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Author’s Note
Abbreviations used in the thesis are taken from the Oxford Classical Dictionary (4%
ed., 2012), apart from Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates, which has been shortened to ‘Lyc. Leo.’
in accordance with current scholarship on the speech. Greek text has been cited as it appears
in the editions of the Loeb Classical Library unless otherwise specified. All dates referred to
in the body of the thesis (excluding bibliographic information) are B.C.E. unless otherwise

stated.



Introduction

‘While other economies around the world tumbled into recession, we in this
country...continue to have a Triple-A credit rating and stable outlook’!

Eym TNV Th¢ TOAE®S TOYMV Ayadnv 1fyoduot, kol Tadd’ opd kol tov Ala 1oV Awdwvaiov DUV
LLOVTEVOUEVOV, TNV UEVTOL TV TAVT®V AvOpOT®V, 1} VOV ErEYEL, YOAEMV Kol dEVAV

I believe this city has good fortune [Good Fortune], and I notice that so too does the oracle of
Dodonian Zeus, but the fortune of all humankind, as it is now, I believe to be harsh and
terrible.’

Orators, whether in the Athenian assembly during the fourth century BCE or on
Australian television in the twenty-first century AD, use sources of authority to engage and
persuade their audience. In the modern world, a speaker can employ statistics, polls,
commissioned research or, in the case above concerning the Australian economy in 2013, an
external evaluation of a country’s credit risk to convince their fellow citizens. In the ancient
world, a rhétor could refer to witness testimonies, written laws, prayers and, in the case
above concerning the tribulations of Athens during the 330s BCE, oracular pronouncements.

The sources of authority that public figures look to in these situations can tell us a
great deal about what they and their audience considered most important. Rudd’s emphasis
on Australia’s credit rating implies that his voters have been worried about how their
livelihood will be impacted by the economic difficulties of other countries. Demosthenes’
use of an oracle asserting that Athens has ‘toynv dyabnv’ suggests that Athenians have been

concerned that they will suffer the harsh fortunes experienced by their neighbours.?

'Kevin Rudd, Canberra 4 August 2013.

2 Dem. 18.253; See Bowden 2005, 157-8 and Eidinow 2013, 143 who makes a similar comparison between
Demosthenes and Alan Greenspan.

I have used the translations given in the Loeb Classical Library series for all quoted passages in this thesis.

Some passages (including this one) have been adapted to reflect a more literal translation. See bibliography for
individual translations used.

3 1hymv &yaOnyv is also a stock phrase that would have had some resonance with the audience, although its
meaning at this point in time is difficult to ascertain. The Athenian cult of Agatha Tyche emerges in the years
after this speech. See Eidinow 2011, 148-152 with 100-1; IG II?> 333; Parke 1967, 141-2.



The role of oracles in the culture, religion, literature and even cognition of Ancient
Greece has been subject to increased scrutiny in recent decades.* The oracles used by the
orators of ancient Athens, such as the example above, have yet to be included in our
understanding of oracles and their place in the ancient world. In the most comprehensive
coverage of the oracles that appear in Athenian rhetoric, Bowden concludes that oracles were
used as ‘a source of authority, parallel with the nomoi (laws and customs) of Athens’.> While
Bowden’s conclusion explains two short quotations of oracular pronouncements by
Demosthenes, orators also used oracular authority in diverse ways.® Speakers included stories
from both myth and living memory that hinge on the involvement of the oracular; prosecutors
denigrated defendants for not consulting oracles in times of need; and public figures
demonstrated their attentiveness to the religious sphere by highlighting their closeness with
Delphi and Pythian Apollo. This thesis seeks to determine what the role of these oracles in
Athenian oratory was, and what this public function of the oracular can tell us about the
people of the polis.

Almost all the oracles used in extant Athenian rhetoric were presented in symbouletic
oratory, speeches that were presented in the assembly of Athens when it functioned as a
democracy.” For this reason, the primary focus of scholarship on the oracles used in
Athenian rhetoric has been to determine the function of oracles and divination in Athenian
democracy. For example, Parker has argued that oracular authority in democratic politics
was secondary to the ‘autonomy of the assembly’.® Parker acknowledges that oracles were
part of a repertoire of persuasive devices available to Athenian speakers, but a comprehensive

exploration of the argumentative function of each oracle used in rhetoric is yet to be

4 Bowden 2005; Johnston 2008; Graf 2009; Flower 2008; Struck 2016.
5 Only concerning oracles from Delphi. Bowden 2005, 57.

® Dem. 21.52 and 43.66.

7 See methodological discussion below.

8 Parker 2006, 115.



undertaken.” Bowden has opposed Parker’s view, which downplays the prominence of
oracles in Athenian democracy, arguing that the polis was first and foremost a ‘system for
establishing and enforcing the will of the gods’.!® Oracles, then, have a clear role in oratory
from Bowden’s perspective, as they are ‘presented as an arbiter as of correct conduct’ by
speakers seeking to establish moral norms to an audience preoccupied with pleasing their
gods. ' However, the approaches to Parker and Bowden to the relationship between
divination and democracy have yet to fully unpack the range of ways in which oracles were
used by orators. Rather than addressing the bigger picture of the place of the oracular in
Athenian democracy, this study collects the oracles presented in Athenian speeches and
determines the effect they might have had on their audience. This approach largely excludes
some very high-profile depictions of Delphi and oracles more generally in Athenian
democracy. Herodotus’ story of the ‘wooden wall’ and Aristophanes’ lambasting of
Athenian oracle-mongers, for example, only enter into my discussion as brief comparisons.'?
Earlier approaches that have directly dealt with a larger proportion of the oracular
material used in oratory have done so attempting to uncover either how the prophetic
sanctuaries functioned, both practically and as a socio-political institution, or to determine the
‘historicity’ of responses presented in the ancient sources. Parke and Wormell, in their

extensive collection of 615 oracular responses of the Delphic Oracle, examine 14 oracles

° Parker 2006, 115 and Parker 1985, 320 n. 76 for treatment of Dem. 19.299 and Din. 1.78 and 98. See also:
Parker 1985, 323 “As a procedural guarantor of decisions, therefore, an oracle is redundant in a democracy’;
Morgan 1990, 153-4 ‘Oracles... sanction decisions taken on the accumulated wisdom of community leaders’.

10 Bowden 2005, 159.

' Quote from Bowden 2005, 57; see also Bowden 2003, 274 for the increasing use of oracular sources in the
Athenian assembly during the fifth century, contra Parker 2006, 115 arguing that consulting oracles (especially
the state consultations that are less of a focus here) generally became ‘less necessary and appropriate’ during the
same period.

12 Rather than being covered in detail, as Herodotus is in most monographs on Delphi cited in the thesis: Crahay
1956, 295-304; Parke and Wormell 1956, 169-170; Fontenrose 1978, 124-9; Bowden 2005, 100-8 cf. Kindt
2016, 50-2. On Aristophanes, see: Smith 1988; Muecke 1998; Bowden 2003 and 2005, 55-6.



referred to in Athenian rhetoric.!> These authors analyse oracles for the information they
contain about Athens’ interaction with Delphi at various times and whether or not the

responses were in prose or verse.'

While these are valid inquiries to which the authors
contribute a great deal, most oracular responses are removed from their textual context in
order to assess what a ‘normal’ response from Delphi might have looked like. With such a
broad scope and an aim to generalise, the approach has a limited capacity to explore the role
of a single oracle in the speech of which it was originally a part. Although this thesis is
attempting to find a generic function of the oracular in Athenian oratory, I also seek to
highlight the idiosyncrasies of individual uses of oracles and oracle stories within their
original speech.

Studies that followed Parke and Wormell examined oracular source material with the
intention of determining the accuracy of individual responses. Fontenrose’s comprehensive
organisation of the oracles in the Parke and Wormell catalogue two decades later also sought
to establish a less subjective method of assessing the historicity, or at least authenticity, of a
Delphic prophecy.!> Fontenrose rejected the reliability of a great deal of oracular evidence
provided by the speeches from Classical Athens.'® Fontenrose’s classification system is

useful for establishing when an oracular response might have emerged in the sources, but

cannot tell us why an orator like Lycurgus can use a ‘legendary’ oracle in the same breath as

13 Parke and Wormell 1956b. Oracles from Athenian logography (with correspondence to Fontenrose 1979):
Aeschin. 3.108 = PW 17 =F. Q70; Aeschin. 3.130 = PW 265 =F. Q71; Dem. 19.297 = PW 263; Dem. 21.52 =
PW 282 =F. H8; Dem. 43.66 = PW 283 =F. H29; Isoc. 4.31 =PW 162 = F. H9; Isoc. 6.17 = PW 287 = F. L60;
Isoc. 6.23, 6.31 =PW 296 =F. Q13; Lyc. Leo. 84 = PW 164 =F. L49; Lyc. Leo. 93 =PW259 =F. H18; Lyc.
Leo. 99 =PW 195 =F. L32. For the responses from Dodona: (Din 1.77 and 98 [Dem. 19.297 = PW 263] and
Hyp. 4.24-5) see Parke 1967a, 140-2.

41.e. PW 259 (Lyc. Leo 93) and PW 17 (Aeschin. 3.108) for Parke and Wormell reconstructing verse responses
from prose paraphrases in the original sources. See Parke and Wormell 1956a for a chronological history of
Delphi drawn from these sources, esp. 217-243.

15 Fontenrose 1978, 7. Fontenrose also incorporated the works of Amandry 1950; Delcourt 1955; Crahay 1956
and Nilsson 1958.

16 Although most of the oracles from the orators are grouped in the ‘historical’ and ‘quasi-historical (Q)’
categories, most are deemed ‘not genuine’. The H and Q categories indicates that the responses were recorded
soon (within a generation) after being produced and occurred in a period for which we have corroborating
evidence (sc. not from myth), see Fontenrose 1978, 7-8.



a ‘historical’ oracle for the same persuasive purpose. The oracles used by the orators do not
conform to the characteristics prescribed by Fontenrose’s survey of the ancient texts, yet the
Delphic oracles most frequently examined in present in scholarship on divination and
Athenian democracy are two oracles from the ‘historical’ category.!” The role of the other
oracles in rhetoric, those taken from the Greek storytelling tradition that Fontenrose classes
as legendary or not genuine, remains to be explored. This thesis will begin to examine these
oracular responses that draw from myth and seek to move beyond any lingering reliance on
Fontenrose’s classification system. It will be clear that oracular authority in Athenian
rhetoric was not dependent on the variables that might lead Fontenrose or other scholars to

question the authenticity of an oracle or oracle story.

Rhetorical Retelling

Oracles in oratory, then, must be approached with attention to the oracles of the
various literary traditions with which both orators and their audiences were closely familiar.
Regardless of how we classify their role in democratic decision-making, oracles permeated
Athenian life during the period from which we have rhetorical sources.

Oracles feature in all genres of literary sources that record, interrogate and challenge
the actions of humans and the divine. Rather than aiming to determine when, where and why
an original oracular consultation in these sources might have taken place, another approach
has been to examine the function of these oracles within the texts and genres in which they
were recorded. The present study seeks to apply scholarship exploring oracles within their

narrative context to a new body of ancient sources: rhetoric.

17 Dem. 21.52-1 and 43.66, see Parker 2006, 108-9 and Bowden 2005, 57. Parker 1985, 320 n. 76 and 2006,
108-9 also refer to two oracles from Dodona that Fontenrose does not classify: Dem. 19.297 and Dem. 18.253.
It should be noted that both of these oracles from Dodona would certainly be labelled ‘historical’ according to
Fontenrose’s methodology, see Fontenrose 1978, 7-9.
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Athenian oratory straddles an important divide in modern classification of ancient
genres, intended for both public and private consumption, as speech and as text.'® Further,
speeches written for an immediate purpose, i.e. a court case, not only addressed arguments
made by others on the day, but also drew from all other Athenian discourse with which the
audience and orator were familiar. Orators quote tragedies, Homer, oracles, myths, laws and
previous speeches regularly during their arguments. Although rhetoric should not be seen as
purely literary genre, this collection of oracles will show that Athenian logographers and
speakers used all available methods of engaging and convincing their audience.

Examples of the approach to oracles that examines their function within their literary
context have looked at the role of the oracular in Athenian genres such as tragedy and
poetry.!” However, Maurizio has also shown the interconnectedness of the oracle stories that
appear in these distinct genres due to the ‘oral circulation of oracles’.?* Maurizio argues that
these oracles in written sources are single manifestations of a much broader tradition of
telling stories about oracles in oral format.?! Maurizio’s perspective has allowed subsequent
inquiries to explore the meanings and functions of these oracular narratives in greater depth.
Returning to the notions of oracular authority raised by the excerpt from On the Crown at the
beginning of this chapter, the role of divine advice in Greek prose has been explored before.
Kindt has shown that Herodotus’ use of the oracular voice allows his history to convey
meaning and authority that could only come from a divine source.?? Kindt’s work has also

explored the function of oracles in sources ranging from Herodotus to Athenaeus, but shows

18 Fox and Livingstone 2007, 542-3.

1 Tragedy: Roberts 1984; Bushnell 1988; Vogt 1998 and Bowden 2005, 40-55. Comedy: Smith 1988; Muecke
1998; Bowden 2003 and 2005, 55-6. For all the challenges faced by characters looking to Delphi for answers in
tragedy, the sanctuary always supports Athens and general order, see Bowden 2005, 54-5 and 64. While oracles
of Bacis and their chresmologoi are object of much ridicule in Aristophanic comedy, Delphi is largely spared:
Smith 1988, 154; Muecke 1998, 264-6; Bowden 2003; Bowden 2005, 56 with notes.

20 Maurizio 1997, 312.

2! Maurizio 1997, 313-5.

22 Kindt 2006, 45 and 49 n. 78 for Thucydides establishing an authoritative voice in opposition to the oracular.
See also Hornblower 1992.
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that these sources represent a ‘unified body of narratives’.?> These narratives demonstrate
Greeks defining and questioning the place of humanity through its interaction with and
opposition to the divine.?* The oracles used by Athenian orators must also be seen as
influenced by and reliant on these representations and functions of oracles from other areas of
ancient life.
Either Oracles or Oratory

Scholarship on oratory as a genre, however, tends to look past or downplay the
oracular elements of the speeches.?> This observation is not a criticism, oracles in rhetoric
are infrequent and often sit seemingly independent of the general argumentative strategy.?
Parker has argued that all religious features of oratory are limited by the rules of public
speech, such that speakers express ideas about the divine with ‘compulsory optimism’.?’
Even within studies that explore the religious attitudes expressed by Athenian orators, oracles
have remained peripheral.?® 1 look to augment focused analyses of rhetoric by demonstrating
the interconnectedness of the oracles of rhetoric with oracular in Athenian myths, rituals,
texts and cognition. The argumentative strategies that modern scholarship on oratory has
sought to uncover and explain will be shown to have been strengthened and developed by

orators’ recourse to oracular authority.

Limits and Methodology
This thesis is limited to discussing oracles that were used in the speeches made by the

‘Attic orators’ of the fourth century BCE. Issues with the texts of these speeches are

23 Kindt 2016, 14.

24 Kindt 2016, 164.

25 Although commentaries on the speeches have proved invaluable to anylyses that are presented here, esp.
MacDowell 1990, 2000; Worthington 1992, 1994; Harris 1995; Carey 2000; Yunis 2001.

26 Such is the view expressed by MacDowell on Dem. 21.51-2

27 Parker 1997, 158.

28 See Martin 20009.
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discussed in detail when relevant, but as a body of sources, the surviving material is treated
as reliable evidence of how a speechwriter might seek to convince an Athenian audience of
this era, even if there is doubt about the identity of the author or whether the speech was ever
presented in the form in which we have it. I make reference to the depictions of oracles in
Athenian political debate from historiographical and poetic sources, but the oracular
pronouncements from Athenian logography are the core of this analysis. Similarly,
epigraphic evidence of oracular consultation in Athens is often relevant to issues arising from
the discussion of oracles in rhetorical sources.

I will use the term ‘oracle’ as meaning ‘a response or utterance from an oracular
source’ in this thesis. This includes oblique references to oracles and is not restricted to
instances where an entire oracle is read to the audience. The terms ‘oracle story’ or ‘oracular
narrative’ will be used as they have been in previous scholarship on the tales in Greek
storytelling in which the actions of characters are influenced by an oracle.?

The thesis collects and analyses the oracles used in Athenian speeches between 347/6
and 323/2 BCE. These year limits have been imposed by the source material, as the first
extant quote of an oracle is in Against Meidias from 347/6 and the last in Against
Demosthenes from 323/2.. The oracular references in Isocrates’ works before this date are
included in my analysis, but the focus is on speeches that were presented in public cases.
However, there are no references to oracles in the Lysianic corpus or in speeches made to the
Athenian assembly at the turn of the fifth and fourth century.

In this sample from the later fourth centruy, there are 15 oracles and oracle stories
from roughly 64 complete speeches surviving from Athens. I include in this sample the
potentially spurious speeches from the Demosthenic corpus as they remain reliable as

evidence for speechwriting during the period, even if Demosthenes himself did not write

29 See Maurizio 1997; Kindt 2006 and 2016.
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them. Examination of fragments was beyond the scope of this project, and will be explored
more productively once the oracles that survive in their argumentative contexts have been
explored. Two oracles from the full sample feature in speeches that could be classed as
forensic (Dem. 21.51-2 and Dem. 43.66) and two occur in Isocrates’ philosophical
logography. The remaining eight, despite appearing to be a disparate collection, were
delivered to a relatively constant audience (the Athenian assembly) over a period of twenty-
five years. It is possible, or even likely, that a sizeable number of male citizens would have

been present at all of these speeches that use oracular authority.*°

Direction and Delphi

This thesis will explore the uses of oracles in the speeches that survive from Athens
during the Classical period. I argue that the role of oracles in oratory is to provide divine
authority to mortal arguments. The persuasive function of the oracular voice in rhetoric was
drawn from its thematic consistency with the literary and oral traditions of oracle stories in
the Athenian imagination. The orators’ use of oracles was not contingent on either the
authenticity of the response or its relationship with developing consensus in the democratic
polis. There are clear connections between the oracles of oratory and those of the storytelling
tradition and I also aim to show that there was a characteristic mode of oracular authority
used in Athenian speech. Rather than employing the ‘enigmatic mode’ of divine
communication that defines the meaning of oracle stories in other ancient sources, Athenian

orators stress the clarity of oracular pronouncements.?!

30 Oracles from Athenian logography (with correspondence to Parke and Wormell 1956b and Fontenrose 1979):
Aeschin. 3.108 = PW 17 = F. Q70; Aeschin. 3.130 = PW 265 =F. Q71; Dem. 19.297 = PW 263; Dem. 21.52 =
PW 282 =F. HS; Dem. 43.66 = PW 283 = F. H29; Isoc. 4.31 =PW 162 = F. H9; Isoc. 6.17 = PW 287 = F. L60;
Isoc. 6.23, 6.31 = PW 296 = F. Q13; Lycurg. Leoc. 84 = PW 164 = F. L49; Lycurg. Leoc. 93 = PW259 = F.
H18; Lycurg. Leoc. 99 = PW 195 = F. L32. For the responses from Dodona: (Din 1.77 and 98; Dem. 18.253
and Hyp. 4.24-5) see Parke 1967a, 140-2.

31 “Enigmatic mode’ see Kindt 2016, 159-64.
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The nature of rhetorical sources immediately limits this study’s contribution to some
key questions concerning the role of divination in the lives of the ancient Greeks. Two
notable limitations of this body of speeches are the narrow time period during which they
were given and the small range of oracular sources that are quoted by the speakers. These
features of Athenian oratory limit the scope of the study, but also facilitate conclusions that
are specific to a body of similar sources and a historical period. Although assembly speeches
remain from the late fifth and early fourth century, no speech attributed to Lysias, Antiphon
or Andocides contains an oracle. Further, despite much direct evidence showing a role for
chresmologoi sharing oracles from collections in Athenian public life throughout the
Classical period, only oracles from Delphi and Dodona are referenced by orators.*?

To address these characteristics of the oracles in oratory, this thesis will approach the
argumentative purpose of the oracular responses in their speeches and reconcile them with
the scholarship that examines the broader function of Delphi and Dodona as panhellenic
sanctuaries. The ongoing archaeological excavation at Delphi has grown into an analysis of
the spatial and cultural competition of poleis and other groups in the ancient Mediterranean.
This multi-disciplinary effort has offered innovative and reliable insights into the function of
Delphi as more than its oracle, a site that was a unique political entity.>* Scott has shown that
the crucial relationship between Athens and Delphi was under pressure during the fourth
century period from which these speeches come.?> The interaction of individual orators and
Athens as a whole will be demonstrated to have influenced how oracular authority from
Delphi and Dodona was used in public speech.

The thesis 1s divided into three chapters. The first chapter seeks to show that oracle

stories were a means of addressing a crisis in Athenian identity after the battle of Chaeronea

32 On chresmologoi see Ar. Eq. 996-1110; Thuc. 2.48.1-54.5 with Bowden 2003; Parker 2006, 111-115.

33 Scott 2010 and 2014.

34 Jacquemin 1999; Scott 2010, 2014. See also Arnush 1991 and Malkin 1989.

35 Scott 2014, 240-60. Athens and Delphi: ‘Athenians needed what Delphi had to offer’ Bowden 2005, 157.
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in 338. Lycurgus’ inversion of the ‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication throughout
his speech Against Leocrates was part of Athens’ wider reengagement with Apollo and his
oracle in the face of an uncertain future. For this purpose, Lycurgus conflates tales from the
mythical and recent past to highlight not only Leocrates’ treasonous behaviour, but also the
importance of Athens’ continued attention to Apollo and Delphi.

The second chapter will extend this explanation of oracles in rhetoric as providing
clear response to crisis. The trial of Ctesiphon, mere months after Lycurgus’ prosecution of
Leocrates, become a public discussion of the causes of Athens’ decreasing autonomy during
the expansion of Macedon. Aeschines emphasises the clarity of the warnings the city had
received from Delphi, again in both the mythical and recent past, to argue that Athens’
misfortune was a result of Demosthenes’ neglect of the city’s relationship with the gods. In
his defence, Demosthenes addresses Aeschines’ use of oracles and looks to Dodona for
prophetic wisdom as he offers an alternative model of human and divine interaction. Thus,
oracular discourse forms a central part of this public negotiation of the balance between
human decision-making and the role of the gods.

The final chapter demonstrates the necessity of approaching all uses of oracles in
oratory from this perspective. A survey of the oracles given in public speeches in the decade
either side of the trials in 330 will address two main questions: whether the two key oracular
sanctuaries of Delphi and Dodona were used differently; and whether the enigmatic nature of
oracular communication crucial to other literature featured in rhetoric. 1 conclude that the
sanctuaries were used differently by the orators in this period, but that the oracular voices of

Apollo and Zeus were only ever presented as an absolute authority. Similarly, I show that the
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pattern of ‘consultation-interpretation-solution’ that has been examined in epiphanic
narratives from other Greek sources is not present in oracles presented by the orators.*

The conclusion brings together the features and purposes of oracles in Athenian
speeches from the late fourth century. I also explore the implications the use of oracles in
oratory has for our understanding of oracles in other sources and at other points in Athenian
history.

Overall, then, this thesis hopes to make a contribution to an understanding of how
ancient people viewed and developed their interaction with the oracular. Further, I seek to
show that this interaction existed well beyond an original consultation at a prophetic
sanctuary. The uses of oracular authority in oratory relied on a constant engagement with the

oracular sphere that was an important part of Athenian politics, storytelling and identity.

36 Narrative structure: Maurizio 1997, 311. Epiphanic narratives: Platt 2011; Petridou 2014; Kindt 2016, 163-4.
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Chapter One:

Mything the Point? Oracles and Rhetoric in the Lycurgan era

€lg Aghpovg v NpaTo Tov 00V Ti ToldV av viknv Adfot mapd T@V morepimy. xpnoavtog &
adT@® T0D B0, TV Buyatépa gl BOcEE TPO TOD GUUPOAETV T® GTPOTOTED®, KPOUTNGEW TAV
moAepimv, 0 6& T® Oe® meBouevog ToUT  Empale, Kol TOVG EMOTPATEVOUEVOVG K THG YDPOC
E€EPane.

[Erechtheus] went to Delphi and asked the god by what means he could assure a victory over
the enemy. The god proclaimed that if he sacrificed his daughter before the two sides engaged
he would defeat the enemy and, submitting to the god, he did this and drove the invaders from
the country.’’

Oracles and prophecies are familiar features of stories from ancient Greece just as
they are in the modern storytelling tradition.®® At first glance, the three stories featuring
oracles from Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates, such as the one above, fit the pattern with which
Greek audiences would have been accustomed. The stories contain a problem, a consultation
and a resolution.®* As familiar as they are, these types of stories have been deeply
problematic for traditional scholarship on Delphi in the 20" century. The story presented
above gives no answers to historians questioning whether this consultation ever happened, or
what the mantic session might have looked like. The existence of an Erechtheus, let alone his
visit to Delphi, is impossible to know with any certainty and the speaker gives no details

about the process of consultation.*’

37 Lyc. Leo. 99.

38 Prophecies in a variety of forms have driven the plots of the highest grossing movie worldwide for five of the
past ten years: Beauty and the Beast 2017; Star Wars: The Force Awakens 2015; Frozen 2013; Harry Potter
and the Deathly Hallows: Part 2 2011; Pirates of the Caribbean: At World’s End 2007. Three of the top five
highest grossing movie franchises of all time centre on prophecies and their eventual fulfilment: Harry Potter
(Warner Bros.); Star Wars (Lucasfilm) and J.R.R. Tolkien’s Middle Earth (New Line).

3% For this ‘almost invariable plot structure’ see Maurizio 1997, 311; Kindt 2016, 157-8.

40 Lyc. Leo. 99 is classified by Fontenrose as ‘legendary’ and the broad range of sources that refer to
Erechtheus’ sacrifices (see entry L 32 at Fontenrose 1978, 367-8) complicate any further analysis of
‘authenticity’.
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The oracular narratives of Athenian public speeches present an excellent opportunity
to combine two approaches to the history of Delphi and its oracle. Firstly, the function of
oracle stories within their speeches can be examined for literary effect and cultural meaning
using the same methods as previous scholars exploring the oracles of historiography, myth
and other Greek forms. Secondly, this ‘genre specific’ analysis within a relatively stable
performance context can be reconciled with broader trends in Athenian religious life during
the same period. This chapter will demonstrate that the emergence of oracular narratives in
Athenian oratory in the late fourth century is part of a purposeful reengagement with Delphi
by Athens.

The most recent assessment of the role of oracles in oratory is that the
pronouncements act as ‘a source of authority, parallel with the nomoi (laws or customs) of
the city of Athens.’*! These oracle stories, unlike those offered by Demosthenes that
complement existing nomoi, suit a wide range of argumentative purposes not restricted to
Athenian laws. Lycurgus refers to Delphic oracles in three moralistic tales from the Athenian
past in his speech, neither parallel with existing laws nor corresponding to the famous
enigmatic language of oracles presented in Greek myth and history.*?

This chapter seeks to expand Bowden’s summary of Delphi in public speech to
explore the function of the oracle stories in Against Leocrates. The three oracle stories
presented by Lycurgus are doing far more than reasserting the traditional laws and customs of
Athens. Lycurgus deemphasises the ‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication to
highlight the reciprocal relationship between Athens and Delphi in both myth and recent
memory. Although investigating whether the Pythia gave ambiguous or unclear prophecies to

enquirers is not the focus of this research, the obscure nature of Delphic language remains

41 Bowden 2005, 55.
42 See Kindt 2006, 2016 16-54 and 55-86.
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crucial. For oracle stories to have accessible meaning, Apollo’s advice must be (somewhat
paradoxically) difficult, but possible, for humans to interpret.*3

In most literary sources, Delphic oracles are inextricable from the narratives in which
they feature, as the meaning of an oracle story for the audience is drawn from the interaction
between the Apollo’s prophecy and human behaviour before and after the consultation.
Once the problematic questions of authenticity are sidelined, we can start to examine the way
that authors use the oracular storytelling tradition within historical narratives and what this
function can tell us about Greek culture more broadly.*> The following analysis will explore
how Lycurgus uses the traditional form of the oracle story to support his arguments against
Leocrates.

From this textual basis, we can move to examining how these oracular narratives
related to their context. For all the recent scholarship on Delphi and the role of Delphic
oracles in storytelling, the relationship between the oracular story tradition and the broader
history of Delphi as a sanctuary has yet to be analysed in detail or a specific case study. The
mid-fourth century was a period during which Athens’ relationship with Delphi and Apollo
was actively strengthened by physical dedication, religious legislation and mythological
genealogies. The emerging practice of quoting or paraphrasing oracular consultation in
political speeches must be understood as part of Athens’ emphasis on its closeness with the
sanctuary. All thirteen oracles in the extant speeches of the Athenian logographers and

orators were given during this time.*® Assembly audiences in the year 331/0 alone would

4 Bowden 2005, 51.

4 For Delphi in Attic tragedy, see Bowden 46-54; for Athens and Delphi in Herodotus see Kindt 2016 47-54.

4 Kindt 2016, 160-162 and appendix.

46 See introduction for full list. Earliest possible date would be Isoc. Arch. 31 in the 360s and the latest possible
is Din. Dem. 98 in the late 320s.
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have heard five oracles and oracle narratives from three different speakers: Lycurgus,
Demosthenes and Aeschines.*’

Lycurgus’ varied use of oracles in Against Leocrates demonstrates that these
narratives of oracular knowledge were a way for the orator to use myths and past events
within the pursuasive framework of his prosecution. Further, the shared understanding that
the orator and his audience have of the traditional discourse of Delphi and its oracles
strengthens Lycurgus’ argument that Leocrates’ cowardice is an offence against Athens and
its religious and cultural heritage.*® Thus, Lycurgus’ use of oracular discourse is not ‘always
in agreement with the nomoi of the city’.** His emphasis on Delphi is in fact innovation,
rather than a return to previous laws and customs.

My argument is divided into three parts. Firstly, a brief exploration of context of the
case in post-Chaeronea Athens will show that the city as a whole was attempting to reassert
ownership over the socio-political capital of its past during its conflict with Macedon. It will
also be shown that Lycurgus’ personal affiliation with the sanctuary at Delphi influences the
way the audience would have received his oracular argumentation. Finally, a close
examination of the oracle stories themselves will reveal that Lycurgus deemphasises the
enigmatic mode of oracular communication to support his argument for human susceptibility
to deception. His oracle stories explore human fallibility and reliably link it to his
prosecution of Leocrates.

Apollo and Lycurgus

Even before his political prominence in the period after Chaeronea, Lycurgus appears

to have been noticeable in Athenian public life for his role in religious affairs.® Although it

is unlikely that he held the priesthood of Poseidon Erechtheus himself, his genos supplied

47 All dates from here are BCE.

48 Allen 2000, 26; Steinbock 2011, 282; Hanink 2014, 58-9.

4 Bowden 2005, 57.

30 Plut. Mor. 841D; Humphreys 2004, 79; Martin 2009, 152-6; Hanink 2014, 5.
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both that position and the priestess of Athena Polias. Lycurgus’ attention to religious affairs
in both speechmaking and legislation has been well covered by other authors.’! What this
section seeks to emphasise is the consistent involvement that Lycurgus had with Delphi. This
connection accentuates the impact and authority of the oracles in Against Leocrates and
frames the audience’s engagement with the past. In a period that is often known for the
emergence of ‘documentary’ proof of the past, Lycurgus’ use of oracles combines
documentary and oral religious authority.>?

Lycurgus’ tenure as the chief financial administrator of the city is marked by an
increase in legislation, much relating to religious practice, by the board of nomothetai. While
the legislative processes of the nomothetai remain matters of debate, some features of the
body’s activity in the later fourth century clearly demonstrate that the public would have been
aware of Lycurgus’ closeness with Delphi and its oracle. During the 340s and 330s, laws
proposed to the nomothetai become associated with the individuals endorsing the motion.>?
Thus, the law proposed by Lycurgus in 335/4 that regulated dedications at temples and the
procession of the Panathenaia has greater ramifications for the speech delivered in 330. Not
only is Lycurgus’ attention to religious legislation conspicuous and individual, but the law
also required a theoria to Delphi.>* Regardless of whether Lycurgus himself led the theoria,
legislation that was identifiably his initiative required the involvement of Delphi.

This is not an isolated action; Lycurgus interacted with Delphi and sanctuaries to
Apollo more frequently than any Athenian politician about whom we have comparable
evidence. The temple of Apollo Patroos was constructed during Lycurgus’ financial

administration of the city and he proposed a decree in honour of Neoptolemus of Melite, who

3! See especially Humphreys 2004 and Lambert 2010 for legislation; Martin 2009 for speechmaking.

52 Lambert 2010, 225. Documentary evidence of the past refers to the increase in inscriptions, records of laws
and oaths we have from this period.

33 Humphreys 2004, 82.

3 Bewpia. .. kedevov[or IG ii* 333; Humphreys 2004, 83.
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gilded the cult statue.>> In 326/5, Lycurgus led the first Pythais to Delphi in thirty years,
accompanied by an all-star list of his contemporaries.’® It is this delegation that might well
have dedicated the Acanthus column that, in the time-honoured tradition of dedications at
Delphi, purposefully detracted attention from monuments built by rivals. 3’

Athens was, and Athenians were, deeply involved with building and festival
developments at Delphi during the late 330s as Macedonian influence over the sanctuary and
its Amphictyony subsided.’® This involvement corresponded with distinctive changes in
mythological narratives that introduced Apollo as an ancestor of Athenians and all Ionic
peoples. > Lycurgus as an individual was involved in both of these trends. His financial and
honorific activity placed great importance on the growth of the cult of Apollo Patroos in
Athens, and on Athenian prominence within the sanctuary at Delphi. As we will shortly see,

his rhetoric actively promoted Apollo’s long-standing goodwill towards Athens.

Putting the ‘Cur’ in Lycurgan Athens
The only speech delivered by Lycurgus that remains, Against Leocrates, was
delivered in the spring of 330. Lycurgus brought a procedure for treason (eisangelia) against
a blacksmith and grain merchant named Leocrates, who left Athens in the aftermath of the
Battle of Chaeronea in 338. While Lycurgus had been successful prosecuting a prominent

member of the Areopagus named Autolycus in similar circumstances, it appears that

35 Plut. Mor. 843.

6 Phanodemos, Demades, Epiteles, Nikeratos, Neoptolemus of Melite et al. Three of these men would become
proxenoi at Delphi. See SIG* 296; Humphreys 2004, 95; Csapo forthcoming, 13. Fontenrose H 57 for sources.
57 Vidal Naquet 1981, 314; Rutherford 2013, 31; Scott 2014, 163-4. The column was positioned in front of a
statue group dedicated by Daochus of Thessaly, an ally of Philip. See Jacquemin and La Roche 2001.

8 Scott 2014, 160-65.

¥ See Eur. lon; Pl. Euthyd. 302C; Phanodemos FGrH 328 F75.
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Leocrates had left Athens either before the law restricting movement was passed or at least
before it became treasonous to leave the city.®°

Early explanations of the idiosyncratic rhetoric of this speech have seen Lycurgus as a
religious zealot or, more helpfully, as struggling to make a case against a citizen who may not
have done anything against the laws of Athens at the time. ! These are contributing factors,
but the ways in which Lycurgus constructs his arguments from poetry and mythology are
worthy of investigation in their own right. Recent scholarship engaging with these previously
problematic features of Lycurgus’ rhetoric has shed light on the function of poetry and myth
in Against Leocrates.®> Danielle Allen has examined how poetry and civic imagery help
Lycurgus develop a removed ‘public prosecutor’ persona in forensic oratory that usually
relied on a more personal emotive strategy.®> Bernd Steinbock has taken a similar approach
to the stories of Codrus and Erechtheus in the speech, arguing that they personify key

64 Johanna Hanink, however, has

Athenian values around which Lycurgus builds his case.
seen Lycurgus’ use of poetic examples as aimed beyond the case, defending and promoting
the value of civic-minded poetry.

The oracle stories that are the focus of this analysis develop from and add to aspects
of each of these arguments. Lycurgus’ use of the oracular voice strengthens his rhetorical
position as the defender of Athenian values in his prosecution of Leocrates. This
unprecedented and never emulated prosecution strategy is contingent on Lycurgus’ role as at
the forefront of a resurgence in Athenian involvement with Delphi. The stories emphasise the

goodwill between Athens and Apollo and highlight the rigidity of the relationship between

humans and divinity. This strict hierarchy, in Lycurgus’ argument, compels the dikastai to

0 Martin 2009, 50.

61 Petrie 1922, xxviii; Hansen 1975, 109; Bleicken 1986, 13 n. 16.
2 Martin 2009, 50.

63 Allen 2000.

64 Steinbock 2011.

%5 Hanink 2014, 25-59.
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prosecute Leocrates more pressingly than the laws of Athens themselves. Lycurgus, a man
with close ties to Delphi, at a time when Athens is self-consciously expanding its relationship
with the sanctuary, uses oracle stories that complement the city’s identification with Apollo.
These oracle stories are therefore promoting a public discourse rethinking, rather than

reaffirming, Athenian nomoi.

Telling Tales
Lycurgus introduces the stories from myth and Athenian history as educational
examples for the jurors:

Bovdopar 8¢ pucpd TdV Takadv Vv Steddely, oig mapadeiypact ypduevol Kai mepi ToHTOV
Kol wepl TV GAA@V BEATIOV PovAevoeabe

I wish to remind you of a few short tales of old, consulting with which you will reach a better
verdict concerning this case and others.*

This passage has led commentators to see Lycurgus’ short tales (uikp@) as part of the

orator’s adoption of impersonal moral authority.®’

The stories, as we shall see, effectively
contrast legendary Athenian bravery with Leocrates’ cowardice. As Allen has convincingly
shown, Lycurgus replaces the tone of personal outrage common in most Athenian
prosecution speeches with an impersonal ‘morality of the battlefield’.%® Steinbock’s
argument that the audience would have been receptive to this code of morals on account of
their participation of in the ephebate as youths has persuasively grounded Allen’s focus on
Lycurgus’ rhetorical strategy.®® While Allen is right to emphasise Lycurgus’ unusual

impersonal argumentative style, it should be noted that the orator’s tone also aligns with his

public persona as it is portrayed in other sources. The fact that no other orator appears to have

% Lyc. Leo. 83.

67 Martin 2009, 163-4; Allen 2000, 26-9; Steinbock 2011, 311-2.
%8 Allen 2000, 31.

% Steinbock 2011.
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adopted a similar rhetorical strategy implies that Lycurgus’ style was dependent on his
standing in Athenian public life.”®

Underlying the binary morality of Athenian bravery and ‘unAthenian’ cowardice are
Lycurgus’ constant reminders of the presence, omniscience and intervention of the gods.”!
Martin argues that there are two complementary sides to Lycurgus’ argumentation: that
Leocrates has betrayed you, men of Athens, and must be punished; and that Leocrates has
violated the gods and will suffer their vengeance.”? I put forward that the oracular narratives
at the centre of Lycurgus’ speech are crucial to the connection between these complementary
arguments of human and divine betrayal.

Lycurgus’ authority on religious matters has been well established from a wealth of
epigraphic evidence and assorted fragments of his own oratory beyond Against Leocrates.”
While the actions of Athenians in the oracle stories in the speech serve to contrast ancestral
Athenian courage with Leocrates’ cowardice, the role of Delphi in the narratives emphasises
a consistent reciprocal relationship between the Athens and Apollo. Moreover, the presence
of Delphi in tales from both the audience’s lifetime and from their collective myths grounds
the narratives from very different storytelling traditions more firmly in the present.

Lycurgus’ oracle stories share fundamental structures and themes not only with each
other, but also with the robust ‘oracular discourse’ recently explored by Julia Kindt.”* The
narratives presented in the wide range of sources examined by Kindt all centre on humanity’s
persistent attempts to understand divine omniscience. Lycurgus’ stories in Against Leocrates
are no different. The orator highlights the limits of mortal knowledge by telling his audience

three tales in which humans attempt to comprehend the divine wisdom of Apollo.

70 Martin 2009, 164-5.

"' Lyc. Leo.

72 Martin 2009, 160.

73 Regulation of various cult activities /G ii’> 333; sale of dermatikon IG ii*> 1496; regulation of Mysteries /G ii?
1672; see Humphreys 2004, 83-8; Martin 2009, 154 n. 59; Lambert 2010, 230-1.

74 Kindt 2016, 157-8.
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Human Deception and Divine Justice

After Lycurgus establishes the narrative of Leocrates’ alleged treason (when he left
Athens, by what method, with whom and so on), the orator uses the refutatio to introduce
another series of accusations. In anticipation of a very unlikely argument defending
Leocrates’ flight from Athens by comparison with the flight to Salamis during the Persian
invasion, Lycurgus reminds the judges of the ephebic oath.”” A secondary point put forward
by Lycurgus about the ephebic oath also acts as a preface for his oracular narratives:

Kol v, @ Evdpeg, koi 1000’ Vud del padElv, 8Tt 1O cuvéyov THV dnuokpatioy dpkog £oTi. ...

TOUC HEV YOp avOpdTovg ToAAOL 7)o E€omatnoovTeg Kai dStoladovieg 00 uévov @V TapdvTOv

KWoOUvov arelvincay, dAAL Kol TOV GAAOV xpOvov aB®dOL TOV ASIKNUATOV TOVTOV Eioi: TOVG

0¢ Beovg 00T’ Gv EmopKNGog TIg Aot 00T av EkeOYOL TNV A’ adTAVY TIH®PIay.

There is a further point which you should notice, gentlemen. The power which keeps our

democracy together is the oath...For human beings have often been deceived. Many criminals

evade them, escaping the dangers of the moment, yes, and even remaining unpunished for

these crimes for the remainder of their lives. But the gods no one who broke his oath would

deceive. No one would escape their vengeance.”®

Lycurgus follows these statements with the oath sworn by the allies at Plataea, as part
of the explicit contrast between legendary Athenian acts of bravery and those of Leocrates.
However, the ruminations above also serve as an introduction to the theme of human
knowledge and misunderstanding that underpins the oracular narratives. Lycurgus stresses
the ease and frequency of humans being deceived (moAhoi 1101 é€amatioavteg) and the trust
humans must have in divine justice to overcome their limitations. Lycurgus’ version of the
Codrus myth continues to highlight humanity’s imperfect knowledge and susceptibility to
deception:

Kol TpdTOV pEv gig AeApovg dnooteidavies Tov Bedv Emmpdtev &l AMyoviarl Tag ABMvog:

aveAdvtog 0€ T0D Beod avtoig OTL TNV MOAWY aipricovcty av un tov Paciiéa Tov ABnvaiov

Koodpov dmoxteivooty, éotpdtevov émni tag AONvag... Kieduovtic 6 1@V Aghodv TIg
mobdpuevog 10 ypnothplov O dmoppntev EENyyelhe tolg ABnvaioig...Aafovia TToyIKNV

5 Lyc. Leo. 74-78. See Steinbock 2011 for detailed discussion of the oath.
6 Lyc. Leo. 79.
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OTOMV OTmg GV AmaTAOY TOVC TOAEUIOVS, KOTO TOC TOANG VTOOHVTA... wapo&uvOivTo T@
Kodpw kol vopicavta ttmyov eivol, omacduevov 1o Eipog dmokteival tov Kodpov.

First, [the invading Peloponnesians] sent to Delphi and asked of the god whether they would
capture Athens. When the god replied that they would take the city as long as they did not kill
the King of Athens, Codrus, they marched against Athens... A certain Cleomantis of Delphi,
having learned of the oracle told the Athenians, although it was a secret... [Codrus] took up a
beggar’s cloak so that he could deceive the enemy and slipped out of the gates... provoked by
Codrus and thinking him to be a beggar, [the scout] drew his sword and killed Codrus.”

Perhaps the most notable way in which Lycurgus encourages the judges to reflect on
their ability to know is by inverting the tradition of oracular ambiguity. The obscurity of
Apollo’s wisdom, prominent in oracular tales from elsewhere in the Greek canon, forces
reflection on the part of a successful enquirer or highlights the folly of those who confidently
misinterpret prophecies.’®

In contrast, Lycurgus presents consultation at Delphi in a very streamlined way,
detracting the audience’s attention from the process of enquiry and prophecy. It is the god
who is asked and the god who responds, without mention of the Pythia (gig Agipovg
amooteilavteg TOV Bgdv...aveddvtoc o€ Tod OBgoD). Lycurgus’ later oracle stories all place the
same emphasis on Apollo, or ‘the god’, delivering the prophecies directly.”” While this is
one of the conventional ways of describing the process of consulting the oracle from Delphi,
Lycurgus’ language minimises the surrounding ‘noise’ of the mantic session.®® This is a
slight deviation from the ‘almost invariable plot structure’ of oracular narratives perpetuated

through oral transmission in the Greek world.®! Without the characteristic hexameters of the

" Lyc. Leo. 84-87 = PW 215 = F. L49. For briefer fifth and fourth century references to Codrus that do not
feature oracles see: Pl. Symp. 208 D; FGrH 3 fr.154 (Pherecydes).

78 Fontenrose 1978, 236-8; Maurizio 1997, 311; Bowden 2005, 49; Kindt 2016, 157-8.

7 Lyc. Leo. 84-6; Lyc. Leo. 93 xai tod 0g0D 10D év Aghpoic dxovoavto 81t dv EA0n Adfvale tevéeton 1dv
vopwv; Lyc. Leo. 99 gig Aehpotg idv fpdta oV 00V Ti To1dv v viknv Adfot mapd TV moAELioV.

80 This is consistent with the only earlier account of the Codrus myth, that of Hellanicus of Lesbos (§ypficev 6
0e0¢ t0ic Awpiedoy...) FGrH 4 fr.125. There are a range of common phrases introducing Delphic prophecies:
from the impersonal ‘oracle declared/ordained’ to the more direct phrases ‘the Pythia/ the god replied’. See
Fontenrose 1978, 11-57.

81 Maurizio 1997, 311.
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Pythia or the obscurity of Apollo’s wisdom, Lycurgus’ tale focuses on the interaction
between human players, rather than on human interaction with divinity.

The oracle given to the Peloponnesians does not require interpretation or reflection.
Although the story plays on the limitations of human knowledge, it does not explore this
theme through the obscurity of Delphic language. Rather, the Peloponnesians are actively
deceived by Codrus with some help from a Delphian man, Cleomantis.®?> Codrus leaves
Athens in order to deceive the enemy (6mwg dv dmatnion) after Cleomantis learns of the
oracle despite it being secret (mvOopevog 10 ypnotiplov ot dmoppntwv). The actions of both
of the characters defending Athens in the story rely on deception. Nevertheless, human
understanding of the prophecy remains constant between the invading Peloponnesians, the
besieged Athenians and the Delphian. In contrast to one of the popular strands of oracular
discourse, humans are being deceived by each other, rather than by an ambiguous prophecy.

As we saw above, Lycurgus has already warned the audience that humans have often
been deceived (moAloi f1on €€amatnoavtec). The role of the oracle in this message is the
inverse of its role in most other examples of oracle stories in the Greek tradition. It is
Athens’ close relationship with Delphi that provides noble Codrus with an opportunity to
save the city, rather than a forced appreciation of the nuances of divine language.®*

Lycurgus offers further support for the mutual respect between Athens and Delphi in
the time of Codrus by introducing some very contemporary honorific language to the
mythical narrative:

T® 6¢ Kleopdvtel 1@ Aghe@® 1 TOMG 00T® T€ Kol €KyOVOlC €v TTputavei®m aidov oitnoty
gdooav.

82 Cleomantis, meaning ‘seer of glory’, is an attested Delphian name outside of this story, but may also have
developed in the Codrus myth in a similar way to other narratives featuring similar ‘nominative determinism’
e.g. Euenius in Hdt. 9.93-105; Aethra in Paus. 10.10.6. On which, see Griffith 1999 and Dougherty 1992, 39-40.
8 See Kindt 2016, 42-52 for Herodotus’ use of the oracular voice to support the structure of his history.
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To Cleomantis of Delphi, the city granted eternal sitésis for himself and his descendants in the
prytaneion.®

Lycurgus here adopts the standard formula for the granting of dining rights (sitésis) in
the fourth century to describe Athens’ honouring of Cleomantis in the distant past.®
Granting sitésis was, however, very uncommon in Athens until the early third century.?
Lycurgus’ use of Athenian myth and history in this speech has been frequently noted, but the
reference to sitésis here is quite the opposite. Lycurgus is introducing a contemporary
honorific practice, a practice with which he was associated, into the mythical past.?” While
the Codrus tale is a part of Athens’ shared past, Lycurgus’ retelling places unprecedented
emphasis on the relationship between Athens and Delphi. Lycurgus not only highlights the
favourable prophecy from Apollo, but also a reciprocal relationship between citizens of
Delphi and Athens in the age of heroes. His use of a contemporary honorific formula stresses

the continuity of this ancient relationship to the present day.

Sign Language
After summarising the contrast between Leocrates’ cowardice and Codrus’ bravery,
Lycurgus returns to the theme of human ignorance. The prosecutor presents some
unidentified poetry and another oracular narrative to refute an argument that Leocrates’
defence might put forward: that Leocrates would not have returned to Athens if he were
guilty.3® The orator explains that the reasoning of men who have betrayed their city and their

gods is taken away from them:

8 Lyc. Leo. 87.

85 See IG 11? 77 with Osborne 1981; Henry 1983, 275-279; MacDowell 2007.

8 Osborne 1981, 170; Humphreys 2004, 109-10; MacDowell 2007, 111. Osborne argues for three grants of
hereditary sitesis before the honour becomes more common in the third century, MacDowell for four.

87 For Lycurgus’ role in grants of sitésis see Humphreys 2004, 109-110; MacDowell 2007, 111 cf. IG I* 131.
88 Lyc. Leo. 90.
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ol yop Oeol 000&v TPOTEPOV TOOVGY 1 TAOV TOVNPDY AVOPOTOY TV d1Avolay Topdyovst: Kol
not 60koDG1 TV Apyainy TIVEG TOMTAV DOTEP YPNOUOVS YPAWYOVTES TOIC EMLYIYVOUEVOILS TOOE
70, lopPeio KaTaAmelv:

“Otav yap opyn doudvev PAGTTn TIVA,

ToUT aOTO TPATOV, EEAPAULPETTOL PPEVDV

TOV voUV TOV &60A0V, gic 6& TNV Yeipm Tpémet

yvouny, v° €idfi umdev Gv apaptdavet.

For the first step taken by the gods in the case of wicked men is to unhinge their reason; and
personally, I value as the utterance of an oracle these lines, composed by ancient poets and
handed down to posterity:

“When gods in anger seek a mortal's harm,

first they deprive him of his sanity,

And fashion of his mind a baser instrument,

That he may have no knowledge when he errs.”’

Again, Lycurgus highlights the frailty of human comprehension of their world.
Reason (v dudvowav and tov vodv tOv €0OA0V) is not a constant of human cognition, but
rather an unstable feature of human decision-making subject to divine influence. Lycurgus is
encouraging the audience to interpret the misguided actions of Callistratus in the following
tale, and by implication those of the defendant, as being a result of a poorly maintained
relationship with their homeland (natpia) and its gods. Had these men been more diligent in
their observance of their gods, they might have been presented with less ambiguous signs
(onueia).”® Lycurgus introduces oracular discourse to develop a view of the world in which
human comprehension is disconcertingly fallible.

Lycurgus then explores the limitations of human knowledge with a recent example of
oracular interpretation:

Tig yap od pépvmron @V mpecPutépov | TV veotépov ovk dxknkoe KaAlictpatov, ol

Oavatov 1 TOMC KaTéYvm, ToDTOV QUYOVTO Kal Tob Beod 10D &v Aghpoic dkovcavta dti Gv

EAON AOnvole tevéetar TV VOU®V, APIKOUEVOV Kol &ml TOV Pouov tdv dmoeko, Oedv

KATOPLYOVTO, Kol 00dEV NTTov VId TS TOAEmG GmodavovTa; dukaimg: TO Yap TdV VOU®Y TOIC

NOKNKOGL TLYEY TIH®Pin 0TIV,

Who does not know the fate of Callistratus, which the older among you remember and the
younger have heard recounted, the man condemned to death by the city? How he fled and
later, hearing from the god at Delphi that if he returned to Athens he would have fair
treatment by the laws, came back and taking refuge at the altar of the twelve gods and was

8 Lyc. Leo. 92
% Lyc. Leo. 93 cf. Heraclitus fr. 93. On the idea of divinity ‘speaking through signs’ (cepotveiv) see Tor 2016.
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none the less put to death by the state, and rightly so, for “fair treatment by the laws” is, in the

case of wrongdoers, punishment.”!

Lycurgus here explains the death of Callistratus, a few decades before this speech was
delivered in 330, in a narrative featuring the ‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication
that would have been very familiar to his audience.®” Unlike the tale of Codrus above, the
Callistratus story hinges upon the interpretation of cryptic advice from the god at Delphi.
Kindt has argued that the enigmatic oracle story is one in which the narrative serves to define
features of human experience in opposition to the gods.”® The example Lycurgus presents as
part of his refutatio works very much within this framework.

Callistratus, in exile for betraying Athens, believes that Apollo’s words are
confirming his desired return to the city. The oracle is, of course, merely observing that he

will meet his punishment (already) laid out in the laws.**

Thus, Delphi is simultaneously
upholding Athens’ nomoi and expediting their fulfilment by presenting the treacherous

Callistratus with abstruse semia:

0 0€ ye Be0c OpOGC AméEdmKE TOIG NOKNUEVOLS KOAGGOL TOV OiTIOV: dEWVOV Yap Ov &in, &l TavTa
onuelo 1ol evoePéot kal TOIg KaKoVPYOlS Gaivolro.

And thus, the god too acted rightly in allowing those who had been wronged to punish the
offender. For it would be an unseemly thing if revelations made to good men were the same
as those vouchsafed to malefactors.”

Lycurgus’ authorial aside on Callistratus’ misfortune develops ideas explored in the

Codrus story. Athenians benefitted from their relationship with Delphi in both tales of

! Lyc. Leo. 93 = Fontenrose H18; PW 259 c. 356 BC.

92 Kindt 2016, 26-27; 159-164.

93 Kindt 2008; 2016, 160-2. Kindt argues that these narratives have three levels on which to explore the human
condition: the ontological difference between omniscient gods and fallible mortals; the temporal difference
between the unchanged divine perspective and the changed mortal perspective on events as the oracle moves
from prediction to fulfilment; and the cognitive mode by which humans move from ignorance to knowledge.

%4 1t is worth noting that both Parke and Fontenrose argue that this is an ‘unambiguous’ oracle onto which a
double meaning was later projected: Parke and Wormell 1956b, 105; Fontenrose 1978, 250.

% Lyc. Leo. 93.
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oracular knowledge, but only here does Lycurgus explicitly state that this reflects Athens’
eusebia.

The purpose of these oracular narratives, quite apart from possibly representing
Lycurgus’ own perspective on human interaction with the divine, is to offer the audience a
persuasive interpretation of the actions on which they were deliberating. On the one hand,
Lycurgus uses an oracular narrative to understand past events: Callistratus returned to Athens
because traitors are deprived of their ability to comprehend divine signals. On the other,
explaining the event in this way projects the familiar narrative framework of the oracle story
onto the case of Leocrates. The audience’s familiarity with the structure and themes of the
‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication also complements Lycurgus’ broader argument
for this section of the speech as whole.

Human understanding, in the stories of both Codrus and Callistratus, is dependent on
their maintenance of reciprocal goodwill with the gods. Athenian nobility, according to
Lycurgus, prompts Cleomantis to help Codrus deceive the Peloponnesians and fulfil one of
the prophecy’s potential outcomes. In this instance, the relationship between Athens and
Delphi resolves an Athenian crisis by helping exploit human susceptibility to deception. In
the case of Callistratus, Lycurgus again depicts the enemies of Athens falling victim to
Delphic pitfalls. Callistratus, as one of the kakourgoi, has misunderstood divine signals from
Delphi due to his transgression against Athens and her temples.”

These oracle stories, despite key differences in structure, develop the same argument
for Athens’ trust in the processes of advice from the sanctuary. The consistency of Delphi’s
alignment with Athenian interests in both early myth and the present day supports the

immediate relevance of Lycurgus’ framework of human-divine interaction.

% Lyc. Leo. 93.
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Exemplary Erechtheus

Lycurgus’ use of poetry in his prosecution of Leocrates has often been the focus of
scholarship on the speech. Foremost amongst the poetic examples is the extended quotation
of Euripides’ Erechtheus.”” Here 1 wish to focus on the continuity of Lycurgus’ oracular
storytelling from earlier in the speech with the excerpt of Euripides he reperfoms. This final
oracular narrative builds on the stable relationship between Athens and Delphi established in
the previous stories:

€lg Aghpovg v Npato Tov 00V Ti ToldV av Viknv Adfot mapd TV morepimy. xpRoavtog &

adT® T0D B0, TV Buyatépa gl BOoEE TPO TOD GUUPCAETV T® GTPOTOTED®, KPOUTNOEW TAV

moAEpimV, O 0 T@ 0e®d meBouevog ToDT  Empale, Kol TOVC EMGTPUTEVOUE VOLG €K TTG YDPUS

EEEPane.

[Erechtheus] went to Delphi and asked the god by what means he could assure a victory over
the enemy. The god's answer to him was that if he sacrificed his daughter before the two sides
engaged he would defeat the enemy and, submitting to the god, he did this and drove the
invaders from the country.”®

The passage above is perhaps the briefest possible oracle story that could be told.
Once again, the consultation and response of the god is streamlined. Rather than mentioning
the intermediary Pythia, it is the god who responds to Erechtheus’ enquiry and the king
brings the prophecy to completion without any complicating events. Indeed, Lycurgus’ two-
word resolution of the play’s dilemma (todt” &mpale) entirely avoids the moral conundrum
on which Euripides’ tragedy certainly focused.”® Lycurgus thanks Euripides for ‘believing
that in the conduct of those people [i.e. Erechtheus and Praxithea] citizens would have a fine
example ... and so implant in their hearts a love for their country’!%’. This quote immediately
follows Lycurgus’ quick synopsis of the story, in which the only event described in detail is
visiting and obeying Delphi. While three clauses are devoted to describing Erechtheus’

consultation of Apollo, only two words are given to the king’s sacrifice of his own daughter.

7 Wilson 1996; Bowden 2005, 55; Hanink 2014; Calame 2011.
% Lyc. Leo. 99.

% Wilson 1996, 314.

100 Lye. Leo. 100.
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In Lycurgus’ lengthy reperformance of Praxithea’s speech, Erechtheus’ unenviable decision
is similarly superseded by his wife’s patriotic pseudo-epitaphios.'®! Moreover, the story (tov
udbov) that Lycurgus praises as an example (10 mapadeua) before presenting Praxithea’s
speech is based far more on Erechtheus’ cognitive response to crisis than on his deeply
problematic sacrifice. As Peter Wilson has outlined, part of Lycurgus’ emphasis here must
be attributed to the tricky process of co-opting a play devoted to a moral dilemma between
familial and patriotic responsibility as an unproblematic patriotic text.!°> Highlighting
Erechtheus’ attentiveness and deference to Apollo in the tale appears to be another way of
developing tragedy into what Johanna Hanink has called ‘civic poetry’ demonstrating
Athenian excellence, rather than a genre exploring challenging human situations.!'%3

The similarities between Lycurgus’ inclusion of Delphi in this short synopsis and the
previous two oracle stories demonstrates the role of the oracular voice in Lycurgus’ speech
and in fourth century Athens. The audience are compelled to acknowledge Erechtheus’ and
Praxithea’s actions protecting Athens as examples of fine civic behaviour, but Lycurgus also
makes a point to praise their decision-making process. By framing their actions as deference
to divine authority, Lycurgus not only avoids the problematic aspects of the myth, but also
continues to develop previous arguments for the frailty of human reasoning in the popular
Erechtheus story.!%

This oracular perspective complements Lycurgus’ use of ta palaia in his prosecution
of Leocrates. The three oracle stories show the tradition and importance of Athens’ goodwill
with Delphi. Leocrates’ betrayal of Athens was not only cowardly, but has also placed him

outside of the religious life of the polis. The existential (between human and divine) and

101 Wilson 1996, 313; Hanink 2014, 37-38.

102 Wilson 1996, 312-14

103 Hanink 2014, 25; 32-4.

104 For the popularity of retellings of the Erechtheus myth in Athenian public discourse see Loraux 1986, 393;
Thomas 1989, 207-218; Calame 2011, 8; Steinbock 2012, 50-8; Hanink 2014, 32-35.
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cognitive (between human and crisis) themes of oracular discourse promote the interpretation
of Leocrates’ alleged treason according to broader community morality rather than specific

Athenian laws.

Mythed Opportunity

Lycurgus’ use of oracles in Against Leocrates is crucial to the development of one
aspect of his prosecution. For twenty sections of the speech, the orator focuses on the frailty
of human reasoning in times of crisis. The three oracular narratives that comprise this line of
argument have different outcomes and come from disparate story-telling traditions: heroic
myths, recent memory and a mix of both in Euripidean tragedy. Nevertheless, the role of
Delphi and its oracle in the stories is consistent. The oracle provides divine advice that can
assist human decision-making. Lycurgus stresses that benefiting from Apollo’s responses
requires strict adherence to ritual processes and a recognition of the inherent division between
divine and mortal. For the Athenian kings, Codrus and Erechtheus, this involved complete
submission to divine suggestion despite harm to them or their family. The treacherous
Callistratus demonstrated the fatal consequences of confidently interpreting divine advice in a
way favouring the individual over Athens and its nomoi. Lycurgus’ use of the oracular voice
to establish this absolutism conflates tales of Athenian bravery with the everyday observance
of collective rituals.

My argument is in accordance with previous assessment of the role of oracles in
Athenian oratory. In each example, the orator uses advice from Delphi in the narratives as ‘a
source of authority, parallel with the nomoi of the city of Athens.’!> However, Lycurgus

constructs this argument from fa palaia as part of his challenge for the jurors to become

105 Bowden 2005, 55. Italics in original.
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nomothetai themselves.!®® While the role of Delphi in the stories might be to offer support to
pious kings, the collection of oracle stories as a whole is urging the audience to go beyond
Athenian nomoi in prosecuting Leocrates. Moreover, the constant role of oracles in the
narratives allows Lycurgus to link the moral absolutes of patriotic tales with religious
practices and ritual logic of the present day.

It has been argued elsewhere that Lycurgus’ frequent citations of poetic examples
reflect his ideals and agenda outside the courtroom.'”” I suggest here that there is a similar
connection between Lycurgus’ series of oracle stories and the increase in Athenian
involvement with Delphi in the preceding decades. An increase in the amount of Apollo-lon
genealogies and the construction of the temple to Apollo Patroos in the 330s show greater
prominence for Apollo in Athenian religious life. Lycurgus was at the forefront of these
religious changes: forming councils for advice on change, honouring those who dedicated to
Apollo, introducing legislation and leading theoria. 1%

There is strong evidence of this focus on Delphi in the speech Against Leocrates.
The orator uses the form and themes of oracle stories to link the moral absolutes of myth to
contemporary politics. Lycurgus also uses present day honorific language to emphasise the
closeness of Athens and Delphi in the era of Codrus. This process works in the opposite
direction as well, as Lycurgus uses the increasingly positive sentiment toward Apollo in his
time to mitigate the potentially problematic morality of the Callistratus and Erechtheus
stories as unequivocally patriotic.

The emergence of oracular narratives in Athenian public speeches during the 330s

reflects an increase in the importance of Delphi in Athenian public life. The oracles

106 Lyc. Leo. 9 810 xai péMot’, @ dvdpec, dsi vudc yevécOan ur) povov tod viv aducipatoc Stcaotdc, GAAY Kol
vopoBétac. See Hanink 2014, 30 n. 24; Humphreys 2004, 201-4.

107 A Platonic ideal of how poetry should function in the polis: Allen 2000, 30-31; Lycurgus’ appropriation of
tragedy as a patriotically Athenian form: Hanink 2014, 40-43.

198 For Ton genealogy see Phanodemos FGrH 328 F75. On the relationship between Phanodemos and Lycurgus
see Humphreys 2004 82-100 with notes. Apollo Patroos: IG ii* 333; Plut. Mor. 843.
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presented in the speech Against Leocrates work toward Lycurgus’ aims in a specific section
of argumentation, in the eisangelia procedure and in his political objectives for the polis. The
oracle stories in the speech, as they do in other sources, highlight the risks of being overly
confident in human decision making. By presenting two positive examples and one negative,
Lycurgus highlights the traditional value of trusting the god at Delphi. The orator’s use of
the oracular voice also encourages the jurors to view the case from a patriotic and morally
absolute perspective, rather than simply following their nomoi as they find them. Finally,
Lycurgus’ personal connection with the Delphi through regulatory and honorific activity

heightens the impact of his oracular argumentation.
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Chapter Two:
Turn That Crown Upside Down: Oracular Arguments in Aeschines’ Against

Ctesiphon and Demosthenes’ On the Crown.

The failure of local, state, and federal governments to respond more effectively to
Katrina — which had been predicted in theory for many years, and forecast with
startling accuracy for five days — demonstrates that ... we are still not fully
prepared.'®”

GAL" o0 mpovAeyov, oV mpoeoniuatvov ol Bgol puAGEachal, pwovov ye odk avlpmrwv
QOVOC TPOGKTNGALEVOL,

But did not the gods forewarn, did they not indicate to us to be on our guard, all but
adopting human voice?''’

Response to crisis always involves an assessment of the processes and
preparations that were in place before the event. For both the House of
Representatives Select Committee and Aeschines in the excerpts above, assessments
determined that the state’s response to a crisis was unacceptable given the extent to
which events were either ‘forecast’ or ‘forespoken’ (mpovAeyov). The striking
difference between these brief excerpts is the state’s method of minimising
uncertainty toward the future — meteorological reports and oracles — rather than the
conclusions that have been drawn. The conclusions of the House Select Committee
match the prevailing attitudes of America in 2006, that the poor response to Hurricane
Katrina by the United States Government was a result of inefficient management of

response resources rather than inadequate warning about the storm. Aeschines

109" A Failure of Initiative: Final Report of the Select Bipartisan Committee to Investigate the
Preparation for and Response to Hurricane Katrina" February 15, 2006, 1.

110 Aeschin. 3.130. The comparison with the language of contemporary political committees is inspired
by Eidinow 2011, 143-4.



39

concluded that Demosthenes had mismanaged and misled Athens, considering that the
people had been warned so clearly about the future by Apollo.

We saw in the previous chapter that Lycurgus used oracular discourse to link
and develop different angles of his prosecution. The orator and his audience had a
shared understanding of the features, shape and meaning of oracle stories. The
persuasive function of these tales involving oracles, then, is separate to the most
common question in the modern scholarship, concerning the ‘authenticity’ of
responses from Delphi. Regardless of whether Pythia ever spoke the words that were
read to the court, Lycurgus could use the oracular tradition to develop complex
arguments. However, Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates has interested commentators from
both modern and ancient times due to its idiosyncratic style of language and
argumentation. It is the task of this chapter to determine whether the persuasive
function of the oracle stories in Against Leocrates can be found in the speeches of
other orators.

We do not need to travel far in time to find other uses of oracular
argumentation in Athenian oratory. A few months after Lycurgus brought his
prosecution against Leocrates, another case came before the Athenian courts in which
both parties used oracles, this time from both Delphi and Dodona, in their arguments.
This concentration of oracles in Athenian trials is rare, but the significance of these
examples lies as much in their opposition as their closeness in time. The expectations
and values of the audience of Athenian jurors can be assumed to be constant between
the suits against Leocrates and Ctesiphon, yet the three speeches we have offer very
distinct uses of the oracular voice. Further, the opposing speeches of Aeschines and

Demosthenes use different oracular responses from different sanctuaries in competing
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interpretations of the same key religious concept: tuché.''' The orators use this
religious discourse to debate responsibility for the failure of Athenian resistance to
Macedon. Analysis of this case will show that Lycurgus’ depiction of Delphi as a
constant ally of Athens was not the only way of using the oracular voice in fourth
century rhetoric. Aeschines carefully appropriates and inverts traditions of oracular
storytelling to attack Demosthenes. Moreover, Demosthenes could avoid these
attacks by turning to another avenue of oracular authority to develop a competing

explanation of the relationship between humans and divine insight.

Send in the Crowns
From the Peace of Philocrates in 446 to the Battle of Chaeronea in 338 and
beyond, Demosthenes was the most prominent advocate for absolute opposition to the
expansion of Philip the Second. One of his colleagues on the peace envoys of 446,
Aeschines, became one of the many politicians advocating attempts to curtail

Macedonian expansion through diplomatic means.!!?

The two orators were frequently
and famously in opposition with each other, and the case concerning Ctesiphon’s
proposal to present a crown to Demosthenes at the Dionysia for his services to the
Athens 1s very much the culmination of their rivalry. Aeschines brought the suit
against Ctesiphon for improperly proposing honours for Demosthenes in 336, but the
case did not reach trial until the autumn of 330. The speech Against Ctesiphon is
therefore the final expression of nearly two decades of enmity between not only

Aeschines and Demosthenes but also their respective approaches to the expansion of

Philip.

11 On tuché in these speeches, see Eidinow 2011, 144-150.
12 Cawkwell 1969.
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Aeschines prosecuted Ctesiphon on the grounds that his proposal to crown
Demosthenes was paranomon (against law and custom). According to Aeschines,
Ctesiphon’s motion was improper for three reasons: that a city official could not be
honoured at the Theatre of Dionysus; that a magistrate could not be presented with a
crown without being subject to an audit; and finally, that there was no basis for the
honours, because Demosthenes had never been in the practice of ‘continually advising
and doing the best things for the people’.!'!?

Prosecuting Ctesiphon gave Aeschines a chance to present his damning
interpretation of Demosthenes’ entire public career. The contrast between Aeschines’
account and Demosthenes ensuing defence speech, On the Crown, makes an accurate
reconstruction of the events of the fourth-century difficult.''* While the speeches
offer distinct challenges to the political historian, the contrasting ways in which
Aeschines and Demosthenes develop their arguments and interpretations of events for
their Athenian peers can be very informative.'!'> Steinbock in particular has used an
earlier pair of speeches, those concerning the embassy of 446, to question the
prevailing view of how modern scholars ought to approach orators’ competing
versions of historical events.!!'® Rather than expecting the jurors to already have a

clear and accurate understanding of Athenian history that politicians could manipulate

for their own ends, Steinbock argues that there were multiple competing public

113 Aeschin. 3.50. 3&i yap o1 mov OV eV katnyopodvro &ue tod0” Dpiv dmdeikvival, Mg eiciv o kord
AnpocOévoug Emavot wevdels, kal g obT fip&ato ‘Aéyey ta PéATIoTa,” 0VTE VOV ‘OlaTEAET TPATTOV TO
GULEEPOVTA TM dNU®.’

114 See Cawkwell 1969 for the most comprehensive treatment of the fourth-century sources. See also
Carey 2000, 114-5; Rhodes 2010, 348-9.

115 On insults and oral imagery see Worman 2004; religion: Martin 2009, 85-117 and 168-182; tuché in
particular: Eidinow 2011, 144-150; historical allusions: Hobden 2007; social memory: Steinbock 2013.
116 Steinbock 2013, 72-3 cf. Ober 1989, 44. contra Perlman 1961; Nouhaud 1982; Harding 1987;
Worthington 1992, 2000 and 1994; Milns 1995; Paulsen 1999.
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recollections in the ancient polis.''” Thus, by 330, the Athenian public had a
remarkably broad range of possible narratives and explanations of events that
occurred sixteen years earlier.!'8

How, then, did speechmakers construct a persuasive sequence of events for
their audience? We saw Lycurgus use oracular narratives to develop the themes of
his prosecution in Against Leocrates and to organise events from both Athenian myth

and living memory.'"”

Aeschines’ use of oracular language similarly links his
arguments against Demosthenes with a range of events from Athenian collective
memory.

Whatever the reasons for the six-year delay between Ctesiphon’s alleged
offence and the case coming to trial, Aeschines had a strong position from which to
attack Demosthenes.!?® Demosthenes’ policies for Athens had failed, both in the lead
up to the disaster at Chaeronea in 338 and during the brief resistance to Macedon after
the death of Philip in 336.!2! Aeschines covers this crucial period of Demosthenes’
public career in the second half of the speech Against Ctesiphon. During the first half
of the speech, after he has introduced the case and his main arguments, Aeschines
seeks to establish that Demosthenes has been consistently impious towards the

gods.'?? He continues this theme as his argumentation shifts more openly to religious

matters:

17 Steinbock 2013, 89-91. Steinbock points to two common misconceptions in Athens: that Xerxes
offered peace terms before Salamis rather than after (cit. in Lys. 2.33; Isoc. 4.94-6; Dem. 6.11; 18.202-
4; Lyc. Leo. 71.) and the dating of Spartan occupation of Dekeleia before the Sicilian expedition (cf.
Isoc. 8.84). See also Thomas 1989 and 1992.

118 See Hobden 2007, 501 for the tole of adversarial litigation in this vast pool of potential historical
realities.

9 Lyc. Leo. 84-7, 93.

120 Eidinow 2011, 144-5; Adams 1988, 305; Yunis 2000, 13; contra Richardson 1889, 23.

121 See Cawkwell 1969, 175-7 cf. Aeschin. 3.156, 173, 209, 250-9.

122 Aeschin. 3.64-135. See Martin 2009, 168-171; Eidinow 2011, 147-8.
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évtadd’ Non téraxtar kol O Tpitog TOV Kopdv, WAAAOV 6 O TAVI®V TIKPOTOTOG
¥pOvog, &v & AnpocBévng dnmdlece ta¢ tdV EAMvov kai Thg molemc mplels,
aoepnoag Hev g TO 1igpoV TO &v AgAPOTG.

I come now to the third, or rather the most bitter period [of Demosthenes’ career], in
which Demosthenes ruined the affairs of the Greeks and of our city by being impious
toward the sanctuary at Delphi.'*

Aeschines refers to two oracles from the distant past — the First Sacred War
in the sixth century — and then raises a response from Delphi that Demosthenes
allegedly ignored.'** The discrepancies between the accounts of Aeschines and
Demosthenes in these speeches complicate any analysis of the historicity or
authenticity of these pronouncements from Delphi. For example, Parke and Wormell
consider the oracles, although the second has not been transmitted with the text of the
speech, as accurate to records Aeschines had available in court.!”® In contrast,
Fontenrose concludes that neither of the oracles are genuine, and that the first was
‘obviously invented’ after the fact.'>¢ 1 seek to show that Aeschines is able to use the
Delphic oracles and the narratives surrounding them, regardless of their historicity, to
highlight his own role in events and to exacerbate the accusations of Demosthenes’

impiety and contagious misfortune.

Solon and good luck
Before describing Demosthenes’ offences against the gods, Aeschines reminds

the jurors of a tale from the First Sacred War.!?” The orator seeks to demonstrate the

123 Aeschin. 3.106.

124 Aeschin. 3.109; 3.112 and 3.130-1.

125 parke and Wormell 1956, 8-9.

126 Fontenrose 1979, 291-2.

127 The history of the First Sacred War remains very unclear. The existence of the war itself has been
questioned in Robertson 1978. See Scott 2014, 71-4 for a detailed summary of the debate.
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venerable and pious relationship between Athens, Delphi and the Amphictyony from
the time of Solon.!?®
ap&opan 6& amo TOV gic Tovg MANupeAnuaToY Adyew... [oi Kippaiot kai Kpayoridar]
€lg TO iepov 1O &v Agh@oic kai mepl T dvadnuata Nogfovv, EEnuaptavov 08 Kol &ig
TOUC AUQIKTOOVOG. OYOVOKTNOOVTEG O &Ml TOIG YIyVOUEVOlS WHaMoTa UEV, @OC
Aéyovtal, ol mpdyovor ol Vuétepol, Emelto kol ol GAAOL Ap@iktOoveg, HavTELOV

gUavtevoavto Tapd T 0ed, Tivl Xp1 TILWOPIY TOVG AVOPOTOLG TOVTOVG LETELDETY.

I will begin to speak from the offences [of Demosthenes] against the gods... [the

Kirraeans and the Kragalidae] repeatedly committed sacrilege against the shrine at

Delphi and the votive offerings there, and transgressed against the Amphictyons also.

This conduct exasperated all the Amphictyons, and your ancestors most of all, it is

said, and they sought at the shrine of the god an oracle to tell them with what penalty

they should visit these men.'”’

Moreover, he stresses that the contested plain and harbour are known as
consecrated and accursed (0 viv &Edyiotoc kai émdpatog dvopacuévog).'** Martin
has argued that Aeschines’ repetition of this phrase foreshadows his later point that
money accepted by Demosthenes was also é£dyiotov and énépatov.'>! Phrases such
as these form the basis of Aeschines’ argument for the Demosthenes, but do not
appear to have great authority or impact in their own right.'*> Rather, Aeschines
establishes the significance of his charges against Demosthenes during his
explanation of early Delphic history. The voice of the Pythia and the actions of Solon
in Aeschines’ narrative develop the religious significance of Demosthenes’ (alleged)
actions in the 440s. Aeschines’ history of the Sacred War gives prominence to the

process of consulting the Pythia and adhering to her responses:

kol ovtoig avalpel 1 TTvbia moiepeiv Kippaiog kai Kpayoridaig mavt’ fuoata koi
OGS VOKTAG, KOl TV XOpov avt®dv Ekmtopbnicavtag Kol avTove dvopumodicapévovg

128 Other sources present very different accounts, especially concerning the leader of the Amphictyonic
effort against Kirra: Plut. Sol. 9 gives Alcmeon; Paus. 10.37.6 gives Cleisthenes of Sicyon.

129 Aeschin. 3.107.

130 Aeschin. 3.107. See Martin 2009, 169.

131 Martin 2009, 169; Aeschin. 3.114.

132 Martin 2009, 169 n. 113. Martin argues that this phrase is not a standard feature of inscriptions or
religious language. Aeschines elsewhere uses more common and emotive ritual language. See
Aeschin. 3.135 quoting Hes. Op. 240 ‘8¢ kev dMtpaivn kol dtdcBaia’ with Martin 2009, 168 n. 112.
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avadeivor @ AndArovi @ [Tobio kol T Aptéudt kol tf] Antoi kal Adnva Ipovaiq
Emi maom depyig, Kol TodTV TV YOpav UNT avTtovg Epyalecbot unt’ dAlov €dv.

AoPovteg 6€ TOV YPNOUOV TODTOV Ol AUPIKTOOVEG EYNnEicavto TOA®VOG EimdvTog
Abnvaiov Vv yvounv, avopog kol vopobetiicot duvatod kal mepl moinolv Koi

QAOGOPIaY OUTETPLPOTOC, EMOTPOTEVEY EML TOVG EVOYElC KOTO TNV pHovTeioy ToD
Beod.

The Pythia replied that they must fight against the Kirraeans and the Kragalidae day
and night, bitterly ravage their country, enslave the inhabitants, and dedicate the land
to the Pythian Apollo and Artemis and Leto and Athena Pronaea, that for the future it
lie entirely uncultivated; that they must not till this land themselves nor permit
another.

Now when they had received this oracle, the Amphictyons voted, on motion of Solon
of Athens, a man able as a law-giver and versed in poetry and philosophy, to march
against the accursed men according to the oracle of the god.'*’

In contrast to the oracular narratives presented by Lycurgus in Against
Leocrates, Aeschines here draws out the process of consulting Apollo at Delphi.'**
The crisis leading to the involvement of the oracle is described in detail and
Aeschines gives a lengthy paraphrase of the Pythia’s response.'*> While the role of
Solon in any sixth century conflict over Delphi has been rightly questioned due to a
lack of direct evidence, his role in Aeschines’ narrative shows the orator emphasising
the connection between Athenian and Delphic interests.'** The orator establishes not
only the dedication of the land to the gods of Delphi, but also that the sanctuary’s
early survival was dependant on a key figure in the development of Athens.
Aeschines highlights Solon’s varied abilities (dvopog kol vopobetiicat dvuvatod kai
mePl oINSV Kal Prhocoeiov dlateTpipdtog), a description that reflects Solon’s ever-
growing reputation in the fourth century.!®” Without taking up the ‘fool’s task’ of

determining the authenticity of Solonian laws, it can still be seen that Solon was

133 Aeschin. 3.108 =PW 17 = F. Q70.

134 See esp. Lyc. Leo. 99 with chapter one above.

135 See Parke and Wormell 1956b, 8 for a potential reconstruction of an original hexameter response.
136 For source issues of the Solonian era see Osborne 2009, 203-11. Solon is a clear leader in the
conflict in the account of Aeschines but features as part of a coalition in later accounts: Paus. 10.37.5;
Plut. Sol. 11. On the Sacred War as a whole see Forrest 1956; Davies 1994.

137 Osborne 2009, 204.
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viewed in this period as the figure that aligned Athens with Delphi.!*® Aeschines’
narration of this oracle story, as familiar as it might have been to his audience,
accentuates the authority and ongoing relevance of the Pythia’s command to dedicate
the land.

The oracle also allows Aeschines to introduce a previously cultivated personal
affiliation with Solon.!* During the trial of Timarchus in 345, Aeschines contrasted
the defendant’s indecorous style of wearing his cloak while speaking to the assembly
with the far more respectable self-presentation of Solon.'*® Two years later,
Demosthenes ridiculed Aeschines for adopting this Solonian posture without any of
its corresponding virtues.'*! Demosthenes also contests Aeschines’ portrayal of Solon
by reading an extensive quotation of the lawgiver’s poetry.'*> As Carey argues, the
two year delay between Aeschines’ self-association with Solon and Demosthenes’
mockery of it suggests that the connection was well-known.'** While it is difficult to
know whether Aeschines’ adoption of Solonian style impacted the audience’s
reception of the narrative of the Sacred War in Against Ctesiphon, it is clear that
Aeschines’ co-opted Solon and the oracular narrative to underline the ancient
friendship between Athens and Delphi.

The oracle thus serves two functions in establishing this section of Aeschines’
argument. Firstly, Aeschines describes the Pythia’s response in detailed and powerful

language to highlight that Demosthenes’ acceptance of cursed money was a crime

138 Solon is associated with a number of oracular consultations from this era as well as the foundation
of the board of exegetai pythochrestoi. See Scott 2014, 75; Parke and Wormell no. 14-18; Fontenrose
Q 67-69; Hdt. 1.29-86 for Solon’s accord with Delphi in the Croesus /ogos. Quote from Osborne 2009,
207.

139 Carey 2015, 118. See also Westwood 2013 for more detailed analysis of the use of Solon by the
orators.

140 Aeschin. 1.25-6.

41 Dem. 19.251.

142 Dem. 19.255-6.

143 Carey 2015, 121.
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against Apollo, Leto and Athena. At the same time, the tale of the Sacred War acts as
counter-example of Athenian conduct at Delphi. Aeschines’ description of Solon’s
humble acquiescence to divine advice strengthens the seriousness of the legendary
oracular response for present day Athens. Further, Aeschines uses Solon’s conduct to
foreshadow his own pious actions at Delphi in the following sections.

Before Aeschines moves on to the present day, however, he reinforces the
seriousness of the oracle by describing the resulting oath and its associated curse:

Kol 00K Gméypnoev avtoig ToDTov TOV OpKov OpoOcaL, GAAL KOl TPOGTPOTV KoL APV

ioyvpav Ve T00TOV EMOMGOVTO. YéypamTal Yap oUTmg &v Tff apd ... ‘&l Tig Tade,’

onot ‘Topapaivol Evayng ... £otm 00 ATOAAWMVOG Kol THg ApTéUidog Kol Tijg Antodg

kol AOnvac [povaiag.... kai upmote,” enoiv, ‘0cimg Bvcely T AmOAA®VL UNnde Th

Aptéuiot unde tij Anroi und” Adnva Ipovaiq, unde 0é&avto avtoic ta iepd.’

[Solon and the Amphictyons] were not content with taking this oath, but they added
an imprecation and a mighty curse concerning this; for it stands thus written in the
curse: “If any one should violate this,” it says... “let them be under the curse of
Apollo and Artemis and Leto and Athena Pronaea... and may they never offer pure
sacrifice unto Apollo or Artemis or Leto or Athena Pronaia, and may the gods refuse
to accept their offerings.”'**

Throughout this section of the speech, Aeschines argues that Demosthenes’
actions have amounted to impiety (doéfewr) and that he has brought this impiety
(ooePricac) on both Athens and Greece.!'* Orators elsewhere establish broad
accusations of dcéfela using oracles and the stories around them, but here Aeschines
combines the implications of the oracle, the oath and the curse at once to present a
clear image of Demosthenes’ doéfewa and contagiousness.'*® Moreover, Aeschines
juxtaposes Demosthenes’ disregard of the gods with the upstanding behaviour of
Solon above and his own conduct at Delphi.

The final prohibition of the curse attached to the oracle is the key link between

Solon and Aeschines. Solon and the Amphictyony act xotd tnv povteiov before

144 Aeschin. 3.110-1.
145 Aeschin. 3.118-121; 106; cf. 3.157 with Martin 2009, 168-170.
146 See Martin 2009, 169 for contagiousness; other oracles see Dem. 21.51-2.
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making the curse on those who would act against the wishes of the oracle.'¥’
Aeschines then recounts his own speech to the Amphictyony in the same language,
repeating the curse in both the positive and the negative.'*® The ‘may they never offer
pure sacrifice (6cimg Bucelav) prohibition is repeated as he reminds the Amphictyony
(and the present Athenian audience) of the curse.!*’

The phrasing of the curse is also informative. As Versnel has noted, the
prohibitive ‘may they not sacrifice’ curse is amongst the most serious common
formulae.!>® The victim of the curse is not only suffering the wrath of the gods
(famine, monstrous offspring and eventual destruction in this case) but is also
removed from any means of placating or even contacting the divine.!>! Moreover, the
‘may they not sacrifice’ formula, perhaps because of its profound effect, is common
in a wide range of evidence for curses from the sixth century BCE through to the
Roman Period.'”® Thus, it seems likely that Aeschines’ repetition of this phrase
would have resonated with his Athenian audience. Martin has argued that Aeschines
uses religious language to construct his characterisation of Demosthenes as
contagious.'>* Framing Demosthenes as a source of risk to Athens certainly is the
argumentative goal of this section of the speech, but the interplay of religious
discourses leading to this goal is also revealing.

Aeschines combines oracular language that would be familiar from oral

narratives with the language of curses that survive to us in a very different religious

147 Aeschin. 3.108 and 1009.

148 Aeschin. 3.121 and 3.127.

149 Aeschin. 3.108 and 3.121.

150 Versnel 1985, 263.

131 Aeschin. 3.111 for the details of the curse.
152 Eidinow 2007, 214 n. 45; Versnel 1985, 68.
153 Martin 2009, 1609.
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discourse.'>* Elements of each tradition are used in Aeschines’ narratives of both the
distant and recent past. The oracle allows Aeschines to link the mythic past with the
religious practices of the present. Thus, the orator collapses the temporal distance
between the impiety against Delphi in the time of Solon and the impiety committed
by Demosthenes. Aeschines’ storytelling also frames him as somewhat of an
authority on matters concerning the Amphictyony and acéfeta.

The legendary oath called for Solon and the allies ‘to help the god and the
sacred land by hand, foot and voice’; Aeschines then says that he declared to the
Amphictyonic council “I myself...come to help the god and the sacred land with hand

and foot and voice...”.!%?

As noted above, Aeschines is also repeats the phrase
‘€€dyiotog kai €mapartog’ (dedicate and accursed) to highlight that any profit from the
harbour and the plain around Delphi is also tainted. !> Regardless of its potential

significance in other contexts, the phrase is yet another way in which Aeschines can

link past religious offences to Demosthenes in the present.

Enigmatic or Automatic?

Aeschines’ complementary tales of oracles being fulfilled in the first and third
Sacred Wars incorporate familiar elements of religious ritual and storytelling to
amplify the significance of his accusations against Demosthenes. There are also,
however, elements of Greek storytelling tradition that the orator clearly inverts or

ignores. At no point in Aeschines’ oracle story is there any suggestion that the

154 On oracular narratives as oral storytelling, see Maurizio 1997; Kindt 2016. On physical evidence
for curse tablets and formulae, see Eidinow 2007.

155 Aeschin. 3.108-9: ...4A\d PonOficewv 16 0@ ko T yi T iepd ko yeipi koi modi kol povij kol mhon
dvvdpet and Aeschin. 3.120: éym pév ... Ponbd kotd oV dpkov kol T@ Oed kai Tij Y1 1} lepd Kod xepi
kol odi kol povij kol Tdcy olg SHvapo.

156 Harbour and land: Aeschin. 3.107, 113, 119; money: Aeschin. 3.114. See also Martin 2009, 169
with notes.
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oracular pronouncement from the Pythia required interpretation or reflection on the
problem it was sought to resolve. The orator’s narrative, then, goes against the
‘almost invariable’ plot structure associated with oracle stories from the ancient
world."”  Aeschines’ story is not one that should be read as a ‘human quest for
meaning’, but more in the way we approached the oracles from Against Leocrates.'>®
Solon and Aeschines do not arrive at the appropriate course of action directed by the
oracle through a process of interpretation or deliberation, but rather seek out and fulfil
Apollo’s clear command:

Aopovteg 6& TOV YPNOUOV TODTOV Ol AUPIKTOOVEG EYNn@icavto TOA®VOG EimdvTog

Abnvaiov Vv yvouny ... érotpatedey &ml TOLG EVOYElS KoTd TNV Hovieiay ToD

0g0v..., &nvdpamodicavto Tov¢ avOpmdmovg Kol TOov Auéva Kol TNV TOAV oDtV
KaTéoKoyay Kol TV yopav kadiEpmoay Kot TV povteiov.

When they received this oracle, the Amphictyons voted, on the motion of Solon the
Athenian ... to march against the accursed men in accordance with the oracle of the
god.... They enslaved the men, destroyed the harbour and the city and dedicated the
land, in accordance with the oracle.'*’

As Aeschines begins to develop the other implications of not following the
oracle’s advice in the present day, he continues to underscore the clarity of Apollo’s
will. In the orator’s summary of his speech to the Amphictyony, he illustrates the
consequences of their inaction:

o0 YOop OU aiviyu®dv, GAA Evapy®dg yEypomtal Kotd te€ T®V doegfnodaviov, d yxpn
oty avTole, Kol Kot TV EMTPEYAVI®V, Kol TEAELTAioV &V T1] apd yéypamTat. ..

For not in riddles, but plainly written is the penalty for those convicted of impiety,
and for those who allowed it, as the curse ends with the words. ..'*

The cryptic reference to enigmatic divine communication (61" aiviyudv) in this

phrase shows Aeschines’ attention to Delphic storytelling traditions. Delphi had a

157 Maurizio 1997, 311.

158 Quote from Kindt 2016, 157. See Lyc. Leo 84-87 and 99.
159 Aeschin. 3.108-9.

160 Aeschin. 3.120 cf. Aeschyl. Ag. 1112, 1183,
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reputation in antiquity for giving responses that were not immediately comprehensible

I Aeschines

to enquirers, but there are very few direct examples of these oracles.!®
does, however, exploit the enigmatic mode of oracular communication associated
with Delphi to further develop his prosecution and his prosecutorial persona.
Throughout the speech, although never more obviously than in this sequence,
Aeschines seeks to establish himself as an authority on doéBein.'®® His accusation
that Demosthenes committed an doeffjno against Apollo by taking cursed money
from the town of Amphissa is supported by his own claims to be part of Athens’
collective edoePeia.'®?

Aeschines’ use of the oracular voice establishes this crucial dichotomy. Both
Solon and Aeschines have consulted and obeyed the oracle of Apollo that the orator
reads to the court, without any reference to any potentially divergent interpretations of
the words. Both Athenian statesmen have recognised the severe consequences

164

outlined by the curse that is now very familiar to the audience.'®* Demosthenes, on

the other hand, has either ignored or actively jeopardised Athens’ relationship with
Delphi.  Aeschines again returns to the concept of divine communication to
emphasise Demosthenes’ recklessness:
GAL" o0 mpovAeyov, oV mpoeoniuatvov ot Bgol puAGEachal, puovov ye odk avOpmrwv
QOVAG TPOCKTNOALEVOL, 0DOEUINY TOL TOTOTE EYwye LOAAOV TOMY EDPOKO VO UEV
TV 0e®dv olouévny, Ko O TV PNTOPOV Evimv AmoAlvuévny.
But did not the gods forewarn, did they not indicate to us to be on our guard, all but

having adopted human sounds? Never have I seen a city offered more protection by
the gods, but invariably destroyed by certain of its politicians.'®

161 See Fontenrose 1979, 79-83; Bowden 2005, 49-51; Kindt 2016, 8-15. All make the point that most
oracles in this tradition come from detailed storytelling with aims beyond merely recording the oracular
response. On Apollo’s reputation for cryptic advice: Tor 2016 on Heraclitus Fr. 93.

162 See also Aeschin. 3.106, 120, 121, 224.

163 Aeschin. 3.125 and esp. 129.

164 From repetition in the speech at the very least, without excluding the possibility of the curse being
part of the oral history of the Sacred War and the curse formula being common during this period.

165 Aeschin. 3.130.
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Aeschines stresses that Demosthenes has not only committed dcéfeta, but has
also surrendered the evcéfein developed by Solon and Aeschines himself at
Delphi.'%® The rhetorical question again returns to oracular language, this time to link
Demosthenes’ impious actions at Delphi back to the main argument of the paranomon
charge. Aeschines carefully appropriates existing speculation on the nature of oracles
and prophecy to strengthen his case against Demosthenes. The orator uses
polysyndeton to link three negative rhetorical questions (GAA" o0 mpoOAeyov, oV
npoecuovov ... [00k] mpooktnoduevot) in an ascending tricolon.'” Within this
emphatic structure, Aeschines uses three compound verbs with a npog-prefix not only
for alliteration but also to stress the directness of the god’s communication. mpoA&yw
was frequently used in fourth century prose for the action of announcing the content

of an oracle or of a law.!8

The second (mpoonpaivew) has a much narrower semantic
field concerning the prediction of gods and their oracles.'® Aeschines juxtaposes
these two terms to not only stress the warnings ignored by Demosthenes, but also to
evoke a key dichotomy in Greek discourse concerning divine communication.

By implying that Apollo had both forewarned (nmpovAeyov) and given signs in
advance (mpoeonuowvov), Aeschines contradicts the ‘enigmatic mode’ of oracles in
other literary sources. The oracles presented by Lycurgus in Against Leocrates, mere
months prior to this trial, also stress the clarity of Apollo’s directions to Athens. Like

Aeschines, Lycurgus argues that benefiting from divine signals is more contingent on

collective Athenian gdcéfewa than on individual reflection on the signs and their

166 Aeschin. 3.129: tdv pév Bedv v fyyepoviav thc edoePeiog NHiv mopadedmkodtav, tig ¢
Anpoc0évoug dwpodoking EUTOdMY YEYEVUEVNG.

167 Aeschin. 3.130.

168 Oracle: Dem. 19.298; laws: Lyc. Leo. 4.

169 Xen. Mem. 1.1.4 (...0¢ tod doupoviov mpoonuaivovroc). Earlier examples: Hdt. 1.45, 6.123; Eur.
Supp. 213.
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meaning.'’’ By declaring that the gods offer better signs (onuein) to the pious (toig
evoePéol), or that there is little differentiation between speaking (mpovieyov) and
signalling (mpoeonpawov); these two orators present oracular communication in a
very different way to previous traditions. Aeschines, for example, is consciously
collapsing the key difference between divine voice and sign (o0 mpovAgyov, 0V
nmpoeonuavov...) famously put forward by Heraclitus (obte Aéyst... GAAQ

onpaiver).!”!

For Heraclitus, Apollo at Delphi does not speak or hide (with his
prophecies) but gives a sign.!”> Heraclitus’ use of onuaive clearly indicates that
Apollo’s prophecies are defined by at least some opposition to any meaning that could
be conveyed by speaking them (Aéye1).!”> As Tor and Kindt argue, the literary
tradition with which Heraclitus’ concept of oracles corresponds is one that promotes a
flexible and receptive process of interpreting signs (onueio) that can offer more
insight than mortal speech (Ady0g).!”* In contrast, Aeschines conscientiously avoids
associating his oracular narratives with this existing body of ‘epiphanic’ narratives.'”
Apollo’s signs were clear, to pious Athenians such as himself, and should have been
heeded:

AL 00 TPOVAEYOV, OV TPOECTLOLVOV Qi Ogol eLAGEachal, povov ye ovk avOpdTOY

QOVAG TPOGKTNGAUEVOL;...00) TKOVOV MV TO TOIC LuoTnpiolg eavey onueiov, 1 TdV

LLGTOV TEAELTY; O TEPL TOVT®V AUEWIAONG UEV TPOVAEYEV eVAOPETcO Kol TEUTEY

€lg Aghpovg énepnoouévoug Tov Beov 6 L xpn mpdttey, AnuocBévne o0& dvtéleye,
euurnilew v [Tvbiov pdokwv?

But did not the gods forewarn, did they not indicate to us to be on our guard, all but
adopting human voice? ..Was not that portent sufficient which appeared at the
Mysteries—the death of the celebrants? In view of this did not Ameiniades warn you

170 Lyc. Leo. 93 dewov yap av €in, &l tanta onpeia toic edoePéot koi Toic kKakovpyolg paivorto.
17! Heraclitus fr. 93: 6 éva& od 10 pavieiov o1t 10 év Aghpoic, oBte Aéyst

obte kpovmrel AAMA onpaivel. I follow the reading of this fragment offered by Tor 2016.

172 Tor 2016, 89.

173 Tor 2016, 110. See also a more literal interpretation of onuaive as Apollo using the Pythia to
‘indicate’ in his stead: Fontenrose 1978, 238.

174 Tor 2016, 111; Kindt 2016, 162-4.

175 Kindt 2016, 163.
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to take precautions and send to Delphi to ask the god what to do? Did Demosthenes
not speak against this, saying that the Pythia had Philippised?'’®

For Aeschines, divine communication has been so clear as to nearly sound
human (pévov ye ovk avBpormv eovag). Indeed, Aeschines can refer an event from
recent memory as a sign (onueiov) that should have indicated Athens’ dangerous
position.!”” The orator again juxtaposes ways of addressing and communicating
divine signals. Ameiniades warned the people (pueév mpovAeyev) having recognised the
onueiov, whereas Demosthenes spoke in opposition (6& dvtédeye) having overlooked
them. Aeschines seeks to convince the audience that there was a causal link between
Demosthenes’ use and misuse of the divine decision-making process and the eventual
catastrophe at Chaeronea.!”® Aeschines re-iterates this idea with a detailed discussion
of Demosthenes’ ritual practices:

o0 10 Ttelevtaiov A0OTOV Kol aKoAMepNTOV Oviev TV lepdv EEEmepuye TOVG
OTPOTIOTAG €L TOV TPOONAOV Kivovvov; Kaitol TpdNY Y€ mote AmeToOAua Adyew 0Tt
napd Todto GiMmmoc ovk RAOEV MUY Eml TV Ydpav, 6T 0dK fv avTd Kakd To iEpdL.
tivog ovv o0 {uiag &Etog &l Tuygiv,® Thc EALGSOg dhettipie; &l yap O pEV KpoTdv
0Ok MADev €i¢ TV TAV KPATOVUEVOY YDPAV, BTl OVK NV oDT@ KOAL Td iepd, 6V &
0008V TPoemg T®V HeAAOVTOV £oecbal, Tplv KOAAEPTIGOL TOVG GTPOTIDTOG
g€énepyog, motepa otepavobobor o o8l éml Toic Thg mOAewg dTuyioug, T
vepopicOat;

And did he not at last from smouldering and ill-omened sacrifices send forth our
troops into manifest danger? And yet it was but yesterday that he dared to assert that
the reason why Philip did not advance against our country was that the omens were
not favourable to him. What punishment, then, do you deserve, you curse of Hellas!
For if the conqueror refrained from entering the land of the conquered because the
omens were not favourable to him, whereas you, ignorant of the future, sent out our
troops before the omens were propitious, ought you to be receiving a crown for the
misfortunes of the city, or to have been thrust already beyond her borders?'”’

Aeschines invective continues to highlight Demosthenes’ negligence of divine

signals that were apparent to others. The danger of Chaeronea was foreseen (tov

176 Aeschin. 3.130.

177 The MSS gives onugiov puAdEachor, removed by most editors but could strengthening the link to
the opening sentence of the passage if the repetition was intended.

178 Aeschin. 3.106.

179 Aeschin. 3.131.
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wpodniov kivovvov) and Demosthenes has no awareness of things to come (cV &’
000V PO TV pHeAAdvTv). Aeschines repeats, juxtaposes and may even invent
religious terms throughout the passage to highlight Demosthenes’ careless leadership
of Athens (dxodepntov Sviav T@V iepdv... Tpiv kalhepiicat).!8® The repetition of
T iepd also recalls Aeschines’ initial accusations of impiety (doeprcag pev €ig 10
iepov 10 €v Aghopoic). These terms all bracket a direct address with similarly
significant religious implications, as Aeschines calls Demosthenes the cursed man of
Greece (& tic ‘EAMGd0g dhettqpie).'¥! dltipioc is not an uncommon accusation in
oratory of this period, being especially prominent in earlier speech Against Andocides,
and is certainly associated with the contagious pollution of doepein.!®? The word is
used in a range of sources to describe the Alcmeonidae, the mutilators of the Herms
and Protagoras, all of whom were accused of doefeia in Athens.'®® The term also
effectively picks up on the curse language of the oracle narrative (£€dyiotoc Kai
Emdpatoc; Evayng &otatl Kol T dpd &voyoc) in order to highlight the incongruity of
Ctesiphon’s motion to crown Demosthenes (motepa otepavodcbat..., T
vepwpicOan).

The final reference to oracular knowledge in the speech comes as Aeschines
introduces a passage of Hesiod to justify his proposed condemnation of Demosthenes:

gav mepteddvieg Tod momtod TO pTpov TG yvdpag SEetdlnte, otpon ViV o6&y ov
momuota ‘Howddov etvar, GAAd ypnopov gig v Anuocbévoug moAtteioy:

180 g@vToV Kol dxaAlepitav. aB0ToC is very rare in relation to sacrifices and dxoAMépntog is only

found in this speech (again at 152).

181 Aeschines repeats the phrase later (3.157) and Demosthenes responds in kind (Dem. 18.159). See
Eidinow 2011, 147. The nickname might have become commonly associated with Demosthenes, see
also Din. 1.77.

182 Examples are collected in Paine 1908. See Martin 2009, 86-9 and 144. Alcmeonidae: Thuc. 1.126
and Eupolis fr.103 K-A vol. V; Hermai: Andoc. De Myst. 51; Lys. 6.52-3; Protagoras: Eupolis fr.157
K-A vol. V.

183 Protagoras: Diog. Laert. 9.8.54; on these trials more generally see Rubel 2014,
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If you disregard the poet's meter and examine only his thought, I think this will seem
to you to be, not a poem of Hesiod, but an oracle directed against the politics of
Demosthenes.'®*

Aeschines cites Hesiod as an authority on the appropriate treatment for those
who dishonour the gods. The orator had already quoted the same passage of Works
and Days in his defence speech On the Embassy in 343 for the same purpose.'®’
Although the exact accusations of impiety differ between the speeches, both are
directed at Demosthenes as the evil man (kaxod avépog) who commits evil and plans
wicked deeds (dAitpaivn kai dtdoBoio untidator). Aeschines uses the excerpt to
continue his emphasis on Demosthenes’ contagiousness (dAeutnpie and ditpaivn)
and encourages his audience to view the poetry as an oracle (ypnouov). Lycurgus
uses a similar expression in Against Leocrates to introduce poetry that supports his
argument for the frailty of human knowledge.!®® When viewed with his previous uses
of oracles by both orators, Aeschines clearly also intends for the phrase to underscore
the authority and relevance of the lines.'®” Unlike Lycurgus, however, Aeschines’
oracles and poetry share similar themes and language. Lycurgus presented his oracles
from Athenian legend as ‘positive’, he reports the prophecies indirectly and focuses
on the positive instructions.'®® In contrast, Aeschines repeatedly quotes the negative
imprecations of the oracle and the curse throughout his narrative, then gives a passage
from Hesiod’s epic that also describes the consequences of allowing hubristic

individuals to go unpunished.

184 Aeschin. 3.136.

185 Aeschin. 2.158-9. See Martin 2009, 168; Hes. Op. 240-1.

186 Gomep ypnouovg Lyc. Leo. 92.

187 See Aeschin. 3.108-9: Lafovtec 8¢ TOV ¥pNGUOV. .. KOTH THY HAVTEIOV. .. KOTO THV LOVIEIQY.

188 Lyc. Leo. 84: dvelovtog 62 10D Og0d adtoig 8Tt TV mOMV aipficovsty dv um tov Paciiéo Tov
Abnvaiov Kodpov danokteivootv, éotpdrtevov ri tag AOMvag; Lyc. Leo. 99: ypicovtog d° avtd tod
Ogov, TNV Buyatépa el Bvoele TPO TOoD GUUPAAETV Td oTpATONTEdM, ] KPUTHOEW TMV TOAELLIWOV.
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Crowning Glory

0 6¢ ‘ovk av’ £omn ‘€0avudlete, el ANpocOEévoug AEyovtog Tpog ToDTO KOVGATE

You would not marvel so [at the outcome] if you heard Demosthenes replying to

these arguments.'®

So overwhelming was Demosthenes’ response to Aeschines’ speech, the story
goes, that the prosecutor was run out of Athens for having convinced less than a fifth
of the jurors.'”® A key part of the speech’s success, it appears, was Demosthenes’
reinterpretation of Aeschines’ explanation of Athens’ misfortune.!”! Both Martin and
Eidinow show that Demosthenes’ strategy relies on the lack of a single concept of
toyn in Athens during this period.'”> Martin in particular argues that Demosthenes
deemphasises the religious significance of the allegations concerning his own
personal misfortune.'”® While Demosthenes avoids addressing many of these serious
accusations directly, he does respond to the oracular argumentation of Aeschines that
we saw above. Oracles serve two important functions for Demosthenes. Firstly,
appealing to Delphi helps him challenge Aeschines’ narrative of the Sacred War.
Secondly, Demosthenes can later introduce an alternative source of oracular authority,
Dodona, to support his interpretation of toym.

The events and causes of the Sacred War of the 350s remain very obscure,
partly due to this exchange between Aeschines and Demosthenes. '  Where
Aeschines argued that he was preventing impiety and presenting Athens with the

leadership of the Amphictyony, Demosthenes argues that Aeschines incited the

189 Quote attributed to Aeschines in exile: Philostr. .S 510.
190 Philostr. V.S 509 cf. Yunis 2001, 11-12.

191 Martin 2009, 96-7; Eidinow 2011, 146-8.

192 Martin 2009, 96; Eidonow 2011, 148.

193 Martin 2008, 115-17.

194 Cawkell 1969, 165-6.
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conflict to give Philip reason to march into Central Greece.!”> Demosthenes invokes
Pythian Apollo midway through his version of these events:
KOA® O évavtiov dudv, Gvopec ABnvaiol, tovg Oeovg mhvtog Kol mtaoag dool TNV
ydpav Exovot TNV ATTIKNY, Kol Tov AmdAl® tov ITH0wv, 0¢ Tatp®dOC 0Tt Tf) TOAEL,
Kol énevyopot Taot To0TolG, €l uev GANOf Tpog dudc simout kol eimov Kol 10T  €0OVC
&v 1@ MU, 6T TPMDTOV €160V TOVTOVL TOV UIEPOV TOVTOV TOD TPAYUATOC ATTOUEVOV
(Eyvav yap, e00émc Eyvmv), edtuyiav pot dodval kol cotnpiov, €l 0& Tpog Exbpav 1

eurovikiog idlog &vek’ aitiov €ndy® TOOT® YeVodi], TAVIOV TAV Ayaddv GvovnTov e
oot

In your presence, men of Athens, I now invoke all the gods and goddesses whose

domain is the land of Attica. I invoke also Pythian Apollo, the ancestral divinity of

this city, and I solemnly beseech them all that, if I shall speak the truth now, and if I

spoke truth to my countrymen when I first saw this defiled man putting his hand to

that deed (for I knew it, I instantly knew it) they grant me good fortune and safety.

But if with personal enmity or rivalry I lead a false charge, that they deprive me of

everything good."®

To complicate Martin’s generally sound argument that Demosthenes
downplays the religious aspects of Aeschines’ accusations, the above passage is one
of three direct prayers in the speech.!®” This uncommon direct invocation of the gods
suggests that while the total weight of divine terms and arguments may be less in On
the Crown than Against Ctesiphon, Demosthenes does purposefully address
Aeschines’ religious argumentation.!®®

Demosthenes counters the intricate narrative of the Sacred Wars presented by
Aeschines with an alternative, or perhaps competing, supernatural authority.
Demosthenes consistently uses broad and optimistic language to discredit Aeschines’
fearmongering. Where Aeschines has cited Delphic authority to warn the audience

that their wives would beget monsters rather than children if they disobeyed the

oracle, Demosthenes uses formalised prayer language to ask the god to ‘grant [him]

195 Dem. 18.141-56.

196 Dem. 18.141.

197 Martin 2009, 96-7; Yunis 2001, 193; This the only direct prayer in the middle of speech in extant
oratory: Wankel 1976, 768-9.

198 Eidinow 2011, 149.
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good fortune (gdtvyiov) and safety’.!”® Aeschines’ direct quotation of the curse sworn
at Delphi presents a specific and singular example of the negative outcomes
associated with oracles. In response, Demosthenes looks to the unspecific and
positive aspect of Athens’ relationship with Delphi to stress their shared good fortune
and history. Despite this clear contrast in the medium and tone of divine
communication, Pythian Apollo remains the only god individually invoked by
Demosthenes in this passage.

This brief comparison demonstrates that adopting oracular authority in public
speech could have opposite form and purpose. Aeschines threatens Athens with
Apollo’s wrath and Demosthenes calls on Pythian Apollo to ensure he speaks truly.
Juxtaposing these examples gives the clearest evidence that oracles in oratory were
not restricted to being ‘always in agreement with the nomoi of the city’.>* Bowden
has argued that Demosthenes uses oracles to indicate ancestral Athenian values that

ought to be upheld by following his advice to the city.?"!

The way Demosthenes’
unusual prayer directly opposes Aeschines’ claims to divine authority indicates that
the usage of oracles was far more flexible and varied than this summary implies.

The second crucial aspect of Demosthenes’ use of oracles in this speech is the

202 Athens consulted the oracle at

introduction of the oracular sanctuary of Dodona.
Dodona frequently during the fourth century, most likely due to intermittent political

upheaval at Delphi.?®> While there are numerous other references to this particular

oracular response from Zeus in fourth century oratory, it is intriguing to see

199 Aeschin. 3.111: pfte yovoirog tékva Tiktely yovedot dotkdto, GAAY TépaTa

200 Bowden 2005, 57.

201 Bowden 2005, 56-7 referring to Dem. 21.51-2 and 43.66, passages that will be dealt with in detail
elsewhere.

202 See also Dem. 21.51-2. Similar oracles are given by Dinarchus and Hyperides (Din. 1.78 and 98;
Hyp. 1.24).

203 Although there is evidence of contact between Athens and Dodona before this period, see Eidinow
2007, 61; Parke 1967, 141-2.
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Demosthenes using Athens’ most frequently consulted oracular sanctuaries for

different purposes.?*4

In the passage above, Demosthenes contradicts not only the
events of Aeschines’ narrative in Against Ctesiphon but also his model of divine
intervention.?’> To support his explanation, Demosthenes prays to Pythian Apollo for
good fortune (evtuyiav). While Martin rightly points out that this simple prayer does
function to alleviate Aeschines’ harsh allegations of pollution, it should also be seen
as forshadowing the crucial motif of Demosthenes’ defence, an impersonal model of
Toy.2%

Demosthenes carefully addresses Aeschines’ negative and personal notion of
misfortune with his own broad and impersonal model of fortune and divine action.?’’
Eidinow has convincingly argued that Aeschines’ invective of personal misfortune is
drawn from an older discourse on the subject and Demosthenes’ defence skilfully
appropriates more recent speculation.’®* We have already seen that Aeschines builds
his argument for Demosthenes’ personal misfortune during a detailed narrative
following the Athenian interaction with the Delphic oracle. While Demosthenes’
alternative relies on very different argumentation, it also develops from the authority
given by Pythian Apollo and the oracular advice of Zeus at Dodona:

3

...okéyocl’, & Gvopec AbOnvoiol, kol OBswpnoate 6o® kol aAnbéctepov  Kai
avOpomvatepov £y meEPL THC TOYNG ToVTOL dwdeydncouat. &ym TNV Tig mOAE®G
ToyMv  dyobnv fyoduor, kol tadd Opd kol tov Ala TtOV Awdwvaiov Vuiv
LLOVTELOUEVOV, TNV UEVTOL TV TAVTOV AvOpOTOVY, | VOV ETéXEl, YOLETNV Kol dEvnV:
ti¢ yap ‘EAAqvov 1j tig fapPdpmv 0d ToADY KaK®V v T TapoVTL TENEpOTUL;

204 There are four references to oracles from Dodona in total (Dem. 21.52; Dem. 18.253; Hyp. 4.24-5;

then the same oracle is cited at Dem. 19.297-9 and Din. 1.77, 98) cf. ten from Delphi (Aeschin. 3.108,
130; Dem. 21.52, 42.66; Isoc. 4.31, 6.17, 23-31; Lyc. Leo. 84, 93, 99.

205 Eidinow 2011, 148.

206 Martin 2009, 92-3.

207 Eidinow 2011, 148-9.

208 Aeschines’ personal model echoes that present in Solon’s musings in Hdt. 1.32 or Oedipus’
soliloquies. Demosthenes’ impersonal toyn resembles the nascent Hellenistic conception of Toyn as an
impartial or blind goddess. Eidinow 2011, 148 with 100-1 and 151-2. See also Parke 1967, 141-2.
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Observe and consider, men of Athens, that the discourse on fortune that I will present

is more truthful and more fitting for humans than his. I attribute good fortune to our

city, and this I observe the oracle of Zeus at Dodona does too, but the current fortune
befalling all humankind is harsh and terrible. For is there anyone living, Greek or

Barbarian, who has not experienced many evils in these times?*%

This oracle given to Athens, one in which the city was recognised as having
good fortune (toymv dyadnv), corresponds with the prayer to Apollo earlier in the
speech seeking to be well-fortuned (edtuyiav...compiav).2'® On the other hand,
Demosthenes expresses a desire for immediate personal fortune in the prayer and a
seeks to demonstrate that the polis has experienced collective good fortune. While
this oracle does not form part of an extended narrative, it does share two key features
with the oracles used by other orators in this period: there is no suggestion that the
god’s advice is cryptic and the oracle itself is optimistic.?!! Rather than acting as the
foundation for a line of argument, as the legendary oracle given to Solon does for
Aeschines, Demosthenes’ oracle from Dodona supports the impersonal model of fate
that he has developed during most of the speech. As Martin shows, this line of
argument only implicitly refutes Aeschines’ image of Demosthenes as a cursed man
(dArtnprog) by suggesting that Athens could not enjoy such divinely endorsed good
fortune if it were harbouring such an evil man.?!?

Demosthenes not only presents an alternative discourse of fortune, but also

uses the oracular voice to support his discourse in a very different way. Demosthenes

openly mocks the seriousness of Aeschines’ narrative of the legendary Sacred War

209 Dem. 18.253.

20 Dem. 18.253 and 19.141.

21 Although little is known about the oracular methods at Dodona, it does also have a reputation for
double meanings and obscurity similar to that of the Delphic oracle, see Parke 1967, 129-40; Eidinow
2007, 67-71; Parker 2016, 69-70. Straightforward and (mostly) positive oracles in oratory: Aeschin.
3.108; Lyc. Leo. 84-7, 99; Dem. 19.300; Dem. 21.51-2; Dem. 43.66; Din. 1.78 and 98; Hyp. 1.24. On
the theological optimism of oratory in general, see Parker 1997.

212 Martin 2009, 97; Aeschin. 3.131.
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and the rhetorical inexperience of the Amphictyons (&vOpdnovg dmeipovg Aoywv).2!1?
As he finishes his description of events leading to Chaeronea, while highlighting the
general uselessness of Aeschines, Demosthenes emphasises the limitations of human
understanding of events (86’ &viiv kot avOpdmvov Aoyiopov eikouny). 214 He
explains that a statesman deduces a plan that is then subject to the will of a
superhuman force (daipwv) or in the hands of a god (év yap 1@ 0e®d 10 TovTOL TEAOC
fv, ook £uoi).?"> This line of reasoning is explicitly recalled when the oracle is
introduced later in the speech, as Demosthenes questions whether any human, let
alone Aeschines, can be privy to the divine workings of fate:

movtoy60ev ugv toivov dv Tig 1ot TV Ayvouosivny adtod Koi v Pockavioy, ovy,

fixiota 8 &’ GV mepl TS TOYNC S1eréyOn. &y & Bhog pév, dotig dvOpomog AV

avOpmm THYMV TPOoPEpEL. .. okéyacd’, @ &vipeg AOnvaiot, kol Oswpricote Bom Kol
aAnBéotepov kol dvOponvdrTepov Eym mepl Tiig TOYNG TOVTOL dtoAeyOncopLL.

At every point his morose and spiteful temper is conspicuous, and especially in what

he said about fortune. As a general remark, I must say that it is a stupid thing for any

human being to reproach his brother man on the score of fortune... Observe and
consider, men of Athens, that the discourse on fortune that I will present is more
truthful and more fitting for humans than his.

While Demosthenes does not imply that oracular knowledge cannot be useful
to humans, he does stress the distance between human conception (dvOpdmivov
hoywopov) and divine will. He stresses throughout that human interactions that are
contained within a mortal sphere subject to higher influence. Demosthenes supports
this theology with examples: the impossibility of a human knowing the divine lot of

another (6otic AvOpwmog @V avOponw); a well-prepared ship-owner not being

responsible for a shipwreck in a hurricane (&l Tig vadkAnpov mévt’ &nl copiq

213 xai Adyovg evmposmmovg Kai nobovg, 80ev 1) Kippaio ydpa kabiepddn, cuvOeic. koi SieEeldmv
avBpmmovg dmeipovg Aoymv kai 10 pHEALOV 00 Tpoopwpévovg, Dem. 18.149.

214 Dem. 18.149-194. Aeschines’ uselessness: Dem. 18.193 o pévy’ 008&v o0dapod ypriciuoc foda:
€Yo 08 TavO’ doa mpootke TOV dyaBov ToAitny EmpatTov.

215 Dem. 18.192-3.
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TPAEOVTO KOl KATAGKELAGAVTO TO TAOTOV ... TR vavoyiag aitidto).2'® It is within this
considered argument that Demosthenes singles out Aeschines’ claims to oracular
wisdom for further criticism:
gnel mpdg ye TodTOV TOV KOTATTLGTOV Pporde Kai cagng EENpkel Adyoc. &l pev yop v
ool TpodMA T0 péEALOvVT', Aloyivn, Hove t@v dAlwv, 6t EBovieded’ néM&nspi

To0T®V, T0T £3€l TPOAEYEWY: €l 0 Ur TPONdELS, THG avTiic dyvoiag vVIevBvVog €l TOIg
dgAlo1g

For this contemptible fellow, I have a short, plain, and sufficient answer. Aeschines,

if the future was revealed to you and to nobody else, you should have given us the

benefit of your predictions when we were deliberating; if you had no foreknowledge,
you are open to the charge of ignorance just like the rest of us.?'’

Without entering the debate surrounding the closeness of the text that survives
to the speeches presented during the trial itself, this passage shows Demosthenes’
careful inversion of Aeschines’ equally elaborate ritual invective.?'® Demosthenes co-
opts the niche language of oracular communication used by Aeschines to paint him as
either a traitor or a charlatan. He emphasises his own brevity (Bpoayd¢ kol cogng
g&nprel Aoyoc) and twists the same verbs and prefix (npo-) to challenge Aeschines’
claims to the clarity of divine advice. The future was apparently revealed to
Aeschines (mpoédnia ta péAlovt’) just as he claimed the city had been forewarned
(npooktnoduevor).?’® Moreover, Aeschines himself should have said beforehand
(861 mpoAéyew...) if the gods had told him beforehand.??® Demosthenes concludes
that all of Aeschines’ divine talk was just that: talk.??!

Demosthenes’ inversion of mpoAéyetv in this prophetic context may also have

had a greater impact considering the continuous juxtaposition of his own efforts to

216 Dem. 18.252, 194.

217 Dem. 18.196.

218 See Yunis 2001 for MSS information and MacDowell 2000, 22-4 for a good discussion of the issues
of reading these texts records.

219 Dem. 18.196 cf. Aeschin. 3.130.

220 Dem. 18.16 cf. 4AL" od mpovAeyov... Aeschin. 3.130.

221 g 8¢ pm mpondeic...Dem. 1.196.
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warn Athens with Aeschines’ inactivity.??? The repetition of these mpo- compounds in
direct response to the way that Aeschines used them suggests that they did have a
clear association with oracular wisdom. It should also be noted that Aeschines had
also accused Demosthenes of a similar deception relating to divine communication
early in his prosecution:

TV Ugv Be®dv cupmAacag EaVT® EVOHTTVIOV KATEWEDGOTO, (OG OV TOPA XaPIONUOV TO

TPAYUO TETVOUEVOC, GAAR TTapd. TOD Atog kai Thig AOnvac, odg ued’ nuépav émopk@dv
vOKTOp PNty €0vTd dtaAéyecot kol To péAlovta Eoecbot TpoAEyey. ..

[Demosthenes] made up a vision for himself and lied about the gods, pretending that
he had received the news, not from Charidemus, but from Zeus and Athena, the gods
by whose name he perjures himself by day, and who then converse with him in the
night, as he says, and tell him of things to come.**’

It would be easy to see these contrasting uses of mpoAéyewv and similar
compounds as merely another attestation of personal enmity between the two orators,
challenging each other’s interpretation of whatever subject was up for debate. While
adversarial litigation and the rivalry of the two men clearly motivates this discourse, it
i1s important to recognise that oracles, prophecies and epiphanies were one of the
many areas in which public trials were decided. The manipulation of these tropes by
both orators confirms the existence of a robust and varied ‘oracular discourse’ in
fourth century Athens.

Conclusion

gmedav mefopévoug avtovg EmAimooly ol @avepal EATIdEC, €ml TOG AQAVEIS
KaBicTovToL LAVTIKNY T€ Kol ¥pNorovg Kol 660 ToladTo Het’ EATIdmV AvHaiveTal.

When [people] are under pressure and visible hopes have abandoned them, they turn
to the invisible, prophecy and oracles, and other such things that cause ruin with their
hope.***

222 mpoléywv kai S136ckmv Dem. 18.72; moAldKig Tporeydvimy HUMV KOl TOPAKGAOUVIMY KO
dbackovimv Dem. 18.296; same criticism of Aeschines’ lack of action: o0 wporéymv €v toig
ymoicpacty Dem. 18.235.

223 Aeschin. 3.78.

224 Thuc. 5.103.2.
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It is not surprising to see such diverse use of oracular argumentation by
Demosthenes and Aeschines during a case at an uncertain point in Athenian history.
Their varied use of oracles represents one of the ways in which Athenians perceived,
comprehended and reacted to crisis in public discourse. The two orators adopted
oracular authority in very different ways to formulate a convincing model of both
human and divine responsibility for Athens’ precarious position in 330. While this
conclusion might seem to align with the uncommonly sceptical comments of
Thucydides’ Athenian delegate above, it is just as important to stress that the intricate
religious argumentation of Aeschines and Demosthenes was contingent on its
connection with the daily religious life and perspectives of their Athenians
audience.??

Aeschines’ speech shows orators using narratological functions of oracles

6 The oracle

from traditional Greek storytelling in a distinctive new manner.??
structures his narrative by providing an external and authoritative ‘resolution’ to a
dilemma.??” However, Aeschines’ emphasis on the clarity of divine wisdom is at
odds with the larger body of ‘epiphanic’ narratives from ancient Greek storytelling.??®
While the tale differs from those of tragedy or historiography, his repeated invocation
of a legendary oracle given to Solon does fit the pattern present in Against Leocrates,
where Delphi and Pythian Apollo are presented as unwavering allies of Athens that
provide clear and productive oracular advice to the polis.?>® While the general shape

of the narrative was similar to those given by Lycurgus, Aeschines also placed far

greater emphasis on the process of visiting and consulting the god at the sanctuary at

225 For the overexposure of skeptical attitudes such as the one presented by Thucydides’ Athenian
ambassadors in this excerpt, see Struck 2016, 9-10.

226 Cf. Lyc. Leo 84, 93 and 99.

227 See Maurizio 1997, 311.

228 For the larger body see: Kindt 2016, 163-4 cf. Platt 2011 and Petridou 2016.

229 Aeschin. 3.108; Lyc. Leo. 84-7 and 99.
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Delphi. These choices show the depth and flexibility of this public oracular
discourse. There is not a single type of oracle story that orators could use in their
persuasive descriptions of the past. Rather, Aeschines could pick up features of a
wider tradition to suit his argumentative goals. In this example, Aeschines takes care
to situate the legendary story at the sanctuary of Delphi to support his own
construction of traditional piety in the present.

Aeschines’ use of the oracle to conflate past and present also demonstrates the
interconnectedness of oracular discourse with the other aspects of the audience’s
religious life. He quotes a curse that uses the same formulae as epigraphic evidence
from the same period and beyond.?*® The orator combines curse language with a wide
range of supporting terms for polluted and impious individuals that are well attested
in other public speeches. Most strikingly, Aeschines inverts the most prevalent
conception of oracular communication our sources. To emphasise Demosthenes’
impiety, Aeschines argues that the gods had warned Athens in a voice nearly human.
Aeschines’ careful argumentation shows not only keen attention to previous authors’
speculation on divine signals but also that oratory could appropriate this dialogue for
immediate persuasive purpose.

The adversarial nature of Athenian law presents a rare opportunity to see an
immediate response to the perspective on divine causation and communication
presented by Aeschines. Demosthenes’ complete reinterpretation of toyn and human
comprehension of it reflects the scope of oracular argumentation during this period.?’!
The direct prayer to Pythian Apollo suggests that Demosthenes deemed it necessary

to respond to the accusations made by Aeschines through his narrative of Delphic

230 Versnel 1985, 68; Eidinow 2007, 214 with notes.
231 On 10y again see Eidinow 2011, 146-9.
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oracles past and present. The prominence given to Apollo Pythios further
demonstrates the growing importance of Apollo’s various forms to Athens during this
period.?3? Demosthenes’ use of the oracle from Dodona may also suggest that he
fostered a personal association with this sanctuary, a possibility that will be explored
in the next chapter. His conscious appropriation of Aeschines’ language of oracular
knowledge and divine forewarning shows the centrality of oracular discourse to
explaining the divine. Aeschines used legendary oracles and figures to stress the
closeness of divinity to the human sphere, a world where gods tried to help humans
and would actively punish them if their help was not wanted. Conversely,
Demosthenes’ world of limited human agency and generic prophecy exculpates his
own decision making and mocks people like Aeschines who claim to comprehend the
plans of the superhuman. Despite their opposed theological arguments, both orators

rely on oracular authority, often in very different forms, to convince their audience.

232 See chapter one.
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Chapter Three: Oracles from Apollo to Zeus: Doubting Delphi or the

Dawn of Dodona?

Alravtor®IG: Alysion epdocat
KUVOAMTEKQ, U GE SOADOT),

AaiBapyov Taydmovy, SoAoy KEPO® TOALIOPLY.
0160’ & Tt EoTiv TOVTO;

Afjpog: ®1OGTPOTOC 1) KUVOADTNE.
AMLOVTOTOMG: 0V TOUTO PNV, AAAL VADG
ékdotote aitel Tayeiog apyvpoArdyovg ovTooi:
ToOTag Amavdd U d1doval 6”6 Aokioc.

Afjpog: g o1 TPWPNS £0Ti KLVOADOTNE;

AMOVTOTOMG: OOC; OTL T TPMPNG £0TL YD
KOV TayD.

Afjpog: g oV GAGTNE TPoGETEON TPOS TG
KOVi;

AMOVTOTOMG: GA®TEKIOIGT TOVG GTPOTIDTOG
fikacey, 0TI POTPLG TPDYOVGLY €V TOIg
Yopiolg.

Afjpog: iev:

Sausage Seller: “Scion of Aegeus, ponder the
fox-dog lest he beguile you; he’s treacherous,
swift of foot, a wily trickster and very crafty.”
Did you get that one [that oracle]?

Demos: The fox-dog is Philostratus
Sausage Seller: That’s not it, no this one
keeps demanding swift ships for collecting
tribute. Loxias is warning you not to give
them to him.

Demos: How can a trireme be a fox-dog?

Sausage Seller: How? Because both triremes
and dogs are fleet.

Demos: And how come ‘fox’ is added to the
‘dog’?

Sausage Seller: Soldiers are like fox cubs
because they eat grapes in the farmlands.

Demos: Aha!

While directly applying the practices of Aristophanes’ farcical depiction of

Athenian political debate to the texts of the Attic orators is clearly problematic, the

antics of the Sausage Seller and the Paphlagonian above illustrate one of the

difficulties the oracles from the fourth century speeches present.

Aristophanes’

rhétores prepare for their agon by grabbing as many oracles as their arms can carry to

try and impress the personification of the démos.?** As ludicrous as the scene is

intended to be, it does bear some resemblance to the oracles used by Lycurgus,

233 Ar. Eq. 996-1110 trans. Henderson. See also Muecke 1998.
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Aeschines and Demosthenes that we have examined so far. These orators sought out
oracles from both distant Athenian myth and their present day to develop their various
theological arguments.

The comic oratory above, however, in which the characters squabble over the
meaning of a hyperbolically abstruse oracle, is the type of exchange that we have not
seen in the present survey of Athenian rhetoric. Aristophanes’ politicians directly
contest the meaning of a single divine pronouncement presented by their opponent.
In fourth century Athens, speechmakers almost exclusively turned to other oracular
responses or even oracular sanctuaries, rather than challenging their opponent’s

interpretation of divine communications.?3*

Public trials involved conjecture on all
facets of the public and private life of litigants and defendants, and accusations of
religious misconduct and pollution abound. There are not, however, any accusations
that an opponent had misinterpreted or misled the public in their use of an oracle.?*
The difference between the uses of oracles in oratory and its direct satire
suggest that the conclusions about the latter are good to think with for the former.
Aristophanes’ satirical use of oracles has often been treated as aligning with the
scepticism of Athenians towards divination and superstition at the close of the fifth
century.?*® More recently, Smith and Muecke have re-examined these oracles to
conclude, amongst other things, that Aristophanes’ abuse of chresmologoi indicates

that divination formed a central part of Athenian political language.?’” Smith also

argues that Delphi has a privileged place in Aristophanic comedy, as the sanctuary is

234 See esp. Dem. 18.253.

235 Aeschines accuses Demosthenes of misleading Athens by deliberately not consulting Delphi rather
than by misinterpreting divine signals (Aeschin. 3.130-1).

236 Smith 1989, 1 n. 2 collects a good range of these mid-twentieth century views, e.g. Ehrenburg 1962;
Strauss 1966.

237 See also Parker 1985, 302: ‘The society that abuses diviners is the society that consults them’.

Smith 1989, 155-6 argues that Aristophanes is against cynical exploitation of divination; Muecke 1998,
270-3 sees the oracles from Knights as finding humour through exploring the limits of a linguistic
system (inspired poetry).
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spared the insults given to the oracles of Bacis, for example.?*® In contrast, Bowden
has advocated resisting distinguishing ‘reputable’ oracular sources from the rest, and
stressed that recourse to any manifestation of the oracular was not an extraordinary
occurrence in Athenian life.?”

This chapter will explore these trends in Athenian oracular consultation in the
present sample of fourth century rhetoric.?** Bowden’s view that the oracles of
Aristophanes reflect the uses of oracles in the assembly will be augmented by the role
that Delphi and Dodona have been shown to have in oratory.?*!

Beyond the citation of oracular responses, orators also adopted and contested
for oracular authority using the wider storytelling tradition of featuring oracular
communication. While Smith’s case for the relative respect given to Delphi in
Aristophanes is certainly supported by a similar position in fourth century oratory,
references to Dodona also demonstrate that the oracular voice was unlikely to be
challenged in Athenian public speech. The absence of Bacis and other ‘collected’
oracles from our body of speeches is difficult to resolve through this comparison, but

may be related to the increased prominence of Delphi in Athenian public life during

the Lycurgan era.?#?

A Matter of Interpretation
As might be expected after reading this passage of Aristophanes, the majority

of stories involving human interaction with oracles in the Greek tradition focus on the

238 Smith 1989, 156.

239 Bowden 2003, 270-2.

240 Bowden 2003, 272 n. 78 does in fact seek to do the same.

241 Bowden 2003, 272; 2005, 56.

242 The lack of oracles from chresmologoi in this small sample does seem to run against the explanation
of Parker 2005, 115: °...the Athenians seldom, after 479, sent delegations to the fixed shrines except
with questions about cult, but even in the fourth century allowed chresmologoi a voice in public
debates.’
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process of interpreting or translating divine signs into action.?*> However, the uses of
the oracular voice in fourth century rhetoric, have tended to minimise the role of
human reflection of divine meaning in favour of clear prophecies and decisive action.
This chapter seeks to collect the remaining oracles used by the Athenian orators of
this period and determine whether the meaning of oracular pronouncements was ever
contested or reinterpreted in the public discourse that these speeches represent. |
argue that the examples that have survived show a distinct tendency to avoid not only
oracles with contestable interpretations but also stories in which characters reflect on
the meaning of oracular responses.

While exploring the seven remaining case studies of oracles in oratory,
another question emerges: whether orators used oracles from different sanctuaries in
different ways. In the case concerning the crowning of Demosthenes examined in the
previous chapter, the defendant used a pronouncement from the sanctuary of Zeus and
Dione at Dodona to counter accusations built around an oracle from Delphi. The
litigant in that case, Aeschines, had also sought to highlight the good relationship he
had developed with Delphi and its Amphictyony.>** Aeschines then claimed that
Demosthenes had advised Athens against consulting Delphi, believing that the Pythia
had ‘Philippised’.?*> Thus, Demosthenes’ use of Dodona may have been motivated by
concerns beyond the subject matter of the oracle in question. Before discussion
begins to look at how different orators could interpret the same oracular
pronouncement, it will determine whether the differences between Athens’
relationship with the sanctuaries at Delphi and Dodona are reflected in the use of their

oracles in Athenian public speech.

243 Kindt 2016, 159-64.
244 Aeschin. 3.106-30.
245 Aeschin. 3.130 Anuoc0évng 8¢ dvtédeye, puunnilew v [ubiov Qackmv;.
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Oaken Word

The use of oracles from Delphi by Lycurgus and Aeschines in 330 was closely
tied to the relationships each orator had cultivated with the sanctuary at Delphi. In the
first chapter of this study, it was suggested that the prominence given to Delphi by
Lycurgus was both part of and a contribution to a broader cultural trend. The impact
and meaning of the oracles in the speech were thus influenced by the increased
popularity of Apollo in his related roles as Pythios and Patroos in Athens during the
mid-fourth century. In this context, Apollo is presented as a constant ally of the polis
in myth and recent memory, giving clear and productive advice to pious citizens. Any
difficulties or consequences caused by these divinely sanctioned actions were actively
minimised.?*® Aeschines’ oracular narratives and argumentation are stylistically and
structurally different to those presented by Lycurgus, but the position of Pythian
Apollo remains constant. This consistency in the usage of oracles and oracle stories
from Delphi shows the necessity of addressing whether other oracular sanctuaries
were used differently.?

Bowden’s analysis of Athens’ relationship with Delphi contains a chapter
entitled ‘What did the Athenians think of the Delphic oracle?’.*® Unfortunately,
asking the same question of Dodona, or any other popular sanctuary, does not yield
such fruitful results. As Parke’s survey of the contact between Athens and Dodona
showed over fifty years ago, the evidence for Athenian interaction with the sanctuary,
let alone more qualitative investigation, is limited.?*® A traditional starting point for

discussing Athens’ relationship with Dodona during the fourth century has been

246 Difficulties such as the sacrifice of Erechtheus’ daughter, Lyc. Leo. 99-100.

247 There are five references to oracles from Dodona in total (Dem 21.52; Dem 18.253; Hyperides 4.24-
5 then the same oracle is cited at Dem 19.297-9 and Dinarchus 1.98) cf. ten from Delphi (Aeschin.
3.108, 130; Dem. 21.52, 42.66; Isoc. 4.31, 6.17, 23-31; Lyc. Leo. 84, 93, 99.

248 Bowden 2005.

24 Parke 1967, 135-143.
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Demosthenes’ alleged claim that the Pythia had ‘Philippised’ (¢iumriCewv).2>° It has
been suggested that Athens turned to the sanctuary of Zeus in Epirus as a result.?’!
While Athens certainly interacted with the Dodona in the centuries before this point,
the sanctuary offers less clear epigraphic or archaeological evidence of polis level

252 There is record that Zeus’ oracle

inquiries than has been available at Delphi.
sanctioned the emergence of the cult of Bendis in the late fifth century and there may
have been an Athenian dedication at the sanctuary around this time to commemorate a
naval victory by Phormio.??

The literary evidence for Athens’ relationship with Dodona, although more
abundant, is not without its problems, especially in tales that conflate the role of
Dodona with that of Delphi.2> Both oracles feature in two of Herodotus’ tales of
oracular knowledge: Croesus’ oracle test and the aition of the seer Euenius.?>
Various accounts of the Sicilian expedition involve an Athenian consultation of
Dodona that was understood as having a double meaning.?*® Pausanias includes an
oracle from Dodona in the aftermath of the Codrus myth Lycurgus told in Against
Leocrates.>’ The complementary roles of oracles in all these examples suggest that
some elements are shared between the oracular tradition of Dodona and Delphi.

The role of Dodona in Attic tragedy shows that tragedians expected their

audiences to be familiar with the oracle, but this reveals little about the direct

250 Alleged by Aeschines, see Aeschin. 3.130. See Parke 1967b, 116-7 and Eidinow 2007, 62 who note
an increase in Athenian consultations at Delphi during the relevant period.

251 Parke 1967b, 116-7 and Eidinow 2007, 62.

252 Meyer 2013, 18; Eidinow 2007, 60-1. This statement refers to Athenian involvement at Dodona,
there is much compelling evidence discovered at the site pertaining to other areas of inquiry.

253 Bendis: IG 11 1283; Parker 1996, 170; Eidinow 2007, 61 n. 37. Phormio: Parke 1967a, 136.

254 Parke 1967a, 132-5.

255 Hdt. 1.47 (Fontenrose Q99; PW 52) and 9.93 (Fontenrose Q161; PW 108).

256 The oracle referred to a hill called Sicily (Zucehio) near Athens, rather than the island. Paus.
8.11.12; Dio. Chr. 17.17; contra Plut. Nic. 13. who attributes the prophecy to Ammon and ‘various
oracles’ (GAL” €TEPOVG ... LAVTELS).

257 Pausanias 7.25.2.
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interaction of Athenians with the sanctuary. While an oracle from Dodona concerning
Heracles features prominently in Sophocles’ Trachinae, determining what the
Athenian public thought of Dodona from this performance, which is one of Bowden’s
methods for Delphi, is difficult.>®® Heracles laments misunderstanding the words of
his father from the sanctuary without any suggestion that he has been deliberately
deceived like Deianeira had been.?>® Athens itself is not connected to either the oracle
or the story, as it is in the Eumenides or lon, limiting any insights into the relationship
between Athens and Dodona outside the drama. Dodona also appears in Prometheus
Bound, accused by Io of giving oracles of ‘shifting speech’ (aiolooctopovg) in

response to her father’s inquiries.?%?

Her complaints are indirectly redressed by
Prometheus as he describes the prophecy as ‘clear and at not at all riddling’ (Aapmp®dg
Ko0d&v aiviktnping).?®! The divine and mortal interpretations of the oracle are key
feature of the play, but this is difficult to apply to the world outside the theatre.
Nevertheless, it can be said that Dodona was clearly one of the spaces in which
Athenian tragedians could explore the friction between divine prophecy and mortal
understanding. While there is a discernible trend in tragedy for Delphi to act
favourably toward Athens, the sample of oracles from Dodona is too small for a
similar conclusion to be drawn.?®2

Expanding beyond the texts, Bowden stresses the constant interaction of
Athenian gods and heroes with Delphi and its oracle in art, tragedy and public

speech.?®®  There is little evidence for a similar position for Dodona during the

classical period. While there may not be as detailed a picture of ‘what Athenians

258 Soph. Trach. 170-4, 821-5 and esp. 1165-75. See Bowden 2005, 40-55.

259 Soph. Trach. 1165-75. Deianeira had been tricked into poisoning Heracles by the centaur Nessos.
260 Aesch. PV 661.

261 Aesch. PV 833.

262 Bowden 2005, 54-5.

263 Bowden 2005, 64.
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thought of” Dodona from these sources, Athenians were certainly interacting with the
sanctuary at both a state and individual level throughout the fourth century. The
audience of an assembly speech of this period, then, was familiar with Dodona as an
oracular sanctuary in their world and from its role in tragedy and other forms of
storytelling. In this tradition, both Dodona and Delphi could offer both clear and
cryptic prophecies to human characters at the same time. The following examples of
oracles in Athenian rhetoric will show far less emphasis on the difficulty of

comprehending divine wisdom.

False Embassies and True Oracles
An early instance of how orators could use oracles from Dodona is also the
only oracle to be reinterpreted, or redirected, by another speaker. This lone example
of reinterpretation reflects the separation of oracular discourse in oratory from the
larger body of literary sources on which existing scholarship has focused. Lisa
Maurizio’s model of oracular storytelling in the Greek world placed emphasis on the

‘interpretation’ phase of the oracle story.?%

The prophecy from the Trachinae above
shows that Dodona could fit Maurizio’s framework. As Heracles so openly explains,
both he and Deianeira thought that they had correctly interpreted the oracle only to
realise its true meaning after being forced to reconsider.?®> Oracles rarely have this
revelatory role in surviving speeches from Athenian public discourse.

Demosthenes prosecuted Aeschines in 343, preserved in a speech usually

referred to as On the False Embassy, on the grounds that Aeschines had taken bribes

from Philip during negotiations for the unpopular Peace of Philocrates in 346.266

264 Maurizio 1997, 311.
265 Soph. Trach. 1160-75.
266 MacDowell 2000, 20-22.
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While Demosthenes raises a similar number of religious issues and arguments as we
saw 1in the case concerning the crown in 330, stories and accusations featuring oracles
are far less prominent.?®’ Apart from the often vague details of the bribery, Martin
argues that Demosthenes uses religious themes to argue that Aeschines is at the
margins of Athenian politics and society.?%® I suggest here that the references to
Delphi contribute to Demosthenes’ characterisation of Aeschines as an outsider
susceptible to Philip’s bribery.?®® The oracle from Dodona that Demosthenes reads to
the audience, however, is not an example of this broad strategy. Thus, Demosthenes’
use of the two oracular sanctuaries is different, so far as can be deduced from a single
speech.

Before the oracle from Dodona is given, Demosthenes uses Athenian sentiment

toward the Delphi to frame Aeschines as traitorously amicable with Philip. As Scott

has shown, Athens’ relationship with Delphi during late 340s was in no way simple.?’°

This dynamic is evident in this speech from 343, as Demosthenes depicts Aeschines’
singing of a paean at a feast with Philip as high treason:

AmOVTOV Yap VUMV TOVTOVI Kol Tdv GAAov Abnvaiov obtm dswvd Kol oy€til
MNyovuévav Tovg ToAm®povg mhoyslwy Dwkéag Gote Pnte TOVG €K THC POLATC
Oewpovg unte tovg Becpobitog gic o [TH0w mEuyal, AL’ dmootijvan Thi¢ ToTpiov
Bewpiag, odtog €ic Tamvikio TGV mpoyudTov kol tod moréuov, & Onpoeior kol
dilmmog £€0vov, elotatr MOV Kol oTovO®V UETElYE Kol guy®dv, O¢ &ml Tolg TGV
CUUUAY®V TOV VUETEP®V TEXESL Kol YDpa Kol dTA0IC dmol®Adoty niyet  Ekevog,
Kol GLVEGTEPAVOUTO Kol cuvenamviiev DManm kol priotnoiog Tpodmvey.

While you who are here and all other Athenians regarded the treatment of the
Phocians as terrible and outrageous, such that you would not send any member of
council or any judge to the Pythian games, but relinquished that traditional
delegation, Aeschines attended the service of thanksgiving which the Thebans and
Philip held to celebrate their victory and their political success, was a guest at the
banquet, and took part in the libations and prayers with which Philip prayed for the
destruction of the fortresses, the territory, and the armies of your allies. He even

267 See Martin 2009, 49-84.

268 Dem. 19.30, 182-7, Martin 2009, 50-1.
269 Dem. 19.128.

270 Scott 2014, 245-56.
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joined Philip in wearing garlands and singing paeans, and lovingly drank in his

honour.*”!

While Delphi is not the focal point for this episode, which took place in
Thebes, it is remarkable that Demosthenes used the sanctuary to provoke anti-
Macedonian sentiment in this way. References to Delphi in the 330s, as has been
established in previous chapters, have a strong tendency to support Athenian kings,
heroes, politicians and festivals. In the passage above, while Demosthenes laments
the loss of the traditional theoria to the Pythian games (tfic matpiov Oewpiog), he also
portrays the liberation of the sanctuary from the Phocians as a negative outcome for
Athens.?’”> While a Macedonian army in mainland Greece and Philip’s subsequent
pre-eminence at Delphi were distressing developments for Athens, the Assembly had

also voted at that time to send troops to aid in the removal of Phalaecus and the

3

remaining the Phocians.?’? In this way, Demosthenes attempts to create a false

polarity in past Athenian policy toward Delphi as anti-Phocian or anti-Macedonian.
Demosthenes resurrects his image of the corruption of Delphi as he concludes
his prosecution:

avti 6¢ oD T TaTPL €V 1O lepd Karaotabijvar kal to ypuat’ eiompoydijval @ 0ed,
ol pev dvtec Apeiktboveg (evyouot kal EEeAndovtal, ... 1 TOAG 08 TNV TPOUAVTEIY
apnpnToL kol yéyovev T mpoyuate mtovl domep oiviypo Ti] mOAEL O HEV 0VOEV
gyevotol kol wavl' 6o’ €PovAndn OSwmémpoktol, VuElc & Gmep ebEoucd’ av
é\micovtec, Tavavtio TovT®V €0paKaTe YIyvOuEVa, Kol OOKETTE PEV elpnvny Gyety,
nenodviate 88 dewodtep | molepodvies: odTol 8& ypYuat Exovoty &ml TovTolg Kol
UéypL ThG TNUEPOV NUEPAG STKNV 0V OEODKAGLY.

Instead of the re-establishment of ancient rites in the Temple of Apollo, and the
restitution of treasure to the god, men who were once Amphictyons are fugitives and
exiles... and Athens is robbed of her precedence in the consultation of the Oracle. To
Athens the whole business is an insoluble puzzle. Philip has never been deceived, and
has accomplished all his purposes, while you, after expecting the complete fulfilment,

271 Dem. 19.128.

272 See Cawkwell 1978, 103-4 for the complexity of Phocian, Athenian and Macedonian goals in the
Peace of Philocrates.

273 Philip at Delphi: Scott 2014, 245-6. Assembly activity on 16 Skirophorion 346: Cawkwell 1978,
104 and Harris 1995, 99.
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have witnessed the entire disappointment, of your desires. You are nominally at

peace; yet peace has brought you greater calamities than war. Meantime these men

have made money by your misfortunes, and until today have never been brought to

justice.”™

Here Demosthenes uses the audience’s expectations of Delphic imagery to
highlight Aeschines’ successful treason.?’> Athens losing promanteia is reflective of
an upheaval of the city’s traditional relationship with Apollo so great that collusion
with the enemy must be the only explanation. As Parker has so clearly shown, the
concept of Athens being abandoned by Apollo (or any key divinity) was not one that
could be directly addressed in oratory.?’® Rather, blame is assigned to the folly or, in
this case, a conspiracy of individuals.?’” Athens’ declining relationship with Delphi is
used by Demosthenes to show the consequences of Aeschines’ treason. As with the
speeches from 330, insult to the god is described as insult to the sanctuary or temple
as a whole (&v 1@ iep®... t® 0e®).?’® Demosthenes then contrasts practical language
of Delphic consultation (...tv mpopavteioav daenpntor) with the language of
epiphanic oracle stories (domep oiviypa tfj mOrer).?”? The emphasis on the polis in
this sequence (1] mwOMG... Tf] mOAel) suggests that Demosthenes could speak to a
concern that Athens might lose a relationship with Delphi that comforted its
citizens.?8® Demosthenes juxtaposes Athens’ now limited ways of addressing external

uncertainty with Philip’s apparent advantage (6 [®iAmnog] pév ovdev &yevortat...

vueig [6€]). Delphi is not the main focus of Demosthenes’ accusations against

274 Dem. 19.327-8.

275 This speech is far too long to have been given in full within the customary time constraints of
Athenian courtroom speeches. MacDowell argues that internal evidence suggests the speech that
remains was an expanded but not significantly amended version: MacDowell 2000, 23-4.

276 Parker 1997, 1-2.

277 Folly: Solon fr. 4 West; conspiracy: Aeschin. 3.130 et al.

278 ¢f. Aeschin. 3.106.

279 Epiphanic narratives: Kindt 2016, 163-4; afviypa as descriptive of oracular language in oratory:
Aeschin. 3.121.

280 On Delphi as reassurance see Bowden 2005, 158-9.
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Aeschines, but the orator still can use Athens’ trust toward Delphi to develop a hostile
image of the future without customary access to the sanctuary. While Demosthenes
never claims Apollo has abandoned or deceived Athens, this is perhaps the most
disquieting presentation of Delphi in Athenian public oratory. One of Lycurgus’
oracular narratives shows oracular ambiguity punishing an Athenian traitor and
Aeschines later accused Demosthenes of committing impiety towards Delphi, but the
prospect of Apollo not resolving Athenian inquiries and leaving the future an oiviypa
would have been disconcerting to the demos.??!

The differences between Demosthenes’ use of Delphi in the passage above
and the speeches from 330 reflect the ongoing effects of Athenian activity during
Lycurgus’ period of political ascendancy after Chaeronea. Delphi could be presented
as ambivalent toward Athens in 343, but by the late 330s it was exclusively presented
as actively interceding on Athens’ behalf. Athens’ apprehensive policy towards
Delphi came to an abrupt halt in 340 when they announced their return to regular
civic dedications by reinstalling the shields from Marathon inscribed with accusations
of Theban treachery.?®> Does Demosthenes’ use of Dodona before that very public
gesture suggest that Athens had turned to the sanctuary in Epirus while access to the
Pythia became practically and politically difficult??®3

Ot yop tobta UAGTTOIGH av gikdtg udAlov 1j motebotte, T®V Oedv DUV pavieiov

avayvocouat, oinep del o®lovot TV TOAMV TOAD TGV TPOESTNKOTOV LOAAOV. Aye
To¢ povreiog. “Mavrteion”

drovet’, @ &vépeg AOnvaiol, tdv Osdv ol VUiV mpoAéyovotv. & pEv totvuv
TOAELOOVTOV VDUDV TODT AVNPNKOAGL, TOLG OTPUTNYOLS AEYouol @UAATTEGOAL:
TOAELOL YOp glov Tyeudveg ol otpatnyol: €l 8¢ memomuévav gipnivny, tovg Eml Thig
nolteiog PecTnNKOTOG: 0VTOL Yap fyodvTar, TovTolg meidesd’ Vueic, Vo TovTOV dé0g
€oTi un mapakpovcoiTe.

Bl Lyc. Leo. 93; Aeschin. 3.108; see Bowden 158-9.

282 Scott 2014, 253 with notes; Aeschin. 3.108-26.

283 Eidinow suggests that Athens’ consultations at Dodona increased in this period, although without
speculating on the potential causes. Eidinow 2007, 61 n. 37.
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To enforce the warning that it is better to take those precautions than to be credulous,
I will read to you an oracle of the gods — to whom Athens owes her salvation far
more than to her most prominent politicians. Read the oracles. “Oracles ”

Men of Athens, hear the gods who are warning you. If they are addressed to you in

time of war, they bid you beware of your commanders, for commanders are the

leaders of warfare; if after conclusion of peace, of your statesmen, for they are your
leaders, they have your obedience, by them you may haply be deceived.

While this passage does not suggest that Demosthenes was attempting to hide
the provenance of the oracle he presents, he certainly does not place any emphasis on
the process of consulting the oracular sanctuary or even the circumstances
surrounding the pronouncement. Parke argues that the internal option of wartime or
peacetime interpretations (gl pEv toivov moOAEHOOVTOV VU®V... €1 & TmEMOMUEVOV
eipnvnv) suggests that the oracle was contemporancous with the Peace of
Philocrates.?®* This would place the consultation during a period in which Athens had
limited access to Delphi, a situation for which Demosthenes paints Aeschines
responsible. However, the motivation for their enquiry, while ‘interesting to try and
conjecture’ as Parke terms it, cannot be reconstructed with any degree of
confidence.?®®> Thus, Demosthenes’ use of the oracle does not correspond with the
common ‘crisis’ phase of the oracle stories presented by other orators.?%® Without a
clear dilemma to solve, the oracle shares few storytelling characteristics with the
wider body of ‘epiphanic’ oracular narratives.?%’

Nevertheless, Demosthenes presents the divine pronouncement using
288

vocabulary similar to that of Aeschines’ far more involved story about Delphi.

Athens has been ‘forewarned’ by the gods (t6v 0gdv ol Duiv Tporéyovoty) to be on

284 parke 1967a, 141.

285 Quote from Parke 1967a, 141. Parke rightly avoids placing too much weight on his speculation.
286 Lyc. Leo. 84, 93, 100; Aeschin. 3.108. “Crisis’ terminology, see Maurizio 1997.

287 On epiphany see Platt 2011; Kindt 2016, 163-4; Petridou 2016.

288 Aeschin. 3.108, 21-34.
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its guard (@uAdrTecOan).?®® While it is likely that the orators’ language reflects
common oracular phrasing, Demosthenes also expected these words to have
persuasive impact without being part of a detailed narrative.

In this section, Demosthenes is attempting to persuade the audience not to be
swayed by the endorsement that Eubulus, a prominent politician, will give to
Aeschines in his defence.?®® Martin argues that Demosthenes uses the oracle to
prompt the audience to decide between the authority of Eubulus and the authority of
Zeus.”! While Martin’s interpretation that the oracle is not used in an overly
pejorative way is sound, it should be noted that Demosthenes’ argumentation
highlights themes similar to the more emphatic oracular narratives of Aeschines or
Lycurgus:

... 1 povtelo delv dmog av pn yaipoow oi xBpol molElv. dnact Toivov g yvoun

TOPOKELELETAL KOAALEW TOVC VanpeTNKOTOC T TOIG EYOpOic O Zevg, 1 Aldvn, TAVTES

ot Oeol. EEmbev ol émPovAevovteg, Evoobev ol coumpdrToviec... Tl Toivoy KAV O’

avBpwmivov Aoyiouod Tobt idot Tig, 6Tl TAvToVY EXBpoTaToV Kol poPepdTOTOV TO TOV

TPOEGTNKOT &0V 0ikeIOV YiyveoOor Toig ur TV avTt@®v EmBupodot T@ SNU.

... the oracle bids you strive that the enemy shall not rejoice. Therefore, you are all
exhorted by Zeus, by Dione, by all the gods, to punish with one mind those who have
made themselves the servants of your enemies. There are foes without; there are
traitors within.... Moreover, it can be shown by mere human reasoning that it is
extremely injurious and dangerous to permit the intimacy of a prominent statesman
with men whose purposes are at variance with those of the people.**?

Just as he would in On the Crown, Demosthenes contrasts divine knowledge

with limited human reasoning.?®*

Although human logos (kGv an’ dvOpwmivov
Aoywopod) can recognise that Athens is in a precarious situation, only the gods reveal

that Athenians ought to punish the traitors in their city. Thus, the oracle is given as a

289 ¢of. Aeschin. 3.130 &AL o0 mpovAeyoV, 0D TpoesTavoy oi Beol puAdEacat, pHovov ye odi

avOpOTOV POVOG TPOCKTNGAUEVOL,

290 Martin 2009, 74.

291 Martin 2009, 74.

292 Dem. 19.300.

293 Dem. 19.300 &n” dvOponivov hoyispod todt 1ot Tig; Dem. 18.193 86’ évijv kot™ dvOpdmivov
AOYIoHOV gINOUNV.
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method of counteracting human propensity to be deceived (...0md ToVT®V 660¢ €0TL
un mopakpovcdijte).?’* Lycurgus also frames oracles a way of mitigating human
limitations (tovg pev yoap avOpomovg moAlol Hon E€amatnoaviec) as part of his
prosecution of Leocrates.?”> Lycurgus emphasises the closeness of Athens and Delphi
as crucial to obtaining divine advice, whereas Demosthenes gives the oracle from
Dodona without the same attention to the details of Athens’ relationship with the
sanctuary.  Nevertheless, the oracle from Dodona is fulfilling a very similar
argumentative purpose in On the False Embassy. Despite the differences between
Athens’ history with the oracular sanctuaries of Dodona and Delphi, they are
presented as helping Athens overcome uncertainty. Neither Apollo nor Delphi are
depicted as offering unclear or potentially problematic advice. The consistency in
these features shows a common oracular discourse that orators in the fourth century
could draw from that was not entirely dependent on the sanctuary from which the

oracle came.

Denigrating Demosthenes
This analysis has shown a consistency in vocabulary, themes and purpose of
oracular discourse concerning both Dodona and Delphi in Athenian public oratory
from the late fourth century. Existing scholarship has demonstrated these types of
similarities shared between other genres and authors from the Ancient Greek world.
For Kindt, the uniting question of this oracular discourse concerns the availability of
divine knowledge to human inquirers. >°® As a result, there is usually a crucial phase

of interpretation and reinterpretation of oracles that leads to a revelation or

2% Dem. 19.299.
25 Lyc. Leo. 79.
2% Kindt 2016, 157-8.
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resolution.?®” While the limited nature of human comprehension is a theme shared
between these literary sources and speeches from the courts and assembly in Athens,
these public speeches have rarely focused on interpreting the meaning of oracular
advice. The oracles presented by Lycurgus, Aeschines and Demosthenes have, for the
most part, stressed the clarity or at least directness of divine communication in
oracles. While these orators have debated the theological ramifications of oracles,
there has not been any discussion concerning the meaning of individual oracles.?® For
an example of an orator returning to a previously cited oracle to question its meaning
we must wait until the very end of the classical period.

In 324/3, Athens was in the midst of the Harpalus affair. Harpalus,
Alexander’s imperial treasurer, had fled Babylon for mainland Greece with a
considerable grudge against Alexander and considerable resources at his disposal.?®
Athens eventually accepted Harpalus as a suppliant in 343, after much debate in the
assembly, then detained the man and his reported 700 talents while the polis
negotiated with Macedon at Olympia.’*® During the embassy, Harpalus escaped from
Athens and the city found only 350 of the 700 talents left on the Acropolis.
Demosthenes’ intimate involvement at all stages of the affair made him a prime
suspect to have appropriated funds. Rather than wait for a drawn out eisangelia
procedure, Demosthenes pre-emptively launched an enquiry through an Areopagus
that had often acted in his favour.*’!

While there is doubt about who delivered the speech Against Demosthenes, it

was certainly written by Dinarchus. For our exploration of the way oracles are used

297 Kindt 2016, 157; Maurizio 1997, 311-2.

298 Theological ramifications: Aeschin. 3.108-30 cf. Dem. 18.192-99, 252-6.
2% Worthington 1992, 41-3; Diod. 17.108.4-6.

300 Worthington 1992, 50; Din. 1.70, 89; Hyp. 5.9-10.

301 Worthington 1992, 51 n. 35.
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in the speech, this presents an interesting challenge. Lycurgus, Aeschines and
Demosthenes all used oracles and oracle stories in a way dependent on their
engagement, on behalf of Athens, with Delphi or Dodona. Dinarchus, however, was
born in Corinth and does not appear to have ever gained Athenian citizenship.%> The
combination of Dinarchus’ position as a metic and non-speaking logographer may
contribute to the reserved rhetoric surrounding the oracle from Dodona:

drovcarte, @ Adnvoiot...kai tfig pavteiog tfig EA0ovong ¢k Awddvng mapd Tod Aldg

700 Awdwvaiov: capdg yop LUV TdAol Tpogipnke euAGTTEGHAL TOVC TyEUOVOG Kol

TOVC cupPovAove. Aéye TNV pavteioy Tpdtov. “Mavteio”

I want you also, Athenians, to hear...the oracle sent from Dodona from Dodonian

Zeus; for it has long been warning you clearly to beware of your leaders and advisers.

Read the oracle first. “Oracle™"

The first time Dinarchus employs an oracle, it forms a very minor part of an
argument compelling the jurors to hand down their most severe penalty on
Demosthenes. The logographer does, however, adopt religious themes and language
similar to Aeschines’ condemnation of Demosthenes ten years before. 3%
Demosthenes is again called the ‘cursed man’ of Greece in the strongest terms (tov
tiic ‘EAGSog dltfprov).?® Further, Dinarchus attributes the present misfortunes of
Athens to Demosthenes and urges the citizens not to continue sharing them (pr pa
Ala...tic Anpoc0évoug dmpodokiac kai drvyiog kowvaveiv).’% However, these

arguments are not combined with the detailed oracular narrative of curses, oaths and

impiety that Aeschines employed in Against Ctesiphon.’"

302 Worthington 1992, 8; Dion. Hal. Dinarchus, 2.

303 Din.1.78.

304 See Worthington 1992.

305 Din. 1.77, cf. Aeschin. 3.157.

306 Din 1.77, cf. Aeschin. 3.130-1.

307 Although many of the same terms are used e.g. 6 papdg ovTOC Kol doefng kol oicypokepdic, Din.
1.21.
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Dinarchus does appear to carefully incorporate these existing criticisms into a
prosecution that picks apart Demosthenes’ defence speech from 330. Demosthenes’
focus on the lack of control humans have over their fate (toyn) in On the Crown is
actively turned against him as Dinarchus argues that the leader of Athens has not
allowed the city to recover its fortunes (...xkoi petafoarécOar v TG mOAE®S TOHYMV
gdoar).’® The idea that Demosthenes has thrown the city into misfortune (tov &ic tog

dewotdrog atvyiog eupepinkota v moOA) reverses Demosthenes’ claim that the

city always enjoyed good fortune (¢yd v Tfic¢ TOAE®S TOYNV GyodTv fyodpar).>*

Demosthenes constructed this argument for the immutability of toyn using an oracle

310

from Dodona that asserted Athens’ good fortune. Dinarchus’ inversion of

Demosthenes’ famous defence, although less intricate, also relies on an oracular
pronouncement.

00K €0V GOEPOVIITE KOl KOAMDG Kal DIEP VUMY avT®OV Koi T TOAewc PovAeuncbe:
GAAG 0éEecbe TNV dyaOnv THMY, 1 TwmpNoachol Tapédwke TAOV PNTOP®Y TOVS THV
TOAWY 10 TNV ATV d®POodoKiay TomewnV memomkoTag, kol euAatese, kabdmep ol
Oeol mpoepnkacty VUV €v Toilc povteiong ToOAMAKIG, TOVG TOOVTOVE MYEUOVOG Kol
ovppovrove. dkovoote & avTiic THG povteiag. Aéye v pavteiov. “Mavteia”

Not if you [men of Athens] are prudent and make the right decision for yourselves
and Athens. No, you will welcome good fortune, who presented to you for
punishment those politicians who through their own bribery have humiliated the city.
[sc. if you are prudent...] You will also be on your guard, as the gods have often
cautioned you in oracles, against the leaders and counsellors of this type. Listen to the
oracle itself. Read the oracle. “Oracle ™'

Despite Dinarchus’ focus on reversing Demosthenes’ arguments concerning
fate in On the Crown, the second citation confirms that this oracle from Dodona is

different to the one cited by Demosthenes in 330. In fact, Dinarchus uses the same

308 Din. 1.77.

309 Din. 1.77 and Dem. 18.253. See also Demosthenes’ prayer (edtuyiav pot dodvar koi cotnpiay,
Dem. 18.141).

310 Dem 18.253.

311 Din. 1.98.
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oracle Demosthenes presented in 343 in the case on the embassy.?!? The choice to
present the ‘beware of your leaders’ oracle rather than the ‘good fortune’ oracle
suggests that the latter would not add nuance or authority to the argument Dinarchus
was constructing. The speaker argues insistently that an impersonal conception of
toyn should not absolve Demosthenes of responsibility and that his personal
misfortune (drvyiog) has exacerbated the city’s bad circumstances.’'> Even though
the ‘good fortune’ oracle from On the Crown was an important part of Demosthenes’
argumentation, it appears that the oracle cannot be reinterpreted to suit Dinarchus’
counter-argument. Thus, the adversarial format of these speeches drastically alters
the process of interpreting oracular pronouncements. The wording of the ‘good
fortune’ oracle was such that Dinarchus could not reinterpret its meaning to persuade
a new audience.

The oracle that was read to the audience of Against Demosthenes in 323, the
‘beware your leaders’ oracle, concludes Dinarchus’ treatment of Demosthenes’

allegedly nefarious political history.*!4

Although Demosthenes used the same oracle
in 343, there is no attempt by the speaker in 323 to highlight this fact or to offer any
different interpretation of the pronouncement.’'> Both Dinarchus and Demosthenes
draw the same phrase (piov yvounv; wd yvoun) from the oracle in an attempt to unite
the juries to prosecute their respective defendants with ‘one mind’.3! Both orators

also emphasise the susceptibility of the people to deception by their leaders.

Dinarchus conflates the deceptive deeds of politicians with their specious words

312 Dem. 19.299 see Parke 1967a, 140-2.

313 Din. 1.77 above; Din. 1.91: tiic Anposfévouc movnpiag kai drvyiog dmolodety, 92: koi
petolwvicacHot Ty oMy Koi petardacoactot fovddpeda; 92: ikoavry yap eidfeate eipav avtod Kol
TRV Epynv Kol T®V AdywV Kol Thg TOYNG.

314 Worthington 1992, 256.

315 At either point: Din. 1.77 and 98.

316 Din. 1.99; Dem. 19.299.
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(rpdrtwoty dEamatdvieg VUAC TOVC pPdota meouévovg Toic TovTtmv Adyorg).3!
Demosthenes similarly highlights the ability of those in authority (to0¢ €mi Tfig
noMteiog £épestnkotag) to mislead (Vo TovT®V d0¢ d0Ti PN Tapakpovcdijte).!® In
both cases, the correspondence of the two orators’ argumentation around the oracle of
Dodona clearly shows that the same response was used in both cases.’' While Parke
was right to diplomatically suggest that this original response from Dodona was of ‘a
general kind’, the bland generality of the ‘beware your leaders’ oracle can also be
approached from another perspective.  The consistent reuse of this oracle
demonstrates a desire for clarity from the divine in both arguments. Dinarchus and
Demosthenes have used this pronouncement to denounce different politicians
(Demosthenes and Eubulus respectively), but they both present divine communication
as a means to counter being misled by their leaders (é€amotdm /mopakpod®).
Dinarchus’ recycling of a response from Dodona used by Demosthenes twenty
years prior further demonstrates consistency in the use of oracles during this period of
Athenian politics. Human susceptibility to deception and misinterpretation is
juxtaposed with the clarity and benevolence of divine advice. Although Dinarchus’
prosecution inverts much of Demosthenes’ theological defence in On the Crown, the
oracle that formed a part of Demosthenes’ argument was not challenged. Moreover,
the oracle that contributes to Dinarchus’ model of political responsibility shares the
same function in On the False Embassy. Rather than being used to ‘rouse the

superstitious feelings of the jury’, or amounting to ‘another form of fopos in the

317 Din. 1.99.
318 Dem. 19.299.
319 parke 1967a, 141.
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rhetorical repertoire’, the oracles used by the orators reflect a coherent discourse on

the form and function of oracular communication.32°

In Meidias Res

The speeches examined so far in this chapter have shown that oracles from
Dodona and Delphi, while not entirely interchangeable, were used for very similar
purposes. | have also argued that orators, unlike tragedians or historians, avoided or
actively reinterpreted the oracular tradition that highlighted the obscurity of divine
language. The earliest extant citation of an oracle in Attic oratory, from the
prosecution of Meidias in 347/6, conforms with these preliminary conclusions.
Demosthenes presents two oracles, one each from Dodona and Delphi, to amplify the
religious implications of Meidias’ assault.*?! The oracles from Against Meidias are,
however, among the only direct quotations of oracular responses from this corpus that
have been preserved with the text of the speech.???> Demosthenes uses these oracles to
encourage the audience to view an offence against a chorégos at a festival as both
asebeia and hubris.  Although there are many corruptions in the oracles, the
consensus is that their content is genuine.??> While the main focus of this analysis is
on the function of oracular argumentation in these speeches, the text of the oracles
provides further support for a consistent group of themes and vocabulary used by the
orators to influence their audience.

Demosthenes prosecuted his long-time rival Meidias in 347/6 using an

uncommon procedure called a proboulé that involved a preliminary hearing before the

320 Quotes: Parke 1967a, 140 and Worthington 1992, 249.

321 Martin 2009, 22-7; MacDowell 1990, 270-77. cf Bowden 2005, 57 for more general treatment.

322 See also Dem. 43.66.

323 Parke and Wormell 1956, 337 (PW 282); Fontenrose 1978, 187-8 (F H28); MacDowell 1990, 270;
Martin 2009, 22. Speculation that the oracles we have were inserted into the MS at some point seems
unlikely considering Demosthenes’ frequent reference to certain phrases. See Martin 2009, 22 n. 22.
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assembly.*?* This hearing, although it was decided by a jury, did not carry any
immediate penalties for either a guilty defendant or a frivolous prosecutor. Although
Meidias had allegedly assaulted Demosthenes at the Dionysia of 348, the cited charge
was less specific, given as ‘wrongdoing concerning the festival’.*?>’ Demosthenes
introduces the oracles as he argues that Meidias’ assault on him amounted to impiety
due to his position as chorégos:
iote yap dMmov 1000’ 611 TOoVg Yopovg VILELS dnavtag ToHTOVG Kol TOVG DUvous 1@ 0ed
motElTe, 00 UOVOV KOTO TOLG VOUOLG TOVG TEPL TAV Alovuciov, GALN Kol KoTd TG
pavteiog, &v alg amdcoic avnpnuévov eDpNGETE Tij TOAEL, Opoing 8k AEAp@V Kol 8k
Ad®VNG, YopovG 16TAVOL KOTH TO TOTPLO Kol KVIGAV Gyvlag Kol GTEQAVN(QOPELV.

avayvmot 0€ pot Aafav adtdg TaG povteiog.

You surely realise that all your choruses and hymns to the god are sanctioned, not

only by the regulations of the Dionysia, but also by the oracles, in all of which,

whether given at Delphi or at Dodona, you will find it ordained to the city to set up
dances after the ancestral custom, to fill the streets with the savour of sacrifice, and to
wear garlands.*

As noted above, this passage is the only that survives in which oracles from
Dodona and Delphi are presented together. Demosthenes draws no distinction
between the two (Opoimg €k Aghedv kol €k Awdmvng). As with many of the other
citations of oracles we have seen, the context for the original inquiries is not given to
the audience. As a result, there is no emphasis on the process of consulting the oracle
or on the relationship of Athens (or Demosthenes) with the oracular sanctuaries.®?’
The oracle from Dodona that Demosthenes gives in On the False Embassy 1s similarly

devoid of surrounding information, perhaps suggesting that the abbreviated

introductions to oracles in the 340s were influenced by the Athens’ restricted access

324 See MacDowell 1990, 13-4.

325 Dem. 18.193 &duwkeiv mepi v £oprtiiv. Cf. MacDowell 1990, 14-15.
326 Dem. 21.51.

327 Fontenrose 1978, 187, 193-4.
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to Delphi during its occupation by the Phocians.’?® In contrast to the minimal
introduction to the oracles, Demosthenes has two substantial oracular responses read
to the assembly.??® Even so, the orator unpacks the words from Delphi and Dodona
for the audience:

glotv, @ &vdpeg ABnvaiol, koi odton kol dAat moAhai povtelon tfj moret kéryodad. ti
obv &k tovTmV Vudc dvOvueiclon Sei; 8t1 Tag pev dAdag Quciac toic &9’ £kAoTNg
pavteiog mpoeawvopévolg 0Oeoic mpootdttovost Bvety, iotdval 08 yopolLg Kol
OTEQOVNQOPEY KOTO TO TATPLO. 7TPOC OMACOIG TOG APIKVOLUEVOLS UOVTEINLG
TPOGAVALPOVGY VUIV. Ol TOIvVV Yopol TAVTEG Ol YIyvouevol kal ol yopryol 6fjAov &1L
TOG Hev Nuépag ékeivag ¢ cuvepydued €mtl OV Aydvo, KoTo TOG UOVTEING TaNTOg
VIEP VUDV EoTEPAvVOuED. ..

Besides these oracles, men of Athens, there are many others addressed to our city,
and excellent oracles they are. Now what conclusion ought you to draw from them?
That while they prescribe the sacrifices to the gods indicated in each oracle, to every
oracle that is published they add the injunction to set up dances and to wear garlands
after the manner of our ancestors. Therefore, in the case of all the choruses that are
constituted, together with their chorus-masters, during the days on which we meet in
competition, these oracles make it clear that we wear our crowns as your
representatives...>*°

While Demosthenes does not give contextual details for the responses, he does
use similar language to the other orators communicating oracular meaning to their
audience. The clarity of the gods’ will is again stressed by the repetition of verbs with

the prefix mpo-.33!

Perhaps due to the abbreviated details of consultation, the oracles
themselves, rather than the gods responsible for them, have ‘foreshown’ (§p” éxdotng

pavteiog mpogatvopévolg), ‘prescribed sacrifice’ (mpootdttovot Bvewv) and ‘further

328 Dem. 19.299. Most commentators have seen the oracle from Against Meidias as drawn from a state
record of responses: see Fontenrose 1978, 187-194; Martin 2009, 209. Martin would argue that
Demosthenes’ minimalistic framing of oracles was in alignment with his tendency to avoid explicitly
religious argumentation. See Martin 2009, 209. On Phocian ascendency in the 350s see Scott 2014,
237-45.

329 There is debate over the number of independent responses that make up this block of text. There
appear to be two from each sanctuary, but the differences in dialect and verse may not signify that the
two Delphic oracles are from distinct responses. See Fontenrose 1978, 253; MacDowell 1990, 270-1
and 274; Martin 2009, 22 n. 22.

330 Dem. 21.54-5.

331 Given lack of temporal specificity in this particular instance, it is difficult to decide on the force of
the prefix here. Unlike Aeschin. 3.130, there is no emphasis on knowledge in advance (LSJ vol. IX
npog C. III 3 b.), suggesting that the more common implication of direction (LSJ vol. IX ntpdg C. 1 2,
3). Nevertheless, these are intensified compound forms of the base verbs.
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ordained’ (mpocavaipodowv).>*? Unlike the majority of oracles in public discourse,
these oracles do not form part of an argument alluding to the weakness of human
reasoning. Nevertheless, the use of nmpoaive and mpocsavopéw shows the orator
using language that both he and his audience associated with clarity and the
expression of divine wisdom. As Demosthenes begins to relate the oracles to
Meidias’ offenses, he stresses the connection between crowns and divinely ordained
festivals as similarly clear (0fjAov Ott...katd tag pavieiog tavtag). Thus, even when
orators do not actively present oracles as a remedy to human fallibility, the
vocabulary of divine communication remains positive and straightforward:
gl puév totvov, ® Gvdpeg Abnvaiot, un xopnydg dv tadt’ Emnendvley Hd Mediov,
VPpv Gv TIC LOVOV KOTEYV®D TOV TETPAYUEVOVY 0OTG: VOV O€ Lot dOKET, KOV acéPeioy
€l KOTOYYV®OOKOL, TO, TPOCKOVTO TTOIEWY...TOV 0VV &g Tva TOVT®MV TAV YOPELT®V 1
TRV yopnydv VPpilovt’ €én’ €xOpq, Kol TodT &v adT® T@ AydVL Kol &v T@ Tob Ogod
iep®, ToVTOV GAAO TL TAT|V AoEPElV PricouEY;

Now if I had not been chorus-master, men of Athens, when I was thus maltreated by
Meidias, it is only the personal insult that one would have condemned; but under the
circumstances [ think one would be justified in condemning also the impiety of the
act...If, then, a man commits a malicious assault on any member or master of these
choruses, especially during the actual contest in the sacred precinct of the god, can we
deny that he is guilty of impiety?**?

These two passages bookend Demosthenes’ quotation and very neatly
illustrate the purpose of this section of the speech. Demosthenes argues that Meidias’
punch represents an offence (doeffjua) to the gods who established the choruses.?**

Both MacDowell and Martin argue that the oracles do not directly (or even indirectly)

support Demosthenes’ interpretation of Meidias’ actions as impiety.**> Although the

332 TIpogaive is used in other contexts to refer to oracular pronouncements; tpocstdocm usually used in

human (esp. military) contexts; Tpocavaipém is rare (concerning oracles cf. Pl. Rep. 461E), although
avapéo is one of the more common ways of describing oracular speech.

333 Dem. 21.51-5.

334 See MacDowell 1990, 18; Martin 2009, 22-4.

335 The oracles show divine sanctioning of the choruses and wearing crowns, but offer no inviolability
to chorus leaders. The law presented concerning interference with choruses (Dem. 21.56-7) refers to
chorus members (performers) not their chorégos. MacDowell 1990, 18; Martin 2009, 23-4.
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oracles do not specifically define the action of assaulting a chorégos as asebeia, it is
clear that Demosthenes believed that they would help establish the religious
significance of both Meidias’ punch and his general anti-democratic character.>3
Thus, the oracles from Against Meidias demonstrate that orators expected the oracular
voice to have a persuasive function without the characteristic hallmarks of oracle

stories.

Believe the Hype
The interplay of oracles from Dodona and Delphi also occurs in the
Hyperides’ defence of Euxenippus from the late 330s.**’ Euxenippus was facing
eisangelia proceedings for allegedly misreporting a dream he had during an official
envoy.*® Hyperides’ brief defence speech argues that a private citizen could not be
impeached by this procedure and that the defendant could not have been bribed to

misreport his dream because he had no ties to Macedon.**° In Hyperides’ dismissive

speech, he appeals to the authority that Pythian Apollo has over dreams.?#°

€l 8¢, domep vuvi Aéyelg, Yol avtov katoyedoachal Tod Ogod kal yapllouevdv Tiot
U TN 01 amnyyeikévar T® dNU®, 00 YHEIGUA EYPTIV GE TPOG TO EVOTVIOV YPAQELY,
GAN" Bmep O mpdTEPOg oD Aéywv eimev, €ic Aedpodg mépyavto Tdécot mopd Tod
Ogod v dAnOelo.

If, as you now maintain, you thought that he misrepresented the god and, out of
partiality for certain persons, had made a false report to the people, rather than
propose a decree disputing the dream you ought to have sent to Delphi, as the
previous speaker said, and inquired the truth from the god**'

336 Martin argues that the audience would not have been expecting an argument that focused so heavily
on religious issues, Martin 2009, 22. For Demosthenes’ characterisation of Meidias as anti-democratic
see: Wilson 1991; Ober 1994.

337 No earlier than 330 and no later than 324, Worthington, Cooper and Harris 2001, 103.

338 Athens had sent three citizens to a sanctuary of Amphiaraus in Oropus to determine, through their
dreams, whether all the land in the area was the property of the god. On this dream see Harris 2009,
157.

339 Hyp. 4.7, 21-2; Worthington, Cooper and Harris 2001, 104.

340 For a comprehensive review of dreaming and incubatory sanctuaries in the Greek world, see
Renberg 2016.

341 Hyp. 4.15.
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Athenian decision-making concerning the sanctuary at Oropus deserves more
attention than can be given here, but the way that Hyperides talks about the process is
revealing. Even though the subject matter is a dream, Delphi is portrayed as a
definitive method for determining the truth. Suspicion that Euxenippus might have
given a false account (kotoyevocacBat) or not testified the truth to the people (un
TAANON dmnyyeikévor T M) should have been addressed by asking for the truth
from Apollo (mvbécBot mapda tod Beod v dAndetov). Hyperides succinctly attempts
to show that eisangelia is an inappropriate procedure for this affair not only because
Euxenippus is a private citizen, but also because this is an area in which humans
should seek divine assistance. As with more detailed oracular narratives, Hyperides
frames Delphi as method of overcoming (alleged) human deception and barriers to
accessing knowledge.

The orator introduces the oracular authority of Dodona later in the defence as
he seeks to show that Euxenippus’ alleged misconduct concerning the cult of Health
("Yyieio) was in fact divinely sanctioned:

vutv Olvumiag EykAnuoata temointol Tept Ta v Awdmvy oV diKold ... 0D TPOGHKOVTA,

OtV EyKAfLaTa T TOAEL £ykodoDoay. DUV Yap O Zedg 0 Awdmvoiog TPoGETAEEY &V

TN povteig T dyaiuo thg Aldvng Entkooufoat:

Olympias has made complaints against you about the incident at Dodona...I
explained to her envoys that the charges she brings against the city are not justified.
For Zeus of Dodona directed you through the oracle to adorn the statue of Dione.**?

Hyperides gives Athens’ furnishing of a cult statue at Dodona as an example
to show that dedications by poleis in other territories were customary. The directions
from Dodona closely follow Bowden’s summary of the presentation of Delphi in

oratory, as the ‘arbiter of correct conduct.”*** The god directs Athens to take actions

342 Hyp. 4.24-5.
343 Bowden 2005, 57.
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(6 Zevg 60 Awdwvdiog mpocétaev... tadta tod 0god mpootd&ovroc.) that are
presented as unproblematic, despite the objections of the regent of Molossia,
Olympias.** Thus, Hyperides’ attempt to defuse potential arguments from the
prosecution suggests that oracles from Dodona and Delphi were used in very similar

ways in the 320s, even after Athens’ reengagement with Delphi in the Lycurgan era.

Isocrates in Isolation
ToOTV TE YOp oikoduev d6vtav pev HpokAeddv, dveddvtog o0& tod 0eod...ékelvny T°
EMGPopey Topd TMY ADTAOV KoL TOV aDTOV TPOTOV Kol TOAG LOVTEINLG YpTCAUEVOL TG

aOTaiC.

For we inhabit Lacedaemon because the sons of Heracles gave it to us, because

Apollo directed us to do so ... and Messene we received from the same people, in the

same way, and by taking the advice of the same oracle.’*

The philosophical rhetoric of Isocrates offers a valuable counterpoint to the
symbouletic oratory on which this thesis has focused.**® While the uses of oracles in
Isocrates were not presented directly to the Athenian démos, most of his speeches
were composed in the style of public speech and certainly had an impact on the
generation of logographers and rhétores explored here.**’ The comparison also has
value because the most detailed oracle story that Isocrates presents is in the
Archidamus, written in 366 from the perspective of the eponymous Spartan prince.’*
The Spartan perspective of the hypothetical speech demonstrates how Athenians

might have conceived of the function of oracular authority in the assembly of another

poleis. Isocrates’ Archidamus urges the Spartan assembly not to accept the terms of

344 Olympias, Alexander’s mother, held the regency over the region, Molossia, that controlled the
sanctuary at Dodona.

3% Isoc. 6.24.

346 The bibliography examining Isocrates’ works between philosophy and oratory is large. See esp.
Halliwell 1997; Balla 2004; Livingston 2007.

347 Papillon 2004, 15-6.

348 Date: Papillion 2004, 12.
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surrender that have been offered to them by Thebes in the aftermath of the Battle of
Leuctra in 371. The speaker recounts the Dorian settlement of Laconia in the time of
Heracles:
m 0¢ Tpitng yevedg aeikovto eig Aghpovg, ypricacOol t@® poavieio mepl Tvov
BovAn0évtec. 6 88 Bedg mepi PEV MV EMMPOTNGAV 0VK Gveilev, Ekédevoe & adTodg &mi
TV TOTPOAV EVaL YDPAV... GKOTOVUEVOL OE TNV HovTeiay, ebpiokov Apyoc HeEV KaT

ayyloteiov avT®dV yryvopevov ... Aakedaipovo 6& kot docwv... Mesonvny 6&
doplirlmtov Anedeicav.

In the third generation thereafter, they came to Delphi, desiring to consult the oracle
about certain matters. Apollo, however, made them no answer to the questions which
they asked, but merely bade them seek the country of their fathers. Pondering the
meaning of the oracle, they discovered that Argos was theirs because of kinship...
and Lag:gdaemon was theirs from a gift... and that they had taken Messenia as a spoil
of war.

Isocrates’ story of the Dorian consultation of Delphi is, despite some
similarities, unlike the oracle stories presented by Athenian speakers in the assembly.
The Pythia does not offer a direct answer (o0k dveilev) to the initial inquiry, but
rather offers a vague response that forces the Dorians to re-examine their own
preconceptions and discover three connections their ancestors had to the land.
Epiphanic interactions with Delphi are commonplace in Greek literature, with both
positive and negative outcomes, but are almost entirely absent from Athenian public
speech.?>® The story of Callistratus being executed in Athens after consulting Delphi
is one of the few that could have prompted reflection on the process of
comprehending oracular wisdom. The focus of Lycurgus’ narration of that story,
however, is on the fair and harsh punishment of traitors by the polis, not on any
moment of clarity in the subject of the oracle.®>! In contrast, the oracle presented in

the Archidamus follows the ‘emplotment’ of prophecies in Greek colonisation

349 Isoc. 6.18-9.
350 See Kindt 2016, 163-4; Platt 2011; Petridou 2016.
31 Lyc. Leo. 93 above.



96

stories.?3? Isocrates’ hypothetical speaker tells the foundation story of Sparta using the
symbolic language of Greek colonisation — crisis, Delphic consultation and
resolution.

Isocrates then expands on the foundation narrative, using oracular authority
to justify Sparta continuing to occupy Messenia despite the Theban demands to
surrender:

gmepopevol o6& tov Bedv, kdkeivov mpootdEovtog déyechotl TadTo Kol TILMPELY TOlG
NowNuévolg, ékmolopknooviec Mesonviovg obtmg EkTnoacte TV yodpav.

And you, after inquiring of Apollo, and being directed by him to accept this gift and
avenge the wronged, you then besieged the Messenians, forced them to surrender,
and thus gained possession of their territory.*™

Archidamus is here exhorting the Spartan assembly to view Messenia
rightfully theirs, bequeathed to them by their forefathers as directed (mpootd&avtog)
by Pythian Apollo. The language of divine communication employed by Isocrates is
here almost identical to that used fifty years later by Hyperides.*>* Although Isocrates
refers to the god at Delphi and Hyperdides to the god at Dodona, the oracles ‘order’
(mpoota&avtog) the enquirers to carry out actions that the speakers wish to portray as
upstanding. Similarly, the clear differences between the modern ‘authenticity’ of the
oracles used by Isocrates and Hyperides has no discernible impact on how the
logographers have used them.*>° For the logographer, oracular authority could justify

or encourage actions regardless of the recency of the consultation.

352 Dougherty 1993, 6.

333 Isoc. 6.23 =PW 296 = F. QI13.

354 Hyp. 4.24-5 odto. tod 0eod npostdéavtog. Cf. Isoc. 6.23 dnepdpevor 82 Tov Oedv, kdkeivov
npocta&avtog d€xecbot TadTa.

355 Fontenrose 1978, 273 classes the oracle given to the Spartans as ‘not genuine’. The oracle
instructing Athens to furnish a cult image of Dione at Dodona is viewed as historical by Parke: Parke
1967a, 142. Given that Hyperides recorded the oracle within ten or so years of the initial consulation,
Fontenrose would likely also consider it genuine.
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Isocrates capitalises on the famous interactions between the mythical early
founders of Sparta and the oracle of Delphi to develop an argument that he thought
might have been approporiate for Archidamus to have given. The speaker goes on to
highlight that the Messenians also consulted Delphi, only to be ignored:

L TERYOVTOV QUEOTEP®V gl AeApole, Kakeivov PEV comtnpiov attovviev, udv &

EMEPOTOVTOV OTM TPOTT TAYIGT AV KPOTNCOUEV TG TOAEMS, TOIG eV 0VOEY AveILeY

®C 0V dKaioy TOOLUEVOLS TNV aitnoty... Kaitol wd¢ Gv Tig poaptopiav peilo Kol
GOQECSTEPOY TOVTOV TOPEGYOLTO;

...both sides sent delegations to Delphi, the Messenians appealing for deliverance and
we inquiring how we could most speedily make ourselves masters of their city, the
god gave them no answer, thus showing that their appeal was unjust... How could
anyone furnish testimony more significant or clearer than this?*>®

There are no other examples in Athenian speechwriting of this period that
infer a just result from a lack of oracular response, perhaps further highlighting that
the oracles in the Archidamus serve a different purpose to those of later speeches.
Nevertheless, these examples show Isocrates’ attempt to incorporate the oracular
features of colonisation stories into rhetoric. While the content of the oracle itself is
unlike those of later oratory, there are similarities in the language used to describe
oracular consultation. Delphi is portrayed as being a constant ally of the audience for
whom the speech was intended. Archidamus uses communication from Apollo, again
referred to as ‘the god’ (6 8¢ 0g0c...00k dveikev...Emepduevol 0 TOv Bedv), to justify

337 In contrast, the Archidamus offers the

actions that were contested by other poleis.
only example of a Delphic response in rhetoric that required internal reflection on
behalf of the enquirers to lead to a positive resolution. Archidamus uses the

‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication to stress the tripartite connection that

the Dorians discovered and developed with the lands of Sparta and Messene.

356 Isoc. 6.31-2.
357 Isoc. 6.18-23 cf. Lyc. Leo. 87, 93, 99; Hyp. 4.15.
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Conclusion
axovete, Gvopeg dikaotai, OTL TadTa Aéyel & T ZOAMV &v Toig vOUOLS Kol 0 Bedg &v Th
povteig, KeEAEO®V TOIC KATOLYOUEVOLS TTOIEV TOVG TPOGNKOVTOG €V TOIG Kabnkovooug

NUEPAIC. GALN TOOTOV 0VOEY Eedev OcomOuT® 000& MaKAPTATH TOVTOL. ..

You hear, men of the jury, that Solon in the laws and the god in the oracle use the

same language, bidding the relatives to perform rites for the departed on the proper

days. But neither Theopompus nor the defendant Macartatus cared at all for these
things...**

To conclude this chapter, it is worth looking at the most ‘dull’ citation of an
oracle in the speeches that we have covered.>>® The speaker of Against Macartatus
cites an oracle from Delphi that endorses a wide variety of cult practices, only a few
of which relate to the funeral customs that are the focus of the argument.**® Bowden
has put forward that this type of oracle represents one end of a spectrum, at the other
end of which are the farcical oracle exchanges such as the passage of the Knights in

which Athenian politicians trade hyperbolically obscure oracles.*¢!

In oratory, the
oracle above establishes some sort of normative practice, one that the speaker says the
accused has transgressed. In contrast, the humour of the passage from Aristophanes
derives from a wilful and sizeable exaggeration of the expected use of oracles by
Athenian public figures.

This chapter has shown that there are more influences on this spectrum of
oracles than have previously been examined. Demosthenes’ use of Delphi in On the
False Embassy illustrated that contact with the oracular sanctuary was so crucial for

the Athenian public that the prospect of losing access to Delphi could be framed as a

profound existential threat. The oracle from Dodona in the same speech showed that

358 Dem. 43.66.

359 Fontenrose refers to the ‘dull’ instructions that this oracle and others similar give for cult activity,
Fontenrose 1978, 32-3.

360 Dem. 43.66 = PW 283 = Fontenrose H29.

361 Bowden 2005, 56.
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the oracular voice was cited as a method of overcoming uncertainty in the polis, even
if the prophecy came from a place other that Delphi. The contrast between how
Delphi was portrayed in 343 and 330 also suggests that the orators’ use of oracles in
their speeches both reflects the relationship of Athens with its oracular sanctuaries at
different points in time.

Dinarchus’ recycling of the ‘beware of your leaders’ oracle demonstrated the
tendency to avoid reinterpreting or challenging the core meaning of oracles in the
public sphere. Although the speaker contests many theological ideas and arguments
in prosecuting Demosthenes, the oracle itself has the same meaning and is used for
the same argumentative purpose. The oracle from Dodona encouraging Athenian
activity at that sanctuary, cited by both Demosthenes and Hyperides, further
demonstrated the emphasis on the clarity of the oracular voice in speeches from this
period. Both speakers use the oracles as a way of authorising behaviour that they
want their audience to view favourably.

This example sat in opposition to the final oracle from Isocrates’ earlier
logographic exercise, the Archidamus. Isocrates’ unperformed rhetoric highlighted
the idiosyncratic way of using the oracular voice in speeches presented to the
Athenian public. Although Isocrates’ narration of the foundation of Sparta frequently
mentioned the approval of Pythian Apollo for the Dorian cause, the meaning of the
oracular response itself was elusive. In a manner consistent with the wider body of
Greek aitia, the founders only uncovered the meaning of the oracle through reflection
and a series of difficulties. Rather than complicating the patterns that have emerged
in the usage of oracles by orators of the later fourth century, the oracular narrative in
the Archidamus throws the other oracles of Athenian rhetoric into sharper relief.

Isocrates’ speech shows that the ‘enigmatic mode’ of oracular communication that
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features in foundation stories, while being suited to hypothetical defence of Spartan
control over Messenia, was not a persuasive way of introducing oracular authority in

Athenian oratory.
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Conclusions

¢ 6¢ ameldovtec ol Beompdmol amnyyeldov £G TOV Ofjuov, yvduot Kol dAlot ToAlol
yivovtor olnuévov tO pavtnov Koi aide cuvestnkvion WOMGOTO. ... KOTO TODTA TO
gmea GLVEXEOVTO Ol YVALOL. .. 00TOG VP [Ocpictordénc] odk &pn v dpddC Tovg
YPNOHOAOYOLG GuuBaiiestat... g TOVTOL £6vTOC TOD EVLAIVOL TELKEDC.

When the messengers had left Delphi and laid the oracle before the people, there was
much inquiry concerning its meaning...The opinions [of the Athenians and the
chresmologoi] were confounded by these lines...[Themistocles] claimed that the
readers of oracles had incorrectly interpreted the whole of the oracle.... [and that]
they should believe their ships to be the wooden wall and so make ready to fight by
sea. *%

The most famous interaction between Athenian politians and the oracular is
one that this thesis has so far avoided. Herodotus’ story of Themistocles and the
‘wooden wall’ oracle can, however, help to highlight some of the results of this study.
The oracles used in the Athenian assembly during the fourth century bear little
resemblance to Herodotus’ account of a very important oracle debated in the Athenian

363 In the brief passage above and throughout

assembly at the start of the fifth century.
his narrative of Athens’ response to the Persian invasion before battle at Salamis,
Herodotus emphasises the uncertainty of the city’s future.’** The forboding and
enigmatic oracle is exacerbated by the conflicting interpretations of the divine advice
put forward by Athens’ public figures.

The oracles presented in the assembly during the late fourth century have

significantly differed from those in Herodotus’ account at almost every level. There

362 Hdt.7.142-3.

363 This passage of Herodotus is covered in detail in almost all of the monographs on Delphi cited in
the thesis so far: Crahay 1956, 295-304; Parke and Wormell 1956, 169-170; Fontenrose 1978, 124-9;
Bowden 2005, 100-8 cf. Kindt 2016, 50-2.

364 See esp. Hdt. 140-2 for the unique ‘double consultation’. 1 agree with Bowden’s reconstruction of
the orgininal oracle being a single response to an inquiry into cult maintenance if Athens were
evacuated, see Bowden 2005, 106-7. On the consistency of the verses given as separate responses by
Herodotus, see Crahay 1956, 295-302; Harrison 2000, 151-2.
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is no evidence in that orators contested or even ruminated on the meaning of oracular
pronouncements in the assembly. On an authorial level, Herodotus accentuates the
enigmatic mode of oracular communication, whereas Athenian orators stress the

clarity of divine communication to the polis.3%

Chresmoi and Characteristics

This thesis has collected and analysed the oracles used in Athenian speeches
between 347/6 and 324. It should be noted in conclusion that these year limits are
imposed by the source material, as no speech presented to the assembly before
Against Meidias uses oracles as part of its argumentation.’®® During the ensuing
period, roughly 18% of the speeches that survive feature oracles.’” Although it has
not been the main focus of this analysis, the disparity between the late fourth century
and the earlier ‘wave’ of Attic orators (Antiphon, Andocides and Lysias), from whom
a comparable number of speeches but no oracles remain, deserves some
consideration. A possible explanation for the quantum of difference is the relative
percentage of forensic and assembly speeches. Almost all of Lysias’ speeches are
from private cases, in which recourse to the oracular seems to have been less

common.3¢8

365 The possible exception is Lycurgus’ story of Callistratus misinterpreting an oracle, Lyc. Leo. 93.
The demise of a man exiled from Athens for treason could well be understood as an example of the
oracle supporting Athens. As noted throughout, examples that deviate from these general rules are used
to convey specific meaning that reinforces norms: Callistratus misinterpreted a Delphic oracle because
he was impious (Lyc. Leo. 93); Demosthenes avoided consulting Delphi to mislead the demos
(Aeschin. 3.130).

366 The exclusion here is Isocrates, whose works include oracle stories (Isoc. 6.23-31). An interesting
aside is Lysias’ On the Sacred Orgas, which manages to avoid the oracular realm as it has been treated
here, despite Delphi’s central role in the dispute. On which see Bowden 2005, 90.

367 12 oracles and oracle stories from roughly 64 complete speeches from the Attic orators. I include in
this number most potentially spurious speeches from the Demosthenic corpus as they remain reliable as
evidence for speechwriting during the period, even if Demosthenes himself did not write them.
Fragments have been excluded.

368 Todd 2007, 1 n. 2 surmises that there are six symbouletic and epideictic speeches from of the 31
speeches in the Corpus Lysianicum. Dem. 21.51 and Dem. 43.66 are the only forensic speeches to
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Any conclusions drawn from the comparison between the first and second
‘waves’ of Athenian oratory alone are, however, speculative. While this analysis has
primarily focused on the texts of Athenian speeches, I have also sought to incorporate
the growing body of scholarship holistically examining the relationship between
Athens and Delphi.’®® The increase in Athenian dedications, thedriai, artisanry and
theatrical involvement at Delphi is related to the emergence of oracles as persuasive
features of public speeches. The contrast between the first and second halves of the
fourth century is in this way telling. Athens’ restricted access to Delphi during the
Peloponnesian War and its lingering aftermath may contribute to the discrepancy
between these two periods of oratory.>’® In contrast, Athens actively expanded its
relationship with the sanctuary and its oracle from the middle of the fourth century
onwards.

The oracles used by Lycurgus and Aeschines are complemented by the
orators’ interaction with Delphi outside of the assembly. Lycurgus in particular was a
key leader of a wider Athenian movement that emphasised the worship of Apollo as
an ancestor of the Ionic people. The cult of Apollo Patroos, increased Athenian
building activity at Delphi and growth in genealogies that link Apollo to Athens all
contributed to a climate in which oracles from Delphi ‘meant something special’ to
Athens.*”! 1 have argued that the oracles quoted in these speeches should also be
included in our understanding of Athens’ self-association with Delphi. Orators

invariably cite Delphi as an ally of the Athenian polis in its mythological past and

feature oracles (although Against Meidias may not fit any of these speech classifications particularly
well).

369 E.g. Humpreys 2004; Bowden 2005; Scott 2008; Csapo and Wilson 2014; Csapo forthcoming.

370 The impact of the war on how Delphi appears in Athenian sources is well covered by Bowden 2005,
57-64, 75-9 and Scott 2008, 211-21.

37! Quote from Bowden 2005, 57 in reference to Demosthenes’ prayer to Pythian Apollo at Dem.
18.141.
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recent history. The increase (or introduction) of oracles in public oratory during the
fourth century, then, both reflected and progressed this religious and cultural change
in Athens.
End Quote

The focus of this thesis has been to explore the ways in which oracles were
used in Athenian oratory. I have shown that orators not only read verbatim quotes of
the Pythia to the audience but also appropriated various features of a broader tradition
of oracular storytelling tradition in their attempts to influence the votes held by their
audience. Any distinction between directly quoted oracles and oracle stories has, for
the most part, proven to be a false dichotomy. Orators relied on the impact of both
methods of invoking oracular authority, regardless of whether the oracle could be read
back from a recent consultation or whether it was passed down through an oral
storytelling tradition.’’> Moreover, there are also key points of argumentation that
relied on the audience’s experiences and emotions toward oracles and oracular
sanctuaries rather than the words of any oracle itself. This body of oracles and
oracular argumentation reaffirms that oracles must be understood as ‘inseparable from
the stories told about them’ 373

What, then, should we make of the oracles of oratory and the ‘stories told
about them’? For Kindt, one of the clearest responses to this question for other texts
has been that oracle stories were a way of making sense of the external world. The
process of narrative structuring and the forced reflection of the ‘enigmatic mode’ of
oracular communication shows how humans of ancient Greece perceived their

relationship with their divinities.3’* The function of oracles in oratory relied on and

372 Even the oracles at Dem. 21.51-2 and Dem. 43.66 are referred to during the body of the speech.
373 Kindt 2016, 14.
374 Kindt 2016, 162-5.
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developed this tradition of exploring meaning through the oracular voice. Orators
introduced this oracular authority, however, to strengthen a particular way in which
they are encouraging the assembly to view human and divine interaction. 1 suggest
that the consistent clarity of divine wisdom in rhetorical oracle stories was a
purposeful appropriation of existing oracular narrative tradition to suit a persuasive

form of puplic speech that flourished and diversified during this period.

Normative narratives?

The narrative elements of the oracles of oratory are often similar to those in
other literary sources. Most tales, even the very succinct, presented a ‘crisis’ and lead
to a ‘confirmation’.’”> However, we have consistently seen orators tell stories about
oracles that minimise the difficulty of comprehending divine communication. Oracles
that do not require interpretation, by either the characters in the tales or their
audience, offer a different perspective on the ‘human quest for meaning’ present in
oracle stories from foundation myths or the history of Herodotus.’’® Nevertheless,
this study has demonstrated that the oracles in oratory speak to the same theological
issues as other sources using oracular discourse by addressing human susceptibility to
deception and misinterpretation. Orators tell us that humans struggle to see the real
motives for the actions of others and that the solution to this is invariably through
recourse to the oracular.

Lycurgus’ stories showed two Athenian kings saving their city from foreign
invasion by following the instructions of Pythian Apollo. Most strikingly, the kings

acted without considering the consequences of the oracle, or even whether they had

375 Terms from Maurizio 1997. The missing option would be an example of ‘refutation’, explaining the
recognition of one’s misinterpretation of an oracle. The only tale that would (potentially) feature this
phase is that of Callistratus: Lyc. Leo. 93.

376 Quote from Kindt 2016, 157.
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interpreted divine speech correctly. It has been suggested elsewhere that Lycurgus’
retelling of the Erechtheus myth heavily redacts the problematic concepts that were
the likely focus of Euripides’ version.3”” The contrast between the roles of the oracle
in each of these retellings of the same story is informative. While the oracular
instruction remains the same, Euripides’ story explored the limits of patriotism while
Lycurgus’ reinterpretation sought to demonstrate the necessity of unwavering
patriotism in the face of an uncertain future.

Between the two narratives of kingly sacrifice endorsed by Delphi is the only
tale from oratory in which a person misunderstands an oracular pronouncement.
Lycurgus uses the story of the treacherous Callistratus’ optimistic interpretation of
‘tevéetar’ as a contrasting example to the pious acquiescence to Delphi of the
Athenian kings.3”® Although the ‘enigmatic mode’ is not a key feature of Lycurgus’
oracular narratives, the orator does define the human by its opposition to the divine.
In this way, the oracles of oratory are in conversation with the oracular themes of
wider Greek thought.

Aeschines develops his accusations of Demosthenes’ impiety through a long
and detailed narrative of Athenian interaction with Delphi. Unlike the condensed and
simple storytelling of Lycurgus, Aeschines places emphasis on the process of
consulting the Pythia and the associated features of the oracular world, such as a curse
and an oath. Aeschines’ story seeks to highlight Demosthenes’ irresponsible
relationship with Delphi and all things divine by emphasising the clarity of Apollo’s
communication to the polis. The oracular narratives of Against Ctesiphon illustrate

the interaction between oratory and religious storytelling. Aeschines’ conscious

377 Wilson 1996, 313-4.
378 Lyc. Leo. 93.
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inversion of the riddling divine language of other oracle stories demonstrates that
orators drew from the same tradition to develop new and persuasive interpretations of
human and divine actions.

Demosthenes’ response to Aeschines’ storytelling showed alternate methods
of invoking oracular authority. Demosthenes could employ a prayer to Pythian
Apollo and an oracle from Dodona to support the validity of his competing
interpretation of divine involvement in Athens’ affairs. Demosthenes prayed to
ensure the truthfulness of his words and the oracle endorsed a theological challenge to
the negative model of personal responsibility presented by Aeschines.’”® These two
speeches show orators using oracles to coordinate and authorise their narratives of the
human relationship with the divine. These oracles do not involve highlighting the
separation between human and divine language, but rather frame the oracular as a
reliable means of overcoming human limitations within the traditional structures of
the polis.

The oracles that featured less prominently in the speeches collected in the final
chapter conform to these patterns. The oracular is presented in oratory as a
counterweight to the deception present in both Athenian politics and more general
human nature. The image of Delphi in On the False Embassy showed that Apollo’s
favour for Athens was so important to the audience that orators could use a lack of
oracles to symbolise a menacing future. The consistency of oracular favour and
directness in the various examples from Dodona demonstrate that divine
communication was portrayed as clear and beneficial regardless of the sanctuary from

which it came.38°

379 Eidinow 2007, 149-50.
380 See below for consideration of the oracles and chresmologoi not cited by these orators.
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The Oracular and the Spectacular

In fourth century rhetoric, then, orators turned to the oracular to establish
moral and religious certainty in their audience. For the most part, orators involved
oracular authority without quoting long verses of hexameters from the Pythia or
recounting long stories of interpretation and epiphany spurred by an enigmatic
prophecy. Oracular authority in rhetoric did, however, rely on the textual and oral
traditions in which these storytelling and ritual features played an important role.

The oracles of oratory offer further insight into the role of the divine in the
everyday lives of people in the ancient world. The importance of the oracular in these
people’s lives certainly did not depend on the ‘historicity’ of an individual oracular
response. The way in which orators adapt and appropriate oracular authority in their
speeches demonstrates that the oracular realm remained a crucial way of addressing

future uncertainty in the shifting times of the late fourth century.
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