975 119: 

see further note on § 111. 10).

109.4-5 Trpos piicpov pepos] Owing in part to the mutilated condition of AP 67.3ff.. 

there is some uncertainty as to the timing of speeches in Athenian courts. It is likely that 

public suits, e.g. the trial of Timarchus, were to be completed within a single day. 

although Worthington 1989 argues that certain trials like those against Aeschines in 343 

and against Ctesiphon in 330 must have taken longer: cf. his note on Din. 1.114. For 

public suits in the time of Aeschin., the day was probably divided into three parts 

(SiaiiEpeTpriUEvri fiPEpa 2.126, [D.] 53.17: cf. 3.197-8 and see Introduction IV). The 

first two parts were given to the speeches of prosecutor and defendant, and in aycbvss 

TipriToi a third part was allotted for speeches on the assessment of the penalty. See AP 

67.1-68.1 with Rhodes ad loc. and LA ii. 161-2.

The time granted each litigant was measured by a sAEtpuBpa, "water-clock" (cf.

Z 1. 109, 238). In public suits the clock was not stopped for the reading of depositions 

and other types of evidence, and if auvfiyopoi spoke for a litigant, their speeches had to
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be delivered within his allotted time. It would appear that Timarchus had several 

ouvtiyopot to speak on his behalf, which would mean that his own speech was 

proportionally briefer. One of the judges was chosen by lot to manage the clock (AP 

66.2). For the archeological evidence see M. Lang "Klepsydra" 77-8 in Boegehold 1995.

110.2 Tapi'as rjv rcov rfjs  0eoO] The treasurers of Athena were an annual decern viral 

board, one member allotted from each tribe (AP 47.1). The property qualification for this 

office, instituted by Solon, was apparently still in effect at the time of the AP (8.1,47.1 

with Rhodes ad loc.; candidates were drawn from the TTEVTaKooioueSipvoi). They were 

stewards of the various objects used in the worship of Athena on the Acropolis as well as 

the money dedicated to her, and so responsible for her treasury (the opisthodomos). 

undoubtedly the richest in Athens even in the fourth century; see Rhodes 1993 550. They 

also supervised the collection and distribution of sacred olive oil (AP 60.3). See further 

W.S. Ferguson The Treasurers o f Athena 1932 and J. Davies in Osbome and Homblovver 

1994 207-8.

110.3 ekAetttov] For other passages in which a public official is accused of peculation, 

cf. e.g. And. 1.74, 3.21-3, D. 24.112, 127. In the American legal system, there is a 

substantive difference between embezzlement and larceny. An embezzler fraudulently 

appropriates for his own use property lawfully in his possession; a person who commits 

larceny takes, without consent, property which he is not entitled to possess (S. Gifis 

Dictionary o f Legal Terms 1993 s.v. embezzlement, larceny). The Athenians did not 

distinguish the offenses in these terms; the words KXoTrrj and kAettteiv could designate 

larceny or embezzlement. The Athenians do seem to have made a distinction in kinds of 

embezzlement; Cohen 1983 shows that the verb ccttocttepeTv is used of "embezzlement 

by guardians, bailees, or bankers," while kAottti and kAettteiv describe 

"misappropriation of public funds" (30). At least four different procedures were available
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to prosecute a man accused of kAotiti (D. 22.26-7: cnraycoyf|. e<pf)yriais. ypa<pn.

5ikti ). Cohen 1983 posits that the ypa<pf| was used only to prosecute theft of public 

property. In the same way, Aeschines did not have to introduce witnesses or contracts to 

convince the judges that Timarchus had been a prostitute.

The incident is mentioned by Roberts in a list of possible cases of EiayyeAia to 

the BouAf|, but, as she notes, the case was dismissed (1982 22).

110.5 T7dp<piAos o ’AxepSouoios] Nothing else is known of him (PA 11540). Note 

that Aeschin. presents Paraphilus as he presented himself in the prooimion: a reasonable 

man driven to correct wrongdoing against the city (cf. §2).

111.10 EK<puAAo<popf|aaaa] A procedure used by the Council in the discipline of its 

members. If a (SouAeuttis was suspected of wrongdoing, two separate votes were taken 

on the question of his expulsion, the first using leaves (<puAAa), the second ballots. If the 

second went against him he was expelled and his case referred to the BiKacmripiov. It is 

not known why two votes were necessary, nor why leaves were used in the preliminary 

vote. See Rhodes 1985 144-7.

Pollux says that demesmen used leaves to vote at the Sicayricpi'aEis (8.18), but 

modem scholars believe that he confused the two procedures (Whitehead 1986 94).

111.11 p f |  S c o t e ] The incoming Council customarily rewarded its predecessors with a  

gold crown upon successful completion of their Eu0uvai. The crown was given to the 

Council as a whole; cf. D. 22.35-6 and Z 1,111, 243a-b. Rhodes rightly points out that 

"it is possible that the Boule of 361/0 lost its crown from some totally different reason" 

(1985 15).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



195

113.4 e^Eraorris] Faced with revolution, Plutarch the tyrant of Eretria appealed to the 

Athenians for assistance, and in early 348 they dispatched troops under the general 

Phocion. Aeschin. took part and distinguished himself at the battle of Tamynai; the 

Athenians however were ultimately forced to withdraw. It later proved a costly defeat, 

for it allowed the supporters of Philip in Euboea to become dominant. See 3.86-8. Plu. 

Phoc. 12-4 and Harris 1995 37-8.

Timarchus also took part in the campaign as an inspector of the mercenary troops 

in the Athenian contingent (i^ETao-nfis). The title E^ETacmfis "in Athens. . .  does not 

denote a particular official but ad hoc appointed officials to investigate" (Amaoutoglou 

1998 150). Arist. lists them along with euOuvoi, A oyiorai and a w fiy o p o i as the 

various auditors of officials who handled public funds (Pol. 1321a37-b4). A specific 

duty of the military ^E xacrra i was to determine the number of mercenary soldiers (cf.

2.177 with Z ad lot.. Z 1. 113, 247. Bk. 1.52 and E.M. s.v. e ra^co ). In general see 

Pritchett 1974 ii.39 and Szanto RE 6.2 1679-80. where Aeschin." 1.131" is a  misprint for 

"1.113" and Aeschin."11.339” for "11.177 ” Roberts lists this incident among cases which 

possibly arose from E u O u v a i ,  and Hansen infers that the fine was imposed at the e u Ou v c u  

following Timarchus' term of office (1975 47), which is a logical inference. Note that 

Aeschin. offers no proof of this allegation.

113.8 oi 5e vopot] See note on §§90-1.

114-5 The final incident in this section is also the most recent (see note on §77.3). It 

does not concern any public office held by Timarchus, nor is it strictly relevant to the law 

of the scrutiny of public speakers as quoted by Aeschin. It reiterates several aspects of 

Timarchus' ethos, his susceptibility to bribes, his sycophancy and his profligacy, and so 

demonstrates that he is not qualified to speak for the polls. It is also the only charge in 

this section for which Aeschin. offers supporting testimony. Therefore we must accept, if
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not the veracity of the account, then at least its plausibility to the judges (cf. Whitehead 

1986 295-6).

Timarchus claimed that Philotades of Cydathenaea was his freedman and as a 

result Philotades was disenfranchised during the 6iavj/f|<piais of his cieme. The case went 

to trial, where Timarchus repeated the charge; but it was dropped when the judges learned 

that he had taken a bribe from Philemon, acting on behalf of Leuconides, an in-law of 

Philotades. The case has several puzzling aspects. First, we do not know exactly what 

Timarchus was bribed to do, but it was more likely to claim Philotades as his freedman 

(2  1 ,114 ,250a, Whitehead 1986 296, Haussoullier 1884 46) than to abandon the case 

(Harvey 1985 92). Second, the existence of a contract which recorded an agreement 

between Leuconides and Timarchus is remarkable. So too the amount of the bribe (cf. 

Whitehead 1986 295); in a fragment of Is., we find that only thirty drachmae were paid to 

effect the release Hermocrates, also claimed as the freedman of another. However the 

circumstances of this case are unknown (F9). Third, Leuconides and Philemon give self- 

incriminating testimony (see notes on §§45.6). Harvey compares D. 58.35, where several 

men testify that they have given bribes. We do not know whether Leuconides, Philemon 

or Timarchus were prosecuted in consequence; it is not clear to me why Humphreys cites 

the former as examples of "witnesses who had been concerned in lawsuits. . .  against the 

speaker's opponents" (1985 338-9). Finally, we do not know whether the nature of the 

trial following the rejection of Philotades or the role of Timarchus in the trial: Whitehead 

asks "How...  could the prosecutor on behalf of Kydathenaion against Philotades 

properly have been Timarchos of Sphettos?" (1986 107 n. 108). Cf. Haussoullier 1884 46 

and 48, who believes that the right to challenge at the 8taq/f|<piais or to prosecute at the 

appeal belonged to o |3ouA6|jevos.

114.1 T oiyapouv] Denniston considers the particles T oiyapouv and T oiyapToi 

synonymous and notes that "certain writers show an individual preference for the one or
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the other" (GP 567, citing Schmidt 1891 44). Since Aeschin. elsewhere uses xo iy ap x o i 

(§§92, 140, 2.140, 3.132), Denniston thinks xoiycrpoOv "doubtful" here: x o iy ap x o i is 

the reading of BD.

1143 <X>iAcoxa8r|v xdv Ku8a0r)vaid] Nothing more is known of him (PA 14924) or 

Leuconides (PA 9070).

114.8 tous opKious 0eou$] At Athens official oaths were typically sworn in the name 

of Apollo, Demeter and Zeus (Z 1, 114, 252 = Din. F29; cf. [D.] 52.9 and Ar. Eq. 941-2). 

Oaths of a particularly serious nature were sworn over the bodies of sacrificed animals 

(e.g.. D. 57.26. [D.] 59.60, Is. 7.16, 28): these are discussed by C. Faraone JHS 113 1993 

65-72. For the self-curse (e^coAeuxv ETTapaadpEvos Eauxcp) cf. 3.99, Antipho 5.11. D. 

24.151, [D.] 49.66, 59.10 and Lys. 12.10. On oaths see J. Plescia The Oath and Perjury 

in Ancient Greece Tallahassee 1970 and R. Hirzel, Der Eid Leipzig 1902.

115.2 OiAripovos tou utroKpixoO] Philemon was an actor of some note: we know of 

two victories at the Lenaea c. 370 BC (IG II-  2325.191). He is probably the Philemon 

mentioned in Arist. Rh. 1413b25. See Stephanis 1988 438.

115.2 eTkooi uvas] Two thousand drachmae; see note on §107.4-5.

115.5 KdAsi poi] Again it is striking that Leuconides and Philemon are called to testify 

instead of Philotades, the injured party. Aeschin. has chosen his witnesses carefully: 

surely the association of Timarchus with two admitted criminals made a powerful effect 

on the judges.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



198

X. BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adeleye, G. (1983). "The Purpose of the Dokimasia." GRBS 24: 295-306.

Adkins, A. (1972). Moral Values and Political Behaviour in Ancient Greece. London. 

Andrewes, A. (1938). "Eunomia." CQ 32: 89-102.

Apfel, H. (1938). "Homeric criticism in the fourth century B.C." TAPhA 69: 245-58. 

Amaoutoglou, I. (1998). Ancient Greek Laws: A Sourcebook. London and New York. 

Amott, W. G. (1996). Alexis: The Fragments. Cambridge.

Baker, F. (1875). De interpolationibus orationis Aeschineae contra Timarchum habitae. 
Berlin.

Bartolini, G. (1971). "Ad Eschine c. Tim. 19-20 edEp. 12,2.” PP 26: 34-37.

Beck, F. A. G. (1986). Bibliography o f  Greek Education and Related Topics. Sidney. 

Beck, F. A. G. (1964). Greek Education 450-350 B.C. New York.

Bers, V. (1985). "Dikastic Thorubos." HTPh 6: 1-15.

Bieber, M. (1967). Entwicklungsgeschichte der griechischen Tracht onder vorgriechischen 
Zeit bis zur romischen Kaiserzeit. Berlin.

Boegehold, A. (1995). The Lawcourts at Athens: Sites. Buildings. Equipment. Procedure, 
and Testimonia. The Athenian Agora 28. Princeton.

Boegehold, A. (1963). "Toward a Study of Athenian Voting Procedure." Hesperia 32: 
366-74.

Boegehold, A. and A. Scafuro, eds. (1993). Athenian Identity and Civic Ideology. 
Baltimore and London.

Bonner, R. J. (1905). Evidence In Athenian Courts. Chicago.

Bonner, R. J. and G. Smith. (1938). The Administration o f Justice from Homer to 
Aristotle. Chicago.

Bourriot, F. (1995). Kalos kalgathos-kalokagathia: d'un terme de propagande de sophistes 
a une notion sociale etphilosophique. Hildesheim.

Brock, R. (1989). "Athenian Oligarchs: The Numbers Game." JHS 109: 160-4.

Bryant, A. (1907). "Boyhood and Youth in the Days of Aristophanes." HSCP 18: 73- 
122 .

Buffiere, F. (1980). Eros adolescent: la pederastie dans la Grece antique. Paris.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



199

Burke, E. M. (1972). Character Denigration in the Attic Orators, with Particular Reference 
to Demosthenes and Aeschines. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Tufts University. 
Medford, Mass.

Caims, D. L. (1996). "Hybris. Dishonour, and Thinking Big." JHS 116: 1-32.

Camp, J. M. (1992). The Athenian Agora. London.

Cantarella, E. (1992). Bisexuality in the Ancient World. Trans. C. 6  Cuilleanain. New 
Haven and London: 1992.

Carey. C. (1998). "The Shape of Athenian Laws." CQ 48: 93-109.

---------- (1995). "The Witness's Exomosia in the Athenian Courts." CQ 45: 114-119.

---------- - (1994a). "Legal Space in Classical Athens." G&R 41: 172-86.

----------  (1994b). "Rhetorical means of persuasion." In Worthington 1994: 26-45.

----------  (1994c). "'Artless' Proofs in Aristotle and the Orators." BICS 39: 95-106.

----------  (1992). Greek Orators VI: Apollodorus Against Neaira [Dem.J 59. Warminster.

---------- - (1989). Selected speeches/Lysias. Cambridge.

Carey, C. and R.A. Reid. (1985). Demosthenes: Selected Private Speeches. Cambridge.

Cargill, J. (1981). The Second Athenian League: Empire or Free Alliance ? Berkeley. Los 
Angeles and London.

Carter, L. B. (1986). The Quiet Athenian. Oxford.

Cartledge P.A., and F. D. Harvey, eds. (1985). Crux: Essays in Greek History presented 
to G.E.M. Ste. Croix on his seventy-fifth birthday. London.

Cartledge, P. A., P. Millett and S. Todd, eds. (1990). Nomos: Essays in Athenian Law. 
Politics and Society-. Cambridge.

Cartledge, P. A., P. Millett and S. von Reden, eds. (1998). Kosmos: Essays in Order. 
Conflict and Community in Classical Athens. Cambridge.

Cawkwell, G. L. (1981). "The Second Athenian Confederacy." JHS 101: 40-55.

--------------------  (1978). Philip o f Macedon. London.

-------------------- . (1962). "Aeschines and the Ruin of Phocis." REG 75: 453-59.

-------------------- . (1960). "Aeschines and the Peace of Philocrates." REG 73: 416-38.

Chantraine, P. (1984). Dictionnaire etymologique de la longue grecque. Paris.

Charalambakis, C., E. Hagedom, D. Kaimakis, and L. Thiingen. (1974). "Vier literarische 
Papyri der Kolner Sammlung." ZPE 14: 29-49.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



200

Clarke, W. M. (1978). "Achilles and Patroclus in Love." Hermes 106: 381-96.

Cloche, P. (1934). La politique etrangere d ’Athenes de 404 a 338 av. J.-C. Paris.

-------------- (1915). Etude chronologique sur la troisieme guerre sacree. Paris.

Cohen, D. (1995). Law, Violence, and Community in Classical Athens. Cambridge.

------------- (1991a). Law, Sexuality, and Society: The Enforcement o f Morals in Classical
Athens. Cambridge.

----------- - (1991b). "Sexuality, Violence, and the Athenian Law of Hubris." G&R 38:
171-88.

----------- - (1983). Theft in Athenian Law. Munich.

Cole, S. G. (1984). "Greek Sanctions against Sexual Assault." CPh 79: 97-113.

Connor. W. (1971). The New Politicians o f Fifth-Century Athens. Princeton.

Crosby. M. (1950). "The Leases of the Laureion Mines.” Hesperia 19: 189-312.

Dareste, R.. B. Haussoullier, and T. Reinach, eds. (1908). Recueil des inscriptions 
juridiques. Paris.

Davidson, J. (1993). "Fish, Sex and Revolution in Athens." CQ 43: 53-66.

Davies, J. K. (1984). Wealth and the Power o f Wealth in Classical Athens. Salem. NH.

----------------- (1971). Athenian Propertied Families 600-300 B.C. Oxford.

---------------- (1967). "Demosthenes on Liturgies: a Note.” JHS 87: 33-40.

de Romilly, J. (1954). "Les moderns atheniens vers le milieu du iv6 siecle: echos et 
concordances." REG 67: 327-54.

des Places, E. (1929). Etudes sur quelques particules de liason chez Platon. Paris.

Deubner, L. (1966). Attische Feste. Vienna.

Develin. R. (1989). Athenian Officials 684-321 B.C. Cambridge.

Devick. Y. (1967). "Essai sur la composition et la surcomposition verbales chez l'orateur 
Eschine." RecPhL 1: 141-96.

Dickey, E. (1996). Greek Forms o f Address from Herodotus to Lucian. Oxford.

Diller, A. (1979). "The Manuscript Tradition of Aeschines' Orations." Illinois Classical 
Studies (4): 34-64.

   (1935). "Scrutiny and Appeal in Athenian Citizenship." CP 30: 302.

   (1932). "The Decree of Demophilus, 346-345 B. C." TAPhA 63: 193.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



201

Dillon, M. (1995). "Payments to the Disabled at Athens: Social Justice or Fear of 
Aristocratic Patronage?" Anc Soc 26: 27-57.

Dilts, M. (1998). "Ancient Variants in the Manuscripts of Aeschines." In G. C. Hansen et 
al. (eds), Dissertat Iunculae Criticae Festschrift, Wurzburg.

   (1994). "Hiatus in the Orations of Aeschines." AJPh 115: 367-373.

Dinsmoor, W.B. (1931). The Archons o f Athens. Cambridge, Mass.

Dobson, J. F. (1918). The Greek Orators. London.

Dorjahn A. P. (1947). "On Demosthenes' Ability to Speak Extemporaneously." TAPhA 
78: 69-76.

----------------  (1929). "Some Remarks on Aeschines' Career as an Actor." CJ 25: 223-229.

Doijahn A P. and W. D. Fairchild. (1970). "Extemporaneous Elements in the Orations of 
Aeschines." CB 46: 35-37.

Dover, K. J. (1968). Lysias and the Corpus Lysiacum. Berkeley and Los Angeles.

--------------- (1964). "Eros and Nomos (Plato, Symposium 182A-185C)." BICS 11: 31-
42.

Dow, S. (1976). "Companionable Associates in the Athenian Government.'' In L.
Bonfante and H. von Heintze (eds.), In Memoriam Otto J. Brendel, Mainz: 69-84.

Drerup, E. (1897). "Uberdie bei den attischen Rednem eingelegten Urkunden." Neue 
Jahrbiicher fur klassiche Philologie, Supp. 24: 223-365.

Dyck. A. R. (1985). "The Function and Persuasive Power of Demosthenes’ Portrait of 
Aeschines in the Speech On the Crown." G&R 32: 42-48.

Eliot, C. W. J. (1962). Coastal Demes o f Attika. Toronto.

Ellis, J. R. (1982). "Philip and the Peace of Philocrates.” In W. Adams and E. Borza 
(eds.), Philip II, Alexander the Great and the Macedonian Heritage, Washington D.C.

----------- - (1976). Philip II and Macedonian Imperialism. London.

Emesti, J. C. T. (1962). Lexicon technologiae graecorum rhetoricae. Repr. of 1795 ed. 
Leipzig.

Errington, R. M. (1981). "Review Discussion: Four Interpretations of Philip II." AJAH  6: 
69-88.

Evans, M. M. and E. Abrahams. (1964). Ancient Greek Dress. Chicago.

Eyben, E. (1972). "Antiquity’s View of Puberty." Latomus 31: 677-92.

Finsterwalder, C. (1878). De coniunctivi etoptativi in enuntiatis secundariis usu 
Aeschineo. Jena.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



202

Fisher, N.R.E. (1992). Hybris: a Study in the Values o f Honour and Shame in Ancient 
Greece. Warminster.

-----------------. (1979). "Hybris and Dishonour H " G&R 26: 32-47.

-----------------. (1976). "Hybris and Dishonour: I." G&R 23: 177-93.

Ford, A. (1998) "Reading Homer from the Rostrum: Poems and Laws in Aeschines. 
Against Timarchus." In S. Goldhill and R. Osborne, (eds.), Cambridge: 1998.

Foucault, M. (1978-86). The History o f Sexuality. 3 vols. Trans. R. Hurley. New York.

Fraser, W. (1897). Metaphors in Aeschines the Orator. Baltimore.

Frisk, H. (1903). Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch. Heidelberg.

Gagarin, M. (1997). Antiphon: The Speeches. Cambridge.

------------- - (1979). "The Athenian Law against Hubris." In G. W. Bowersock, W.
Burkert and C. J. Putnam, (eds.), Arktouros. Hellenic Studies Presented to B. M. W. 
Knox on the Occassion o f his 65tth Birthday, Berlin: 229-36.

Garland, R. (1995). The Eye o f the Beholder: Deformity and Disability in the Graeco- 
Roman World. Ithaca.

------------- - (1990). The Greek Way o f Life. Ithaca.

-------------  (1985). The Greek Way o f Death. London.

Gauthier, P. and M.B. Hatzopoulos. (1993). La loi gymnasiarchique de Beroia. 
MeXeTrinaTa 13. Athens.

Gavigan, J. (1944). "Classical Abuse." CW 37: 140-41.

Geddes, A. R. (1987). "Rags and Riches: The Costume of Athenian Men in the Filth 
Century." CQ 37: 307-31.

Gemet, L. (1955). Droit et societe dans la Grece ancienne. Paris.

Ghiron-Bistagne, P. (1985). "Le cheval et la jeune fille ou de la virginite chez les anciens 
grecs." Pallas 22: 105-121.

------------------------  (1976). Recherches sur les acteurs dans la Grece antique. Paris.

Gleason, M. (1995). Making Men: Sophists and Self-Presentation in Ancient Rome. 
Princeton.

Golden, M. (1990). Children and Childhood in Classical Athens. Baltimore.

------------  (1984). "Slavery and Homosexuality at Athens." Phoenix 38: 308-24.

------------ - (1979). "Demosthenes and the Age of Majority at Athens." Phoenix 33: 25-38.

Gomme, A. W. (1956). A Historical Commentary on Thucydides vol. I. Oxford.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



203

------------------- . (1937). Essays in Greek History and Literature. Oxford.

Gorame, A. W. and F. H. Sandbach. (1973). Menander: a Commentary. London.

Greaney, G. L. (1992). A Commentary on Aeschines's "De Falsa Legatione." 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York University, New York.

Grube, G. M. A. (1965). The Greek and Roman Critics. London.

Halperin, D. M. (1990). One Hundred Years o f Homosexuality. New York and London.

Halperin, D., J. Winkler, and F. Zeitlin, eds. (1989). Before Sexuality: The Construction 
o f Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World. Princeton.

Hammond, N. G. L. and G. Griffith. (1979). A History o f  Macedonia. Oxford.

Hansen, M. H. (1996). "Solonian Democracy in Fourth-Century Athens." In W. R. 
Connor et al. (eds.), Aspects o f Athenian Democracy, Copenhagen.

----------------- . (1991). The Athenian Democracy in the Age o f  Demosthenes. Oxford.

----------------- - (1989). The Athenian Ecclesia: A Collection o f  Articles 1983-89.
Copenhagen.

----------------- . (1987). The Athenian Assembly in the Age o f  Demosthenes. Oxford.

----------------- . (1983). The Athenian Ecclesia: a Collection o f  Articles 1976-1983.
Copenhagen.

----------------- . (1976). Apagoge, Endeixis. and Ephegesis against Kakourgoi, Atimoi. and
Pheugontes. Odense.

-----------------  (1975). Eisangelia: The Sovereignty o f the People's Court in Athens in the
Fourth Century B.C. and the Impeachment o f Generals and Politicians. Odense.

-----------------  (1974). The Sovereignty of the People's Court in Athens in the Fourth
Century B.C. and the Public Action against Unconstitutional Proposals. Odense.

Harding, P. (1994a). Androtion and the Atthis. Oxford.

-------------- (1994b). "Comedy and Rhetoric." In Worthington 1994: 196-221.

Harris, E. M. (1995). Aeschines and Athenian Politics. Oxford.

---------------- . (1994a). '"In the Act' or 'Red-Handed'? Apagoge to the Eleven and Furtum
Manifestum." G. Thur (ed.), Symposion 1993, Koln: 169-84.

---------------- - (1994b). "Law and Oratory." In Worthington 1994: 130-50.

---------------- . (1992). Review of MacDoweU 1990. CP 87: 71-80.

----------------- (1990). "Did the Athenians Regard Seduction as a Worse Crime than Rape?”
CQ 40: 370-77.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2 0 4

----------------. (1989). "Demosthenes' Speech Against Meidias." HSPh 92: 117-36.

----------------. (1988). "The Date of Aeschines' Birth.” CPh 83: 211-14.

----------------(1986). "The Names of Aeschines' Brothers-in-Law." AJPh 107: 99-102.

----------------. (1985). "The Date of the Trial of Timarchus." Hermes 113: 376-80.

Harris, W. V. (1989). Ancient Literacy. Cambridge, Mass.

Harvey F. D. (1990). "The Sykophant and Sykophancy: Vexatious Redefinition?" In 
Cartledge et al. 1990: 103-21.

------------- . (1985). "Dona Ferentes: Some Aspects of Bribery in Greek Politics." In
Cartledge and Harvey 1985: 76-117.

Healy, J. F. (1978). Mining and Metallurgy in the Greek and Roman World. London.

Henderson, J. (1991). The Maculate Muse: Obscene Language in Attic Comedy. New 
Haven.

Heskel, J. (1997). The North Aegean Wars. 371-360 B.C. Stuttgart.

Heyse, M. (1912). Die Handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Reden des Aeschines. Ohlau.

Hignett, C. (1952). A History o f the Athenian Constitution. Oxford.

Hindley, C. and D. Cohen. (1991). "Debate: Law, Society and Homosexuality in 
Classical Athens." Past and Present 133: 167-94.

Hopper R. J. (1953). "The Attic Silver Mines in the Fourth Century B.C." ABSA 48: 
200-54.

Humphreys, S. (1985). "Social Relations on Stage: Witnesses in Classical Athens." 
History and Anthropology 1(2): 313-369.

Hunter. R. L. (1983). Eubulus: the Fragments. Cambridge.

Jacob, O. (1979). Les esclaves publics a Athenes. New York.

Jebb, R. C. (1875). The Attic Orators from Antiphon to Isaeos. New York.

Jones. J. E. (1982). "The Laureion Silver Mines: a Review of Recent Researches and 
Results." G&R 29: 169-83.

Kennedy, G. (1968). "The Rhetoric of Advocacy in Greece and Rome." AJPh 89: 419- 
36.

---------------- (1963). The Art o f Persuasion in Greece. Princeton.

Kindstrand, J. F. (1982). The Stylistic Evaluation o f Aeschines in Antiquity. Uppsala.

Koch-Hamack, G. (1983). Knabenliebe und Tiergeschenke: ihre Bedeutung im 
paderastischen Erziehungssystem Athens. Berlin.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2 0 5

Krenkel, W. (1978). "Mannliche Prostitution in der Antike." Das Altertum 24: 49-55. 

Krentz. P. (1982). The Thirty at Athens. Ithaca, N.Y.

Kyle, D. G. (1984). "Solon and Athletics." Anc W 9: 91-105.

Lacey. W. K. (1968). The Family in Classical Greece. Ithaca.

Lane Fox, R. (1994). "Aeschines and Athenian Democracy." In Osborne and Homblower 
1994: 135-55.

Lausberg, H. (1960). Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik. Munich.

Lavency, M. (1964). Aspects de la logographie judiciaire attique. Louvain.

Lewis. D. M. (1958). "When was Aeschines born?” CR 8: 103.

Lindberg, G. (1977). Studies in Hermogenes and Eustathios. Lund.

Lofberg, J. (1979). Sycophancy in Athens. New York.

MacDowell, D. M. (1990). Demosthenes: Against Meidias (Oration 21). Oxford.

-----------------------  (1989). "Athenian Laws about Choruses." F. Nieto (ed.). Sxmposion
1982. Koln: 65-77.

--------------------- . (1976). "Hybris in Athens." G&R 23: 14-31.

----------------------  (1962). Andokides On the mysteries. Oxford.

Marchand, G. (1876). Charakteristik der Redners Aeschines. Jena.

Markle, M. M. (1974). "The Strategy of Philip in 346." CQ 24: 253-68.

Marrou, H. (1967). Histoire de I'education dans I'antiquite. Paris.

Martin, J. (1974). Antike Rhetorik: Technik undMethode. 2. Abt. 3. T. Handbuch der 
Altertumswissenschaft. Munchen.

Martin, T. (1991). "Silver Coins and Public Slaves in the Athenian Law of 375/4 B.C." In 
W. Metcalf (ed.). Mnemata: Papers in Memory ofNancx M. Waggoner. New York: 
21-47.

Merritt, B. D. (1961). The Athenian Year. Berkeley and Los Angeles.

Meulder, M. (1989). "Timarque un etre tyrannique d£peint par Eschine." LEC 57: 317-22.

Mikalson, J. (1975). The Sacred and Civil Calendar o f the Athenian Year. Princeton.

Millett, P. (1991). Lending and Borrowing in Ancient Athens. Cambridge.

Milne, H. J., and D. von Bothmer. (1953). "KATAPUGON, KATAPUGAINA." 
Hesperia 22: 215-24 and pl.66.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



206

Mitchell. L. (1996). "New for Old: Friendship Networks in Athenian Politics." G&R 43: 
11- 21 .

Montgomery, H. (1983). The Way to Chaeronea: Foreign Policy, Decision-Making and 
Political Influence in Demosthenes' Speeches. Bergen.

Moore, J. M. (1971). "[Xenophon] Ath. Pol. iii 4 and the Question of Choruses at the 
Hephaestia and Promethia." JHS 91: 140-1.

Mosley, D. J. (1973). Envoys and Diplomacy in Ancient Greece. Wiesbaden.

----------------. (1965). "The Size of Embassies in Ancient Greek Diplomacy." TAPhA 96:
255-66.

Moulinier, L. (1975). Le pur et I'impur dans la pensee des Grecs. New York.

Nilsson, M. P. (1955). Die hellenistische Schule. Munich.

Norden, E. (1909). Die antike Kunstprosa vom vi. Jahrhundert v. Chr. bis in die Zeit der 
Renaissance. Leipzig and Berlin.

North. H. (1966). Sophrosyne. Ithaca.

----------- . (1952). "The Use of Poetry in the Training of the Ancient Orator." Traditio 8: 1-
33.

Ober. J. (1989). Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens. Princeton.

O'Connor. J. (1966). Chapters in the History o f Actors and Acting in Ancient Greece.
New York.

Oikonomides, A. N. (1980). "The Site of the Horse and the Girl.” Anc W 3: 47-8.

Oost. S. I. (1977). "Two Notes on Aristophon of Azenia." CPh 72: 238-42.

Ortner. H. (1886). Kritische Untersuchungen zu Aeschines's Reden. Munich.

Osbome, R. (1985). "Law in Action in Classical Athens." JHS 105: 40-53.

Osborne, R., and S. Homblower, eds. (1994). Ritual. Finance, Politics: Athenian 
Democratic Accounts Presented to David Lewis. Oxford and New York.

Ostwald. M. (1969). Nomos and the Beginnings o f the Athenian Democracy. Oxford.

Palmer, L. (1996). The Greek Language. Norman, Okla.

Parker, R. (1983). Miasma: Pollution and Purification in Early Greek Religion. Oxford.

Pearson, L. (1978). "Hiatus and its Effect in the Attic Speech-Writers." TAPhA 108: 131- 
145.

Pelekidis, C. (1962). Histoire de I'ephebie attique des origines a 31 avant J.C. Paris.

Percy, W. A. (1996). Pederasty and Pedagogy in Archaic Greece. Urbana and Chicago.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



207

Perlman, S. (1964). "Quotations from Poetry in Attic Orators of the Fourth Century B.C." 
AJPh 85: 155-172.

--------------- (1963). "The Politicians of the Athenian Democracy of the Fourth Century
B.C." Athenaeum 41: 327-55.

Perotti. E. (1974). "Les esclaves choris oikountes." Colloque Besangon 1972 Actes du 
colloque 1972 sur I’esclavage: 47-56.

Pickard-Cambridge, A. W. (1968). The Dramatic Festivals o f Athens. 2nd ed. Oxford.

----------------------------------(1966). Dithyramb, Tragedy and Comedy. 2nd ed. Oxford.

Pierart, M. (1971). "Les euthynoi atheniens." AC 40: 526-73.

Pollard, J. (1977). Birds in Greek Life and Myth. London.

Pope, R. A. (1922). The Clausulae o f  Aeschines. Aberystwyth.

Poutsma, A. (1888). Quaestiones Aeschineae. Amstelaedami.

Pritchett, W. K. (1974). The Greek State at War. Berkeley, Los Angeles and London.

------------------- (1956). "The Attic Stelai Part II." Hesperia 25: 178-317.

Rhodes, P. J. (1996). "Personal Enmity and Political Opposition in Athens." G&R 43: 
21-30.

----------------_ (1993). A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia. Oxford.

----------------_ (1985). The Athenian Boule. Oxford.

Richter, G. (1965). Portraits o f the Greeks. London.

Roberts, J. T. (1982). Accountability in Athenian Government. Madison.

Robinson, D. and E. Fluck. (1979). A Study o f the Greek Love-Names. New York. 

Roesch, P. (1982). Etudes Beotiennes. Paris.

Rowe, G. O. (1966). "The Portrait of Aeschines in the Oration On the Crown." TAPhA 
91: 397-406.

Rubinstein, L. (1993). Adoption in TV. Century Athens. Copenhagen.

Ruijgh, C. J. (1993). "La proposition epi: Valeurs sOmantiques et choix des cas." In B. 
Jacquinod (ed.), Cas et prepositions en grec ancien, Actes du colloque international de 
Saint-Etienne Memoires XII, Saint-Etienne: 133-148.

Ruschenbusch, E. (1966). ZoXcovog Noptoi. Historia9. Wiesbaden.

Sadoumy, J. (1979). "A la recherche d'une politique, ou les rapports d'Eschine et de 
Philippe de MacOdoine, de la prise d'Olynthe a CheronOe." REA 81: 19-36.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



2 0 8

Scafuro, A. (1994). "Witnessing and False Witnessing: Proving Citizenship and Kin 
Identity in Fourth-Century Athens." In Boegehold and Scafuro 1993: 156-98.

Schaefer, A. (1885-7). Demosthenes und seine Zeit. 2nd ed. Leipzig.

Schindel, U. (1978). "Doppeltes Recht oder Prozesstaktik? Zu Aischines’ erster und 
dritter Rede." Hermes 106: 100-16.

Schmidt, C. (1891). De usu part, re earumque quae cum t o i  compositae suntapud 
oratores Atticos. Diss. Rostochii.

Schmitter, P. (1975). "Compulsory Schooling at Athens and Rome?" AJPh 96: 276-89.

Schwyzer, E. (1971). Griechische grammatik. Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft. 
Munchen.

Sealey, R. (1993). Demosthenes and his Time. Oxford.

------------   (1965). "Callistratos of Aphidna and his Contemporaries." In Essays in Greek
Politics. New York: 133-63.

Shipley, G. (1987). A History o f Samos 800-188 BC. Oxford.

Sinclair, R. (1991). Democracy and participation in Athens. Cambridge.

Solmsen F. (1938). "Aristotle and Cicero on the Orator’s Playing upon the Feelings." CP 
33: 390-404.

Sommerstein. A. (1989). Aeschylus Eumenides. Cambridge.

S tad ter, P. (1989). A Commentary on Plutarch's Pericles. Chapel Hill and London.

Stanton, G. R. and P. J. Bicknell. (1987). "Voting in Tribal Groups in the Athenian 
Assembly." GRBS 28 51-92.

Staveley, E. S. (1972). Greek and Roman Voting and Elections. Ithaca, N.Y.

Stephanis, I. E. (1988). A io v u o o ic x k o i  T s x v i t c c i .  Herakleion.

Stockton, D. (1990). The Classical Athenian Democracy. Oxford.

Stroud. R. S. (1968). Drakon's Law on Homicide. Berkeley.

Taillardat. J. (1965). Les images dAristophanes emdes de langue et de style. Paris.

Thomas, R. (1994). "Law and the Lawgiver in the Athenian Democracy." In Osborne and 
Homblower 1994: 119-33.

------------- . (1989). Oral Tradition and Written Record in Classical Athens. Cambridge.

Thompson, H. (1982). "The Pnyx in Models.” Hesperia Suppl. 19: 133-47.

Thompson, H., and R. E. Wycherley. (1972). The Agora o f Athens. The Athenian Agora 
14. Princeton.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



209

Todd, S. C. (1994). "Status and Contract in Fourth-Century Athens." In G. Thur (ed.). 
Symposion 1993, Koln: 125-40.

------------ . (1990a). "Lady Chatterley's Lover and the Attic Orators: The Social
Composition of the Athenian Jury." JHS 110: 146-73.

------------ . (1990b). "The Purpose of Evidence in Athenian Courts." In Cartledge et al.
1990: 19-39.

------------ . (1990c). "The Use and Abuse of the Attic Orators." G&R 37: 159-78.

Travlos, J. (1971). Pictorial Dictionary o f Ancient Athens. New York and London.

Tritle, L. (1996). Review of Harris 1995 BMCR 96.10.2.

Tydeman, P. (1822). De Aeschinis oratione in Timarchum. Leiden.

Usher, S. (1976). "Lysias and his Clients." GRBS 17: 31-40.

Valk, M. (1968). "A Note on the Homeric text of Aeschines." Mnemosyne 21: 75-76.

Volkmann. R. (1963). Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer in systematischer Ubersicht. 
Hildesheim.

Wallace, R. W. (1994). "Private Lives and Public Enemies: Freedom of Thought in 
Classical Athens." In Boegehold and Scafuro 1994: 127-55.

------------------ . (1989). The Areopagos Council to 307 B.C. Baltimore.

Wankel. H. (1988). "Die Datierung des Prozesses gegen Timarchos (346/5)." Hermes 116: 
383-6.

------------- - (1976). Demosthenes, Rede fur Ktesiphon uber den Kranz. Heidelberg.

------------- - (1975). "Aischines 1, 18-20 und der neue Kolner Papyrus." ZPE 16: 69-75.

Weil, R. (1984). "Le singe tragique: Observations sur l'eloquence d’Eschine." E Clas. 24: 
311-317.

West, M. L. (1992). Ancient Greek Music. Oxford.

West, W. C. (1989). "The Public Archives in Fourth-Century Athens." GRBS 30: 529-
43.

Whitehead, D. (1986). The Demes o f Attica 508/7 - ca. 250 B.C.: a Social and Political 
Study. Princeton.

----------------- (1975). The Ideology of the Athenian Metic. Cambridge.

Wilhelm, A. (1935). "'Ev xeipcov vouats und ev xsip£>v (xeipos) voqd>." Glotta 24: 
133-44.

Winkler, J. (1989). The Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology o f Sex and Gender in 
Ancient Greece. New York.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



210

Wisse, J. (1989). Ethos and Pathos from Aristotle to Cicero. Amsterdam.

Wooten, C. W. (1988). "Clarity and Obscurity in the Speeches o f Aeschines." AJPh 109: 
40-43.

Worthington, I. (1994). Persuasion: Greek Rhetoric in Action. London.

--------------------(1994a). "The Canon of the Ten Attic Orators." In Worthington 1994:
244-63.

--------------------(1991). "Greek Oratory, Revision of Speeches and the Problem of
Historical Reliability." C&M 42: 55-74.

------------------ _ (1989). "The Duration of an Athenian Political Trial." JHS 109: 204-7.

Wyse. W. (1904). The Speeches oflsaeus. Cambridge.

Zanker. P. (1995). The Mask o f Socrates: The Image o f the Intellectual in Antiquity. 
Berkeley, Los Angeles and Oxford.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



&

IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (Q A -3 )

1 .0
— —  ^  I m 12.2

  £  |06 i s

IJ S “  l i f t
C.U.C

ii lllll« im

1 5 0 m m

I I W I G E . I n c
1653 East Main Street 
Rochester. NY 14609 USA 
Phone: 716/482-0300 
Fax: 716/288-5989

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.


