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ARTICLE IL
REVIEW OF CHAMPLIN'S XSCHINES.

The Oration of Hachines against Ctesiphon, with notes by J. T.
Champlin, Professor of Greek and Latin in Waterville College.
Cambridge : John Bartlett, 1850.

Two editions of the oration of Aschines on the Crown have been
presented to the American public. Of the firat, prepared by Mr.
Negris, a Greek then domiciliated in this country, it will not be
thought harsh to affirm that the editor was very inadequate to his
task; that his principles of criticism led him into the most rash
alterations of the text; that he betrays great ignorance of Greek
history and antiquities; and that be has either misinterpreted or
passed over in silence the few difficult passages which interrupt the
easy flow of this oration. Mr. Champlin, on the other hand, has
adopted a reputable text; he has explained all the difficuities which
demanded an explanation from his hands; and is usuvally au cowrant
of Grecian antiquities. In one particular, to say nothing of others,
he has improved upon his edition of the rival oration of Demosthenes,
by more mastery over the English language in his translations, which
in his earlier work are sometimes not a little awkward.

Mr. Negris published the orations of Alschines and Demostbenes
together, but with no preface calculated to make known to the student
how and why the suit was brought. Mr. Champlin’s edition of the
oration of Aschines being apparently an afterthought, he has not
been able to pursue a well ordered plan, including both the orations.
This is to be regretted, and it is greatly to be desired, that at some
future day Mr. C. should publish the two together, with a common
introduction embracing the most important historical, and archaeologi-
cal topics ; to which reference might continually be made thronghout
the notes. There are no remains of antiquity where the allusions to
the evente and institutions of the day are more frequent than in these
very orations; and without some such introduction, even when sup-
plied with books of reference, the student will be apt to grope in the
dark. Thus the first thing that an intelligent student will say is,
“ how could such a suit be brought, and why could not the Athenian
people do as they pleased, in respect to passing a resolution to crown
Demosthenes 7 ” Here then at the outset, he needs to have an idea of
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the difference between a psepleisma and a law; of the different meth-
ods observed in passing them, and of the ypagy nagorouwmy, by which
illegal resolutions were rendered perilous to their proposer. The
way in which this process sospended further proceedings in the
Benate or before the people upon a resolution, and the course of the
trial, until the time of pleading, will also need explanation. Again
the cause was delayed a number of years. Can any reason be given
for this? What had been the relations of the parties anterior to the
trial to which schines subjected Ctesiphon, and what was his politi-
cal aim in instituting the trial? Here a compressed chronological
table might be embodied in the introduction, in which all the events
referred to by either orator, occurring during their age, could be found
under their appropriste dates, and we should like to see exhibited in
the rame way, but in a different type, 8o a8 not to be confounded with
the truth, the various attempts which Boeckh, Bohneke and others
bave made to assign the documents inserted in the oration of Demos-
thenes to their historical position.

The remainder of our remarks will be occupied in following Mr.
Champlin throngh his notes, and in discussing certain topics to which
be there calls attention. This we shall attempt to do in a spirit of
impartial criticism, being convinced that it is only in such a way that
American scholarship can be honored or be improved. We must lay
in an apology beforehand for the length of some of our remarks,
which may seem to some of our readers to lose sight of the book
which is under examination, and to wander off into perplexed ques-
tions of history. May we say then that baving at a former period
studied these orations with care, having begun to lay up materials for
editing them before Mr. Champlin's edition of Demosthenes on the
Crown appeared in 1843, and having felt an interest in the progress of
investigation into them since that time, we have cherished the fond,
although perbaps the groundless hope that we might offer a contribu-
tion to the criticism of these orations which would not be regarded
as entirely without value.

We follow Mr. C. according to the sections of Bekker, which
accompany his text.

§4. At the close of thissection, Xaschines says that the orators had
become 8o disorderly, that neither the prytanes nor the proedri, nor
the tribe enjoying the precedency and constituting a tenth of the
whole people were found sufficient to preserve the assemblies of the
people from confusion. This passage affords very clear proof that
the prytanes still had something to do with the preservation of order
at public meetings ; although Mr. Champlin aseigns this duty entirely
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to the proedri and the epistates. As for the proedri, it is known thet
seme antiquaries, a¢ Boockh and Schomann,! following the authority
of one class of grammariang, hold that there were two sorts of them,
those from the tribe which had the prytany and those from the nine
other tribes; while K. F. Hermann 9 regards the exiatence of the
former class of proedri as extremely improbable. All agree that the
prroedri here named were those who have been termyed non conéribules.
And this Mr. C. has correctly stated. And ap argument in favor of
this view may be derived from § 3, where the orator speaks of pree-
dri frandulently chosen by lot to fill their offics. If there were proe-
dri from the presiding tribe in the senate, that is, if the prytanes were
divided into five decades, each of which presided about seven days, as
this allotment most have happened at the commencement of thair
prytany, it is not easy to see what eollusion could bhave tsken place.
But it is very easy to see how the epistates of the senate on the day of
a public assembly may bave made a frandulent election by lot of
Pproedri out of the nine other tribes.

That the epistates of the day was one of the presideats of the
asembly, as Mr. C. asserts, is denied, probably without good reeson,
by Hermann, who confines that duty to the nine proedri non contrs.
bules. But this passage shows that Hermann goes too far when he
says that the pryianes had nothing to do with the assemblies of the
citizens at all exoept to summon them.

¥ neosdpsvovca guiy. What was that? We are not sure that
Mr. C. has explained the usage correctly, for while in his note on § 8,
be speaks of “a tribe selected for this purpose,” [for the purpose of
presiding or keeping order]; he explains these same words, in his note
on § 4, as referring to the representatives of one of the ten tribes. The
usage is alluded to only in three passages, in the present passage ; iy
the first oration against Aristogiton, § 90,3 Bekker, where the same
phrase ocours; and also in the oration of Aachines against Timarchus,
where an explanation is given of its origin. ASechines there eays,
(§ 88 Bekker,) that after some gross proceedings of Timarchus, a new

! Boeckh, C.L No. 1. Vol. 1, p 180. Schom. Antiq.Juris. pabl. Gresc. p. 216 ofc.

?Lehr. 6. d. Gr. Alt. §127.

¥ As the spuriousness of this oration is probable, the reference to this usage is &
proof of nothing more than that the author had read the orations of Eachines.
His words o0 mpirawig, ol aijpué, obx dmiorarng, obx § wpocdpebovaa ¢vAy roirow
xpateiv divares afford some proof that he read, in the orators whom he imitates,
of prytanes aud epistatae as concerned in keeping order; but is it not rather sin-
gular that he omits the most important officers of the assembly, the proedri ¢
Does he jumble together what he has found in several passages of ancient authors
without a definite idea of the meaping of the words *
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law was passed dmoxdqpoby guigy imi e0 fiua fric moosdpevost.
How long this singular custom continued we do not know, but we see:
from this passage, that it arose but a few years before the Oration on
the Crown was delivered.!

§7. undéva . . . EaipticBar.  “ Depends upon yysic@as taken (by
seugma) in the sense of guidarrecBar” But such a zeugma is quite
out of the question. Zeugma is allowed, we believe, only when one
notion of the same genus supplies the place of another, specifically dif-
ferent, 55 an affirmative in the place of a negative notion of the same
kind, a notion of sense pertaining to the sight, the place of one pertain-
ing to the hearing. But what communion of meaning has yyeicGas
with gvldrrecOu. Reiske from one Codex supplied s, ¢ you ought
to allow no man to take away,’ etc. On which Bremi observes that
£dy is nonecessary. ¢ Concedendi enim et prohibendi notionem antiqui
supprimunt quum ea ex contextu sponte in animum influat’® And of
this seeming ellipsis there are frequent examples. If this be so, the
clause does not depend on 5jyeia & o, and the same is true, if we content
ourselves with the expedient of simply supplying ye.

§12. ‘The decree was proposed by Ctesiphon in the autumn of
B. C. 338" 8ee our remarks on Mr. Cs note on § 27.

§ 13. ¢The Thesmathetae, i. e. the gix inferior archona.’ We know
of no inferiority, either in rank or importance of attributes. The ar-
chon indeed, (thence called by writers below the Attic age eponymers
but known by no such official title,) gave name to the year; but the
board of nine stood we believe on the same level.—Again, adpyargesiaisy
“assemblies for electing magistrates, probably held ut stated times.”
‘We are not able to perceive what need there is of qualifying these
words by probably ; although we are not able to say when the elections
were held. No settled community which annually chose a vast num-
ber of officers by lot would fail of having a stated time when the eleo-
tions were held. For conjectures as to the exact time, see K. F. Hex-
mann’s Lehrbuch, 8rd edition, § 152, note 2, and Petersen in Bergk
and Caesar’s Zeitschrift, Vol. IV. No. 7, who tries to show that it was
near the close of Thargelion, the eleventh month of the Attic year.

§ 14. saryomorog. ¢ This appears to have been a regular magistracy,
filled annually by the choice of one from each of the ten tribes” In
the instance mentioned § 27, it is created by special vote, and not 8

' How Boeckh speaking of this ¢vij npoedpetvovoa can say (u.s.) * quae et ipsa
alia est utque ea ex qua prytanes sant,” we do not see. The word dmoxAgpody
shows that the lot respected all the tribes.

* Bremi's XKschinis Opera. Zorich, 1824. The same remarks rcpeated for sub-
stance in his Lysiae et Aeschinis Oras. Select. Goths, 1836, contsining of Aechines
this oration oaly.
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stated magistracy. We doubt not however that some stated function-
aries bad the ordinary oversight of the walls; probably the 6domosoi.
See § 25.

§ 18. It might be added here for the student, who would mot guess
omt the matter, that by xnotxas — which we think ought to be printed
with a eapital — is intended the ges, out of which were selected ths
smered crier and the daduchus wt the Eleusinia, and to which the weal-
thy family of the Calliae and Hipponici belonged. The Eumolpidas
held the digeity of hievophant at the same mystical feast besides other
bemers. Consult, ¢si tanti est, M. H. E. Meier de gentilitate Attica,
P Al—44. (Halle, 1885.)

§ 19. « They fitted them out [the galleys] at their own expense.”
] would perhaps be advisable to state on Boeckb’s authority, of which
Mr. C. often makes good use, just what was expected of the trierarchs
at this tims of Athesian history.

§ 20. rovpaar « Shall not then the council of Areopagus be crown-
ed? (i e. since their office was for life.)” The parenthesis seems to
us not to be to the point. The author had said nothing of the lifelong
tanure, bus had apoken only of the gravity and important duties of the
conncil. As for the rest, the note of Mr. C. on this context, which
is one of the few places where the clear and easy style of Zschines
leaves room for doubt, will compare most advantageously with the fail
wre of Mr. Negris to see into the drift of the passage.

§ 24. « And thus generally 78y is now, in some way out of season,
i, @ 100 early or too late, like the Latin jam.” We think that Mr. C,
on consideration will be inclined to recal this remark. If at any time
the potion of 109 s00n or too late is found in 73y, it is due to the con-
toxt. Aristotle gives the following definition of this word, (Phys.
auscnlt 4. 18.) 473y is the portion of future time which is nigh the
poesent moment. When do you walk ? 73y: [i. e. at onoe:] because
the time is near in which he is to walk. And of past time it is the
portion which is not far off from now. When do you walk ? 73y e
Mm, [i. e I have walkcdalready] But we do notuythatTroy
is (73y) already taken, beeanse it is very far from now.” From this
simple and natural definition all the uses of §d7 can be without much
difficulty evolved.

§ 25. For Eubulus the foe of Demosthenes for a long period previ-
ous to the battle of Chaerones, the patron of Aachylus, and one of the
leaders of the peace-party at Athens, consult Rubnken Crit. Hist. Orat.
Graec. (Opusc. 1. 8388); and for Hegemon the same work, p. 854,
It is uncertain when Hegemon’s law was passed. Bohneke (For-
achungen, p. 574) assigus it to some time between Olymp. 111, 2 and
112. 2, that is, at all events, after the accession of Alexayder.
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§ 27. dmpolac émeBadde, « inflicted penalties.” Rather vnpesed
Jines, for the most part of trifling amount. Comp. Platwer, Process u.
Klagen der Attiker, I. 809. JAischines de fals. leg. says that Dewmos-
thenes incurred an epibole from the Areopages for dropping the pross-
cution of his cousin Demomeles. (§ 93. Comp. § 51 of the present ore-
tion).

§ 27, Mr. Champlin here proposes a sclution of ocertain chrenclegi-
eal problems which have occupied much attentionn We are tempted
%0 enter into this matter somewhat at length, although we are far from
boping to clear the subject from all its perplexitios, and sre well aware
that & thoreugh discuseion of the subject would demand a lurge trew-
tise. The words of Aachines on which the discuasion hangs are, when
literally translated, as follows. « In the archonship of Cheerondas on
the last day but one of Thargelion, at an assembly of the people Due-
mosthenes proposed a resolution to hold a meeting of the tribes {i. a.
of each yeparate tribe] on the second and third days of Skirrhophori-
'on,” (i. e. en the third and fourth days afier the passage of the resolu-
" tion, which had respect to the appointment of inspectors of the walls,
of whom Demosthenes was chosen one.) It will be comvenient now
¢o insert certain dates, that the whole snbject may lie in a brief form
before the eyes of our readers.

In Olymp. 110. 2 == sammer of 339 B. C. Lysimachides archom.

Olymp. 110. 8 == summer of 838 B. C. Chaerondas archon.
Metageitnion 7 == August 4, 338. Baitle of Chaeronea.
Elaphebolion 6 == March 26, 839. Date of the ypagy m«-

paropwe brought by Alschines, sccording to record in
Demosth. de cor. § 119.
Thargelion 29 == June 16, 389. Date of resolution of
Demosthenes to appoint inspectors of the walls.
Skirrhophorion 2 or 8 ==June 19 or 20, 839. Demos-
thenes appointed inspector of the walls. For conduct during that of-
fice a crown is propesed to be given him by Ctesiphon. This prope-
sition is attacked by Alschines as illegal three months defore Lemosthe-
ses was invested with the office.!

This glaring absurdity of bringing an action several months before
the illegality on which it was grounded could have been committed is
removed in several different ways. And first, attempts have been
made to remove it on the supposition that the record vn Demosthenes is
gemwine, and has the true date. 'We know of three sach attempts, Mr.
Clinton’s, Mr. Champlin’s and Boeckh’s. Mr. Clinton’s solution (I'as-

' We have reduced the dates according to Ideler’s tables (Handbuch d. Chro-
‘nol. 1. 383 et seq.)
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ti Hellenici, p. 363, note f.) is that the reference in Aachines is merely
to the fact that Demosthenes was in office, and not to the time of hia
appointment. 'This solution is justly rejected by Mr. Champlin, and
indeed is unworthy of mention: how it fell from its author is wonder-
fal. Mr. Champlin’s solution is that ZEschines soffered a lapse of
memory : the appointment took place the month and day named in
the year before, and the phrase é7i Xasgavdov instead of éni Avoipayi-
Oov, “ was used unconsciously by way of anticipation, with referenoe
to the time of his Aoldsng his office, and not to the time of his appoint-
ment.” That Aechines might forget dates cannot indeed be pro-
nounced impossible. And yet he certainly knew when the battle of
Chaeronea took place if he knew any thing, and must have had a dis-
tinct recollection of the time, relative to that event, when his foe
received his appointment. Nor is it credible that such a blunder, if
he had fallen into it, could have failed of being discovered by him or
his friends before he gave the last touches to his oration. We cannot
think, therefore, that Mr. Champlin will be thought to have solved
the riddle successfully. Finally Boeckh’s solution, at the close of his
treatise de Archontibus Atticis Pseudonymis, (Berlin Traneactions for
1827,) is none other than that the text of Aschines is corrupt. The
orator wrote mpd Xaugoivdov meaning in the year before that archon ;
and vsed that form because every body knew what important events
fell within that year, while the mention of his predecessor Lysima-
chides would have awakened no definite recollection of the times.
But this being an unusual form of speech was altered by a scribe into
éni Xcugoivdov. This conjecture of 50 very eminent a man carries great
weight with it, and has been to some extent adopted. It derived its
strength no doubt in the author’s mind, from a conviction, that the
repairs of the walls must have been undertaken before the battle of
Chaeronea and in preparation for a possible attack of Philip during
the war. But when it is considered that that persuasion may be
sbown to be not well founded, that the solution is a violent surgical
process, and that the phrase mpo 7vo¢ apyorrog, with the sense tn the
year before, is a phrase of questionable authority, it will not be thought
strange if this theory be entirely discarded.

Another theory framed with a view to explain this chronological
discrepance proceeds on the supposition that the decree in Demosthe-
nes is & genuine document, but the name of the archon incorrectly
given. It is well known that Boeckh’s theory in which he is follow-
ed by Winiewski and others, is that these documents were inserted into
the oration on the Crown by a later editor; that he extracted them
from some collection of public acts derived from marbles and from the
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records of the Metroum ; that these records, arranged in pigeon-holes
sccording to the series of archons, had in the course of time lost the
names of these magistrates; and that the name of the scribe, (the
yoapparsvs xara mouraveiny) which was attached to the decrees was
by some great blunder supposed to be the name of the archon Epony-
mus.! The editor who inserted these documents into the first half of
the oration committed a still greater blunder: he put them into the
wrong place, and thus entirely falsified history, so as to involve in a
perfect fog all the older enquirers from Corsini down to Clinton, and
to force Boeckh and succeeding writers, particularly Bohneke to the
most laborious researches as to the true historical niche which the
records are to fill. If such a date could be satisfactorily assigned, if
history opened its arms to receive these documents or even did not
reject them, it would be strong testimony in favor of their genuine-
ness that they even conformed to known events. But this is not the
case. Thus Boeckh and Winiewski assume a peace between the
Athenians and Philip in Olymp. 110. 2. B. C. 839,, to which the
docoments in §§ 29, 87, of the oration on the Crown is supposed to
relate. But Bohneke has shown to our satisfaction that no such
peace existed® And the same diversity of opinion extends to several
other documents. The most skilful historical enquirers find no hole
where they exactly fit.

The decree for crowning Demosthenes (§119 or. de cor.) has con-
fessedly a wrong date, as there was no archon Euthycles. The copy
of the graphsin §54, Boeckh thinks to have a correct date: but
Bohneke, with reason, dissents from him, and shows by arguments,
which our limits will not allow us to detail, that the whole affair from
its very commencement was posterior to the fight at Chaerones ; that
the date in Zischines, the passage before us, is right; and that for the
archonship of Chaerondas we must read the archonship of Phryni-
chus, his next successor. And surely, if no urgent reasons required
us to adhere to the date of this record as a true one, the lie or mis-
take which so many of its brethren carry on their faces, is a strong
presumption against it.

A third theory still disposes more summarily of this whole tribe of
records, as being forgeries ; or at least a3 a mixed mass of true copies
of letters picked out of Theopompus (or some other historian) in com-
pany with documents wholly or in part false. We must confess that

¥ The document in § 54 of the or. de cor. Boeckh regards as the only one having
the name of & true archon affixed to it.

? These documents are inserted in the oration on the Crown, as relating to the
peace of Philocrates in B. C. 346, Bohneke refers them to a peace which he

assigns to B. C. 336, just before Philip's death.
Vor. Y1 No. 27. 37
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after no little stady formerly given to this difficult matter, we incline
to this view, and we find ourselves in the honorable company of one
of the first Greek scholars now living, not to mention others, K. F.
Hermann, who in his work on the political antiquities of Greece,
(Third ed. § 138, note 5.) thus expresses himself,  am wahrscheinlich-
sten bleibt mir die ginzliche unéichtheit der urkunden bei Demosth.
de Corona.”

The forgery in the particular case of the document in § 118, the
decree to crown Demosthenes, comes out to the light, unless some-
thing can be said in its favor. For while Xschines jeers in his ora-
tion at the asdpayadia of Demosthenes, there we find mention of his
xedoxeyadia; while Aschines quotes diwredei mpdrzoy xou Afywr
6 7t &y 8vwyrau ciya®is, of all this there is not a word in the decree;
and while Eschines mentions as in the said document the good will
which Demosthenes continually showed towards the Greeks, this too
has given way in favor of a new expression dpezijc fvéxe xai xalo-
xayading 1o fyoy Siuzedsei ip mavri xaigd sls Tov Sjuoy Tov AO0nyainy.
But for all these differences Winiewski and Bohneke have a ready
answer. The document is not as Ctesiphon originally wrote it, but
was altered after the canse was tried; because the question on the
decree” could be carried in a modified shape to suit the times the
better. But as Demosthenes, on this supposition, had just gained a
brilliant victory in the court, which assured him of a large majority
10 the assembly on his side, how can he be supposed to have consent-
ed to such an alteration of the decree as xaloxeyudix for dsdgayedia,
which looks like a tacit admission of his cowardice, or to modifications
which decidedly lower the tone of eulogy. The supposition seems to
us a very unnatural one.!

! The ditches too may have been mentioned in the genunine decree, as they are
in the indictment, § 54. If it be said that a forger haviog the knowledge of Autic
usages which these records show, wonld have done his work better than to be
guilty of such an inconsistency with /Eschines, we need only reply, that one, who
by the confession of all scholars made such gross historical blunders as he makes,
conld have been guilty of another piece of carelessness not grosser.

Speaking of carelessness let us be allowed this opportanity of rebuking the
author of the article /Eschines in the Dictionary of Mythology and Biogra-
phy. After’ mentioning the first embassy to Philip on which both ZEschiues and
Demosthenes went, he goes on to say that another cmbassy was sent to Philip to re-
ceive his oaths, consisting of five persons, one of whom was schines, while De-
mosthenes staid at home. And the authority for this is the document in § 29 de
corona. Surely the author onght to have been aware that the orations of the two
orators, especially those de falsl legatione, make known to us, beyond the possi-
bility of question, that there were ten embassadors in the second embassy. as well
a5 in the first, and that Demosthenes was a member of both. He tells why he went
the second time, and we bave the names of aull or nearly all bis ten colleagues.
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§80. “There were twelve rgizrveg, founded probably upon the
four original tribes at Athens, [in Attica.] This division was for
financial purposes.” Rather this division, about which next to nothing
is known, was probably retained for financial and administrative pur-

poses.

§81. “The Great Dionysia in March.” Rather in Mareh or April.
When the Agic year began at the earliest date possible, that is on the
25th of June, the first of Elaphebolion answered to the 17th of
March. In this case the Great Dionysia, which fell about the middle
of that montbh, ended just about the beginning of our April. In all
other cases, in fifleen years out of the cycle of nineteen, they must
have been included within our April.

§39. dmryouwarras veuoOiray, “having inscribed upon the call
(i- e. assigned) nomothetae. That is the interpretation of F. A.
Wolf, which seems to me much better than that of Schémann
(assemb. Ath., p. 249,) which makes these words merely indicate the
geveral subject to be attended to at the meeting (‘ having added ’: i.e.
a8 the subject of the meeting, ¢ nomothetae.”) The nomothetae seem to
have been appointed by the prytanes, (see Dem. contr. Timec.,
§27)." Woif's words are “imiypagers, ut anodidovas est attribuere
destgnare, consittuere, quod populi fuit proprie,non Prytanum, sed his,
tanquam ecclesiam babentibus, id commode tribui potest.” (Proleg.
to Dem. or. Leptin. ad fin.) That is, ZEschines speaks of the Pry-
tanes as appointing the nomothetae, because they presided over the
meeting where that business was performed by the people. To
which Schémann replies with reason, that the word Zmypaqpay can
have no such meaning, and, if it could, that the participle should be in
the future and not in the aorist. Mr. Champlin seems to have sup-
posed Wolf to mean that ¢the prytanes were to hold an assembly’
[viz. of a special kind at which only the nomothetae were present,]
“ having previously inscribed upon the whitened board of advertise-
ment the persons who should be nomothetae.” It is evident that
‘Wolf can have had no such assembly in his view. Still if, as Mr. C.
seems to suppose, — for we do not entirely get poseession of his opin-
ion, —— mousiy §xxiaciuy denotes to hold an assembly of the nomothetae,
80 called because they were a large committee of the people; and if]
a8 be thinks, the same body is afterwards spoken of as the djuoss
some difficulties which attend the interpretation of this passage will
be removed. As for the appointment of the nomothetae coming from
the prytanes, it is not to be thought of, as will presently appear.

We beg leave to trespass upon the patience of our readers, with
some further remarks upon this place, of which we can say with



436 Review of Champlin's schines. [Jory,

Wolf “Saepe haec me torserunt.” The first question then is,
whether the annual revision of the laws here spoken of is the same
with the émysspozoriuc youws which is described in Dem. C. Timoer.
§ 20 et seq. This Walf affirms to be probable, and Schomann (de
Comitiis Athen. p. 260.) denies. But as Schomann in a later work
has retracted this opinion, (Antig. juris. publ. Graee. p. 227, note 7.),
it may, without going into the subject farther, be assumed that at the
beginning of each year either the retiring thesmothets, as Schémann
thinks, or the new officers of that name reported to the people on the
state of the laws, at the same time that the people itself took meas-
ures with regard to projects of new laws.

Our next enquiry concerns the meaning of the passage before us.
A simple translation is like this: If the thesmothets find that there
are inconsistent or abrogated laws, or more than one relating to the
same subject, the lawgiver “bids that having inscribed them on
[whitened] boards, they publish them in front of the statues of the
heroes from whom the tribes are named, and that the prytanes canse
an ecclesia to be held, having written upon the programme these
words ¢ Nomothetae : (1) and that the president of the proedri put the
question between the laws to the people, (2) and that they, [the people 7]
annul some and leave in force others, that there may be one law, and
not more than one, applying to each subject matter.” And immediate-
ly afterwards the orator says that if there bad been two such clashing
laws, when it was discovered by the thesmothets, and the prytanes had
handed (8) the business over to the nomothetae, one or the other of
the laws would have been abrogated! The whole ‘passage is clear
and easy, but the brevity of the orator is perplexing as to the customs
of his country : the points of doubt are indicated in our trauslation by
Arabic numerals.

In the oration againet Timocrates the following account is given of
this annual revision of the Athenian code, during the first prytany of
the year, and on the eleventh of the first month the people voted
concerning the laws; and if any were voted against, the prytanes for
the time being were to cause the third of the three assemblies, which
occurred during their prytany, to be held in relation to these rejected
laws. And the proedri for the day were required, as the first busi-
ness to be done, to consult the people concerning the momothetae,
alterations, was to publish his proposed amendments daily before the
xal’ ¢ 71 xa@sdovrras [i. e. under what regulations they should sit] and
how they should be paid. Meanwhile every citizen who wished
statues of the eponymi, that the people might judge in view of the
number of new projects of laws how long the nomothetas should sit.
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The nomothetae should be taken from the sworn jurymen of the year.
Advocates, five in number, should be chosen by the people to defend
the oid laws before the nomothetse. At the meeting of this body the
law ordered (c. Timoer. §33) Siayeigoroviar mowiv zovs mgoédgovs
nmegi rovTw 703 vouow, ete. To recur now to the points of doubt in
the order in which they are marked: (1) According to Schomann
émyoapaiy “hoc loco dictum est pro eo quod alias solemne est:
— npoypagey et vouodirag émypdpaw breviter dictum pro: eccle-
siam de nomothetis habendam esse, in Programmate scribere. H.
Schelling (de Solon. leg. apud orat. att. dissert. p. 511) interprets the
passage thus: postquam nomothetas (nomina nomothetarum in tabu-
lis inscripserunt,” scilicet ut populus suffragium ferret num illa nomi-
na sibi placerent necne. If Schelling means by the names of the
nomothetae the names of individual persons to the number of a
thousand and one, or it may be of three thousand and one, it is utterly
incredible that the prytanes conld have taken this trouble. If he or
any one else ahould conjecture that the prytanes assigned this bosiness
to one or another detachment of the sworn judges for the year, that
certainly is quite possible.3 At the same time since we learn from
the oration against Timocrates that the people determined the rules
according to which this body should sit, and how long they should sit,
and how they should be paid, it is quite probable, if not almost cer-
tain, that they determined also their number. Now this being fixed,
the natural course would be for the thesmothets to make a draft by
Jot out of the annual jurymen, just as they did for the ordinary courts.
The nomothetae were merely a court sitting on the laws, and hearing
them defended and attacked, instead of & court hearing complaints
arising under the laws.

We conclude, therefore, that Schomann has understood this passage
correctly ; and that Smiyoager is the same nearly as mgoypdges,
(8poken of with reference to a subsequent meeting of the people,) or
ayaygu@aiy émi Asuxosuaos or cavics, which seems to denote inscrib-
ing, and putting in some public place where the inscription can be
consulted.

There is still an enquiry remaining. Does mouwiv dxxdnoiay mean

! A prize essay published at Berlin in 1842.

* In one instance by a psephisma, and therefore by vote of the people, the num-
ber of nomothetae was Exes at 1001, and theycouncil of 500 was added to the

number. Here is specific appointment of a portion of the body by the people.
Dem. ¢. Timocr.
¥ Comp. Plataer 1L 81.

37*



438 Review of Ohamplin's Hechines. [Juoer,

what all secem to have taken for granted that it means; to have am
ordinary assembly of the people convened according to the usual for-
malities ; or ean éxxlyoix here be used of the meeting of this large
committee of nomothetae acting in lieu of the people? If the latter,
we must suppose that achines leaves out of sight all those interme-
diate steps which are described in the or. ¢ Timocr., and hurries
forward to the conclusion of the whole matter, to the meeting of the
nomothetae, which alone to him was of any importance. This last
view will relieve the subject of difficulties; and yet so very marked
was the difference between a true ecclesia, and a meeting of the
nomothetae, in which all the people, excepting a fractional detach-
ment, would be interlopers, that we can hardly eonceive of an Attis
orator calling the two by the same name. In §27 we have an in-
stance of the nice use of terms, where the meeting of each tribe apart is
called an dyopa. The convention of the people when called in an
unusual way might be called either avyxiyros éxxdnoia or gviioyos,
(see Thueyd. 2. 59,) but conversely it would be an incorrect use of
language to extend the sense of fuxdnoic to other assemblies of a
part of the people. (Comp. Plat. Gorg. 456 ¢.)

(2.) “And that the president of the proedri” Jueyeigorovier d:3d-
soi £ d7ump. Platner! interprets this as if the assembly decided
which of two inconsistent laws was to be abrogated. Schelling’s view
would require him to understand Suxyerporoviay of a vote of the peo-
ple between two different sets of candidates for the office of nomothe-
tme. We are not acquainted with any other attempts to explain this
clavse made by writers on Attic law or polity. Both attempts must be
regarded as failures; Platner’s, because the people only passed a pro-
visory vote a8 to whether the old laws satisfied them. It is to this
that the words of Demosthenes apply c¢. Timocr. §25, Kai ngdiroy
piv i’ vuiv Zmoincay Siaysigorovia, moragev cisotorios éc¥i ¥omos
»aswis, 77 doxovow dgxeiy oi xeiuevor. But the words of ZEschines
cannot refer to this first measure of the people’s admitting or prevent-
ing all change in the laws, for he immediately adds; “and that they
annul these laws and leave in force the others” which the peopls had
nothing ta do with. The view which Schelling is forced to take
cannot be admitted for reasons already given. Granting that the
people decided between detachment A and detachment B of the
sworn judges, as the body to Sompose the nomothetae, 80 very small &
matter would not be deemed worthy of mention by the orator.

There remains to explain this passage, Mr. Champlin’s suggestion,

! Platmer vs. IL 31. It should be added that he supposes subsequent action of
the nomothetae.
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which long ago occurred fo ourselves : that by o here, the nomo-
thetae themselves are to be understood This view is swpported by
the fact that asaigeir can have no other subject but what we find in
3yuq unless the orator expresses himself very enigmatically. Schelling
indeed supposed that rovrovs has fallen out of the text before dyvasgeiy,
while Schomann, feeling the same difficulty, merely observes that the
clause following d7up must be separated by a colon from the pre-
ceding text. He says, “ Neque enim ad ecclesiam neque ad Epistatam
pertinent, sed ad Nomothetas, populi jussu, post illam ecclesiam, con-
stituendoe.” It is Dot against usage for the orators sometimes to
ascribe the doings of the courts to the Athenian people. And such,
we think, must be the case here, unless 7 d7u be an interpolation
or a gloss instead of zovros, referring to the nomothetae. The pro-
cedure here spoken of is that described in nearly the same words in
the or. c. Timoer. § 83, Jiayeigororiay mowsiv rovg nqoe'dqovc mQ;
tovrwy 10y souwy. Omorsgor 8 @y yewgoromicwoiy oi youodizas,
tovzoy xvgior zlves. Here we find the proedri presiding over the
assembled nomothetae just as over an ordinary ecclesia, and this cir-
cumstance may be used to show how easy it might be to transfer the
name of the demus to this body.

(3) What is to be understood by mevravéwy dmoddvrmy? It has
appeared already that when the nomothetae convened, the proedri (with
their epistates of course,) were the presiding officers. Of course the
agency of the prytanes must be restricted to the time before the meeting.
There may be a doubt as to what this agency consisted in. If it consisted
in preparing business for this body, as the prytanes would for an
assembly and in summoning them to their sitting, then mowir dxxigoiay,
dmyoayparrag vouofiras will refer very likely to these same acts of the
prytanes, and éxxAyoixy must denote the meeting of the nomothetae,
which we have decided against. If it consisted merely in the fact
that the prytanes took the initiative in the appointment of the nomo-
thetae, this will be consistent indeed with other facts, but the meaning
of &modoyraw which implies a reference of a subject by a preparing
or presiding magistrate to an assembly, will not be exhausted. It may
also be conjectured that movrasiws here is loosely used for 7goddpnr,
but that does not seem probable.

$40. fros... 5. “Hoc ordine semper leguntur hae particulae,
non vice versa §...7zo.” quoted from Bremi. The single known
exception to this remark, occurring Pindar, Nem. VL § is noticed by
Hartung, and by the lexicographers. This rule recalls to our minds
the eimilar rule that in hypothetical propositions where aize. . sita
occur, ovy is found with that clause which is regarded as trus. See
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Passow, and Liddell and Scott, voce oss. The rule is shown to be
wholly erroneous by such passages as Soph. Electr. 560.

elr’ odv dixalwe [Exrewvac] elre pip - Aéfw 8 oot
e ob dixy y’ Exrewvag,

where the clause, the truth of which is denied, contains the o¥s.

§ 41. yiyrousywr iy &y dore vpaypddy. Mr. C. after calling
attention to the position of #v dore: which determines it to be an at-
tribute of zpaypdc, adds: “ this view of the case relieves the passage
from all appearance of being & solecism on account of the use of
yiyvousymy.” It is rather the sense of zpaygdmy tragedians for trag-
edies, as in many other passages, which has this effect.

§ 42. mpokevias evgnuevor, “ having obtained the rights of a proxe-
nus or friendships.” The last word must be condemned as inaccurate,
since the proxenia had a very definite idea.

§ 52. « Demosthenes prosecuted [ Midias] for impiety ” ete. Rather
he brought the public action called a probole against him, which was
based upon a judgment of the people favorable to the plaintiff The
yoa @y doefeias was a different process.

§ 62. o0 yoovog. “ That is the tyme for making the peace.” Would
not xaspdg rather be used in this sense ? We believe that o' ygoros is
here used as often, of time in its widest generic sense, duration.

§ 64. impdrrero, tit was effected,” “brought about.” smpdg, % out of
regard to,” % by means of;” % on the part of.” mpdzzeir mpd¢ must mean
to bring about by management with, to enter nto negotiations with, and
%0 effect.

§ 65. mgogéyowy .. vuerdpy “ should think of joining your democra-
tic ranks.” Rather should feel favorably inclined towards the cause of
you Athenians.”

§ 67. 1t might be added here that the Asculapia are called a mgo-
aydy as being a sort of introduction or prelude to the great feast of
the Dionysia immediately following.

§ 68. « Besides this festival to Dionysus there were also the lesser
Dionysia and the Lenaea.” It has been a very general opinion,
although not universally received, since Boeckh’s treatise on the
Dionysia, (Trans. of Berl. Acad. for 1816,) that there were four Attie
festivals in honor of Bacchus; the Dionysia #» &srer, the Dionysia
é» aypois, the Lenaea and Anthesteria. Before Boeckh wrote, the Le-
naea were identified by some with the country Dionysia, and by
others with the Anthesteria.

§ 69. dnudy ete. Mr. C. follows Bremi in pronouncing this sen-
tence to be without an apodosis, and in finding the proper apodosis in
§71. We are not able to see any natural apodosis in that place-
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We suapeet that 33 here accompanies the apodosis as in Thneyd. 2. 88
insi 78 o mokspos xarssen o 82 Qaivera, ete. Comp. Thucyd. 8.98.
For such sentences see Jacobs on AElian praef. p. XX VII, and Harte
ung 6 partikellehre 1, 185, who, however, while he allows that 3i is
found in the apodosis, knows of no place in Attic writers where the
protasis contains énsi. He therefore wishes to read in the place of
Thueyd. cited above énsi 37, and regards the second 32 as a mere
repetition.

§70. touujrov. “ An adjective agreeing with sagiddor understood.”
And so Bremi. But as ypores megiodov is uwkward, mpeGeopia, ®
kmitation, a time within which something must be done, were better,
This is also a word well know to the Attic orators.

§ 76. It might be added here, that the ambassadors of Philip were,
aocording to the argument of the oration of Dem. de fals. leg., Anthe
pater, Parmenio and Eurylochus. Hereby the rgix {avyn deuxc is
explained. “Aua 1§ judpe. “For the purpose of securing the best
seats.” And so Bremi. But as Demosthenes had invited the ambas-
sadors (o the proedria, or seat of honor, to which, by vote of the
Senate (sch. de fals. leg. § 55,) he had aunthority to escort them, ho
probably intended by calling so early to show the greater attention.

§87. 6 ¢ ... dPifacas, “ and what his brother Taurosthenes. ...
had collecied, having transported the Phocian mercenaries.” We do
not see where Mr. C, finds the words which he translates what -— had
collected. It would seem as if he bad considered ¢ ¥’ as being equal
to xaé tobso 6 and had supplied in thought owwjyege. But this ie
impossible. o is the article. The construction is easy. ¢ Callias
baving collected an army from Euboea, and his brother Taunrosthenos
having transported mercenaries came upon us.”

§91. 20y doksyodgoprioarra, the dodiyos  runner,” the redoubta
ble.” The word can have no such general sense, as is implied im
this last rendering. The man was well kmown 0 some of the andi.
ence as a runner in the long race.

§99. drOpwmos. Whether this or dr&pwmog the reading of
Bekker and others is the true one it is not so very easy to decide. Ses
Hermann on Soph. Philoct. 40, and Bernbardy’s Grammar, p. 817,
with the references there made. It may be added that d»@omsog ean
be contemptuous—ihe fellow.

§ 107. « On the Corinthian Gulf, around the aneient eity of Cirrha
or Crissa.” These two places have been coofounded by others, but
were undoubtedly distinct. Cirrba lay near the sea, while Crissa was
sitoated at the distance of an hour and a balf of travelling time from
it, near the modern village Chryso, to which it has given its name,
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and on the way towards Delphi. Crissa was a Homeric town, and
probably sank as Delphi on the one hand, and Cirrhe before its sack
on the other, rose into importance. See for the topography of this
region an admirable little volume by the late Prof. Ulrichs of the
Universify of Athens: Reisen und Forschungen in Griechenland. It
appears that there were properly two plains, one of greater fertility
than the other, and also of greater extent, and still renowned for its
olive-trees, called the plain of Crissa; while the other, which is here
referred to, lay nearer to the sea and was uncultivated until it was
encroached upon by the citizens of Amphissa. It is now used for
pasturage, and until the liberation of Greece, 4 supplied a considerable
part of Peloponnesus and of continental Greece with tiles for roofing.”

§ 112. This oracle, if we may judge from our experience needs an
interpreter. Perbaps a version like this: (Apollo loquitar) « annex
the land down to the sea to my temple domains, and I will help you take
the town " will be intelligible to American boys. As for the rest there
are no peculiar suspicions lying against the gennineness of this oracle.
If inserted, as Wolf suspects, by a later hand, it is likely to be the
oracle which Aschines actnally prononnced.

§ 116. sivegapor doyux. “ Demosthenes denies this,” etc. What
is said is not inconsistent with what Demosthenes affirms, for aig-
épegoy only means were ¢ntroducing, were ready to introduce, were
thinking of introducing.

§ 116. “The crime for which they were to be fined was for dedi-
cating certain shields in an unfinished chapel at Delphi.” In this Mr.
C. follows Bishop Thirlwall, but no one pretends to say what new
chapel can be intended. The scholiast has an exceedingly valuable
remark here that Alschines refers to the new temple of Apollo, con-
structed upon the burning of the old one, in Olympiad 58. 1, and not
fally finished until Nero’s time. Of this new temple we know, from
other aources that the Alcmaeonids of Athens, during their exile, con-
structed it, but that it was incomplete in the time of Mark Antony.!
(Plut. vit. Anton. § 28.) A reading here #{apdoas@as (before the com-
pletion of the prayers usnal at the foundation of new temples,) instead
of éErpyasacas, is preserved by Harpocration, and by some MSS.: and
is perhaps to be preferred. From all this it appears quite possible
that the temple of Apollo is intended, and that an old affair of more
than 200 years standing was raked up, much after the same fashion as
the Lacedaetonians rake up their charge of pollution upon Pericles,
(Thucyd. 1. 126).

! Herodot. V. 62, however speaks of the Alcmaconids as completing their con-
tract, TOv vpov éfepyacarro, ete.
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§117. peBsoryxdsmy, “having taken sides with me” This is
Bremi’s explanation, which however is not capable of the slighteat
defence. Bremi says that it is to be understood thus: & Senatores
ZEschinis oratione permotos sententiam commutasse.” But unfortu.
nately Aschines says doyousrov 8z pov Ayms, as I was beginning to
speak, so that the effect must have preceded the cause. Besides,
when did peféornxa ever mean I changs my opinson, without somes
thing added to show that it was taken in a transferred sense. The
sense no doubt is, “and as I was beginning to speak and had entered
somehow with more than usual earnestness into the session-room,
owing to the fact that the other pylagorse had withdrawn.” For the
perfect understanding of this last clause it is necessary to determine two
things: first, who are intended by the other Pylagorm? Does the
orator intend the other Athenian pylagore, or the others of that name
in general. He caonot mean the Athenian, only because one of the
two others Midias, being ill of a fever cannot have been at the meet.
ing; and ps@deryxa implies not only absence but previous presence.
‘We must suppose then that all the pylagori had retired, unless the
deputy from Amphissa was of their number. In the second place
what is the connection of this clanse? It may be joined causally with
what precedes it. The other pylagori had retired; it was time for
the hieromnemons to hold a session by themselves, either as having
the sole right of legislating or as deliberating about religious matters,
which were perbape their exclusive province. To anticipate the close
of the session when the pylagore were heard before the council,
Zschines came in with more than usual haste.! Or the haste and
empresssment of the orator may be ascribed to the errand on which he
was bound, and to his anger against the men of Amphissa. Then this
elause will be a mere incidental circumsatance giving life to the narra-
tive. “ While I was beginning to speak, — all the pylagori having
retired, —a man from Amphissa” etc. It may be observed that Ae-
chines also, as soon as he had finished his business with the council
retired, § 122, and then the body passed their resolution.

§ 117. doyi», “at the beginning.” This is taken with 0vd¢, and is
the usual cpyyy of negative sentences, which is nearly equivalent to
omnino.

§ 118. avrdBsy. ¢ That is from their place of victory,” * on the
spot.” — dgzyxodg, “ baving taken my stand,” ¢ fearlessly.” Bre-
mi had led the way for Mr. C. in this mistranslation. The simple

' Bremi translates eiceAnivOorog with mpodvudTepoy mwg most unaccountably
¢ quum studliosius instarem, rem urgerem.’ It is a marvel that el ovvédpiov did not
deter him from offering this singular translation.
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sense of avseder doryuess is: from the very apot whare 1 stood, that
is, from his place in the council hense, which may have been open to
the day. This building is afterwards called an ispiw, as being a tem-
plo proper, or a consecrated place. With regard to the position of the
building Ulrichs observes that there exists a chapel of St. Elias oppo-
site to some threshing floors and near a quarter of a mile below the
ruins of Apollo’s temple. Above this spot the view of the plain is ext
off. From it there is just such & view as Zschines describes. The
ancient remains here indicate & building, the position of which deter-
mines it to be the Synedrium.

§ 124, « As it was the spring session that was jost closing, the nest
regular one was in the autumn.” See the remark on § 254

§ 132. It might be well to remark here that the Persian king is
spoken of as a perpetua persona. ‘The first two participles in the sorist
refer to Xerxes. The third and fourth refer perhaps to what several
kings bad done; (“ who used to demand earth and water from the
Greeks and used to dare to write, ete.”) while the verb duzpewilsreu
points to Darius Codomannus. For the use which Boeckh has made
of this passage see our remark on § 254,

§ 138, line 14 “ now about to become hostages . . . . are on the point
of being sent to Alexander.” We believe that opnpevm here means, I
give s hostage ; and that ayandusoua: is middle in form and not pas-
sive. The sense is « the Lacedaemonians are now aboat to send their
eavoys up to Alexander, with a view to offer to give hostages and to
make an exposition of their misfortune.”

§ 138. It might be desirable to collect what little information re-
mains with regard to these public men. See Ruhnken’s essay, before
cited.

§ 142, line 11. « Thebes was but the capital of Boeotis, to which
the other towns owed a sort of allegiance.” It is true that Thebes
gradually encrosched upon the liberties and independence of the Boe-
otian towns, but the primitive relation was one, we believe, of entire
independence.

§ 145. Godyr vgedopevog. “ wholly unconsciously removed” s
chines never intended that Demosthenes did this without being aware
of it. Thesense is “ without being perceived he completely stole away
the senate-house (or else the meeting of the senate), and the popular
government,” i. e. by the joint council convened at Thebes he slily took
away the power of the senate and people of Athens to decide on ques-
tions of public policy.

§ 155, aida ravarrin . . . . pO¢yyecOas, “ but the opposite of the
words of the crier will seem to be spoken.” But when was @& ¢yyouas



1850.T7 Remarts on the Noles. 443

out of the perfeet, passive P The sense is, “but it will seem to uwtter
the opposite of what the erier shall proclaim.” ‘The subject of dd%e: is
1 dknBein, or else vo éx ¢ dAnOelag aicypoy.

§ 158. adrooyedidly, “ may praetise upon, make experiments upon,
endanger.” Rather “ may without previous practice act rashly.® We
may remark here, in passing, that the ferry spoken of by Aschines
geems {0 have lain between the town of Salamis and the nearest ad-
joining mainland, where the strait is Jess than two miles wide; between

. which pinee smder Mt. Aegaleos and Athens along the coast there are
traces of an ancient road.

§ 159. These are indeed instances of atiraction well worth noticing.
It wonld have been well to notice also the more remarkable nse of
pnpouihm in § 97, wyp #x HMedomovsijoov mpsofelay sy dmpéofevoe,
xud v iF _Axaprariag, that is, the embassies into Peloponnesus and
Aecarvania from which he had returned.

§ 188. mapador. “That is, ambassadors conveyed in a [the] wdoa-
o¢ or sacred galley.” This word denotes the crew of the Paralus;
who perhaps conveyed the ambassadors next spoken of to some port
on their way to Alexander.

§ 184. The oracle of which Mr. C. makes mention as given to Al-
exandor was not given to him but to his father Philip, whose death
soeording to Diod. Sic. XVL 91. it predicted. 'We cannot unite with
Mpr. C. in perceiving any allusion to thie oracle in the word yovadxe-
@wy, which, if it implies any more than preparation for speedy sacrifice,
i e in this case the speedy and condign punishment of Aachines, can
onty refer 40 the golden bribes which he was charged by his foes with
recetving.

§ 166. The expression nivés mpwroy domep 7.'s PeAdvus dizlpovas
we ounfese cnrselves unable to explain. It is eommonly regarded as
a Jocus depravatus.

§ 167. opoloyw, ete. “I acknowledge that I umited the Lacedae-
monian powers.” Rather, “that I arranged the Spartan movements,”
referring perhaps to the affairs preceding the death of king Agis ITI
who was slain in battle against Antipater towards the end of B. C.
881,

§ 171. 20 ywpior sobro. = That is the Tauric Chersonese, where
Nymphaeum was situated.” Not eo, but Nymphaeum itself. The
Adhenians never wers masters of the Tauris peninsula.

§ 173, mapidedy vods Tii¢ mékews vduovs. It may be remarked here
that in all probabifity this is a misstatement of Aschines. Before the
schonship of Baclid in B. C. 408, the issue of an Athenian man and a

Vor. VIL No. 7. . - 38
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foreign woman had the rights of citizemship.) Now as Demasthenss
was born in or before B. C. 381, his grandfather Gylon most probably
allied himself to the Seythia lady before 403, so that har children must
have been legitimate Athenians. Alschines here and elsewhere car-
ries the effect of a law of his own time further back than the time of
its enactment.

§ 172. 3 mowypiay, “ in his vicions propuncistion.” We wonder
at this singular translation, particalarly when the plain sense that the
sascality of Demosthenes is not of native growth so readily strikes the
eye. _

§ 173. zovg Aéyovs . . . drridinasg, “ producing the speeches for the
opposing parties i e. for both the parties in a suit, a8 in the case of
Phormio, and Apollodoms. See Plutarch’s life of Demosthenes.”
We think that éxgépmr will not take the semnse of producing, or com-~
posing, as a literary composition. 1t can only mean publishing, dis-
closing. The orator wishes to say that Demosthenes, being thought to
be unworthy of confidence in this trade of writing speeches, (segi rai-
ta) and being used to make known the contents of the apeeches to the
opposite party in suits, pushed himself all as onoe into politiss. The
phrase éxqgepur Adyovs is used in the same sanse in the oration of De-
mosthenes agninst Nicostratus § 14: nms’ dycraw yos cusserymores
Bo§ avTovs Tovg T8 Adyovs Exgige ev eldosg, x. v. A It is quite pro-
bable that the plurals which Aschines uses,—idyovs and drsidixoic—
loosely refer to one particular affair; and that affair without doubt
must be the same to which Aschines alludes in the or. de fals. leg. §
165. He there says « wherein shall we perceive the innate traitor ?
Shall we not in his using as you have done those who have intercourse
with him and bave trusted him ; — in his writing speeches for pay to be
delivered in the courts, and then divulging them to the opposite party.
(Aoyovs yodgovza wicBoi Tovrovs éxgipar Tois dyuidiness.) You
wrote a speech for Phormio the banker and took mouney for it. This
speech you divulged (communicated sEjreyxag,) to Apollodorus who
was plaintiff in a capital suit against Phormio.” (7 #egé sov goipa-
ros xpivores Woppina, i. e. in & suit affecting the civil status of Phor-
mio.) It is quite probable that this charge is entirely unfounded.
Plutarch, who refars twice to the transaction, (in the life of Demosthe-
pes, and in the parallel between him and Cicero,) in all probability
knows nothing of it which we do not learn from Aschines and from
the orations themselves which have come down to us; and also blen-
ders in saying what Aiachines does not affirm, that the orator wrota
for both parties 1o a suit. The facts, as far as we can gather them

! Comp. K. F. Hermann u. s. § 118. 10. -
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from the orations for Phormio and against Stephanus are these, that
in the first instance Demosthenes wrote a speech for Phormio when
saed by Apollodorus for capital lying in his hands. The speech is a
plea against the admissibility of the aetion, as being already decided
by selected arbitrators. The speech for Apollodorus on the other hand
was written for & subsequent plea, on an action of false witness (which
was a private action at Athens,) agninet one Stephanus a witness for
Phormio. It is indeed pomsible that in the first action what Aéachi-
nes mentions may have occurred; and it is possible also that some
other quarrel arose between these men of which we know nothing ; but
in the general loosenees of the Attic orators as to facts, it is pretty safe
to conclude that ABachines had no more ground for his charge than
that Demosthencs wrote a speech first for Phormio and then in a new
suit arising out of the same affair for his adversary.! We have dwelt
the longer on this passage because we have found little help for the
understanding of it in the commentators whom we have conanited.

§ 211. xd@apua [nhorvmoiy dpsrny, « wretch hating virtue.” We
prefer the other meaning which can be assigned to [ylezvmovs, affect-
89, pretanding to. This, which Bremi rejects, is almost required by
thé contrast. ¢ Sach things would a man say who had really lived
virtuously ; but what you will say, a wretch would say who pretended
to (wished the reputation of ) virtue.

§ 214. éumintias. “ Diecitar de iis qui tonitru tanguntur. Hino
tropice de iis qui non sunt sanae mentis.” Bremi. Like duzigxrog in
many paseages the word here has the specific sense of fickleness,
eAangeablemess, This indeed is shown by the sense, and derives some
sepport from the circumstance that one article suffices for this word
and for dsidicy. As fickleness and cowardice are closely connected
qualities, the orator binds them together by one article. Another ab-
stract noun of unlike natare he would have been apt to keep more
distinct by using two articles.

§ 240. « Did not the mercenary soldiers deliver up the citadel to the
Thebans for five talents ?” The sense i just the reverse. The first
ov, affecting the whole interrogative sentence, requires an affirmative
snawer ; while the second ov denies mapddosay. Did not ths merce-

} If the words mepl Tod oluaros kpiverrs be not a gross exaggeration, and real.
Iy refer to the suit aguinst Stephanus, to which Phormio was no immediate party,
they must be understood of the danger which Phormio would incur, if his witness
sbould be convicted of falsehood. There would then lie a suit of xaxoreyvidw
against him which probably , like & diky Yevdouaprupiag was an dydv TeunTdc, 50
that the damages could involve even loss of life, at the pleasure of the plaintiff

and of the judges.
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waries fail of delivering wp the Cudmea? The eventis heve veforred
to are dwelt on more at large by another eneiny of Demosthenes, Di-
narchus, (or. in Demosth. § 18 Bekker) and deérive illdstration from
Arrian. (Anab. L 7,and L 10.) While the citadel of Thebes was
occupied by & garrisoa in the Macedonian pay, the eity revoited, and
the Arcadians who bad started from home for the aid of Thebes, om
leproing that it was taken and sacked by Alexsnder, turmed baock and
punished the instigators of their expedition with death. Dinavchus
says that Astylus, their general, demanded ten talents, as his price for
aiding Thebes ; and that ambassadors came in vain to issplore Demos~
thenes to furnish that sum of money ; while an agent of the oppesite
party paid the Arcadians the same sum for going back.

§ 242. The date here assigned by Mr. Champlin to the death of
Alexander king of Epirus is, we believe, the correct one. It excites
some surprise, when we find in the Dictionary of Biog. and Mythaol.,
under Alexander L of Epirus, another date for hia death, viz., the year
326. The authorities to which the suthor of that article refers suffice
for his confutation. Livy (VIIL 24) says that Alexandria was found-
od and this Alexander slain in the same year; and althosgh the Bo-
man year to which these evenis ave assigned, does mot synchrenise
with the veritable Olympian year, yet this ia too cemmon a thing in
earlier Roman history to trouble any one, while the concarrence of
two such events, as the abovementioned, upon the same year, is likely
to be a positive fact; and may serve to reetify chronology. Now the
time of the foundation of Alexandria is well ascerteined to belong to .
the end of 332 B. G, or to the begining of 381. And again Justin
says, that about the time of the death of Dariué (dum heaec aguntar
XII. 1.) Alexander received letters from Antipater informing him of
the defeat and death of Agis IIL, king of Sparta in Greece, and of the
death of bis own brother-in-law, Alexander of Epirus, in Italy, (cogni-
tis mortibus duorum aemulorum regum. ibid.) Now the date of no
event of antiquity is more certain than that of the death of Darigs. It
oocurred according to one of the most cautious of ancient historians —
Arrian —in the first Attic month of the archon Aristophon, which
meath commenced July 1, 830 B. C. If now we weunld allow for the
time necessary to tranamit news from Italy and to forward messengers
to Alexander, we must assign the death of Alexander of Epirus to the
end of 831 or the beginaing of 880.

§ 243. d1a 0¥ megindovy voy sic Kégxvoas. ¢ On account of the
circuitous voyage to Corcyra. He went first to Thrace after vessels
and then south round the Peloponnesus to Corcyra, etc.” But the
word mspimiove denotes not a circuslous voyage, but a voyage around
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apy point or peainsla. The necessary circumnavigation of peninew.-
lar Grreece gave rise to the word, and not that Timotheus did not take-
the direct route,

§ 254. Aachines here says that, in a few days the Pythian games
were to be held, and the Amphictyonie council was to meet. On this
passage Mr. C. quetes from Bremi that these ganses were ot celebrat-
ed in the same month of different years, but that for the most part they
took place in the month Elaphebolion or Mareh. We believe that
this information is erroneocas in more than one reepect, and beg leave
to make a few remarks upon the point on acoount of its historieal im-
portance.

The death of Darins then as we have seen oecurred in July 380,
during the first menth of the archon Aristophon at Athens, and the
rival orations of Faechines and Demosthenes are mesigned on the au-
thority of Dionysius of Halicarnassus to the same year. Alexander
wonld withons fail send speedy news to Greece of the death of the
Persian king. But he is spoken of as alive by Aachines in § 182,
where he says « Is not the king of the Persians . . . now contending not
for mastery over others but for the safety of his person?” These
omtions then were delivered during that archonship before the news
of the death of Darins could reach Greece; that is— we may say,
without being venturesome — before the first three months of the year
had run out. The Pythia and the meeting of the council then fell up-
on the early part of the avtumn.

The force of this argument— which in the words of Aischines we
mmy call an dpuxsog Adyosl —is sought to be turned aside in a very
strange and unsatisfactory way by Boeckh in his notes on the Am-
phictyonic marble. (Corp. Inscr. Vol. I. No. 1688.) He says: this
oould have been said even if the death of Darins were known. Nay,
were it 80 known, so much the more weight does the sentence have, in
which Zechines lays before the minds of the Athenians a very sad
event lately announced, and in gentle words expreeses his pity. All
that Aschines says could be retained although something relating to
the death of Darius be added. He might bave written after this man-
ner: vy ov megi Tov agios Stdgwy elvas Swaymwileren, aid 48y megi
i T0U celparos cwmpias * Oy évayyos fxovoare dmecpardas: but
he does not add this last clause, because all knew of the fact.” More-
over, continues Boeckh, the passage where Aachines (§ 165) speake
of Alexander, as (§§w *f¢ &gxsov etc.) beyond the north and almost

} This is only one srgument out of many in favor of assigning the Pythia to
the ausnma.
gge
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omtxide of the world, must refer to his northern expedition after the
death of Darius. With regard to the first of these argumenmts, it is
enongh to say that if Aschines had written, as this eminent scholar says
be might have done, he wonld have written abeurdly even if Darius
Jhad left a saceessor; how much more when his empire fell with him.
With regard to the second, we afirm that the words of Aachines are
hyperbolic, and what renders it certain that they cannot have the refer-
enoe which Boeckh seeks im them is, that they are connected in time
by the orator with the warlike movements in Peloponnesns, on the part
of the Lacedacmonians and others, in 881 B.C. «The Lacodaemoni-
ans and mercenaries met in battle and crushed the troops with Corragws
+~—and all Arcadia bad gone over except Megalopolis, and that was un-
der siege and daily its capture expected, while Alexander had retired
beyond the north, etc. — and Antipster was & Jong time collecting an
army, and the issue was uncertaim.” Can saything be olearer than that
none of these circomstances is of Ister date than the death of Dearius,
unless they all are?

Boeckh entertained the opinion that the Pythin were held in the
spring; bat nearly everybody who has expreased himmelf on this sub-
Jject of late has looked for them-on the opposite side of the yesr, in the
autumn, akhough the exact time cannot be ascertained. The impor-
tant marble, to which reference was made above, imforms us that they
were to be oelebrated in the Delphic month Bwestius. 'Without enter-
ing into the question in what part of the year that month fell, we can
only say here, that K. F. Hermann regards it as made out and settled
that it fell within the autumn, and he synobronizes it with the Attic
month Baedromion. The evidence as to the time of the Pythia may be
found in Clinton’s Fasti Hellenici, Appendix I., and in Bohneke’s For-
schungen, Vol. 1. p. 807. See also K. F. Hermann de anno Delphioo,
(Gétting, 1844), his Griechische monatskunde (Gétting. 1844.), p. 50,
and his Religions Antiquities of Greece, § 49, note 12.

As the Amphictyonic Council met at Delphi in the autumm, their
spring session was at Thermopylae. Hence the Decoments in De-
mosthenes de Cor. (§§ 154, 155), which epeak of a spring seseion at
Delphi, on the oocasion of which Alschines discoursea at lemgth (§ 118
—125), are likely to prove forgeries. We know that their charaoter
bas been defended by Schimesm (Antig. jur. publ. Graec. p. 891),
who aocepts an hypothesis once started by Heeren, that the depwties
always met spring and autumn, first at Thermopylae, aud then, sfter
some sacred rites were performed, adjourned to Delphi. But Aschines
again oversets this theory ; for the only meeting at the former place,
of which we know anything, was, according to his statemesnt (§ 128),
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fuoll of very important business. Meanwhile, five marbles have be-
come known, dug up at Delphi, by the lamented Ottfried Miiller, and
published by his fellow-traveller, Emest Curtius (Anecdota Delphics,
Berl. 18438), which contain Amphictyonic decrees: on three of these
marbles it is said that the decrees were passed at the antamnal session ;
while the others are without date. We have then evidenoe of a session
in the autamn at Delphi; and of a meeting for business at the Straits :
we have, on the other hand, no evidence of a meeting in the epring at
Delphi, except that furnished by the docmmenis in Demosthenes.
Theee documents are defended by Bohneke on the plea that they be-
long to the actual spring session, not to that where Aschines made his
speoch, (which Bohneke also piaces in the fall), nor o the extraordi-
nary one of which Aachines speaks § 128, 120; but to a regular ons
inlthe spring. One of the docussents, however, refimes to have thess
screws put mpom it ; for it seqnires the deputies of the Comncil to go to
the sacred land and set up boundaries and tell the Amphissans net
oommit emercachment ; whereas, even at the extraopdinary sessian, be~
fore this supposed meeting, the conncil, so far fram being thus mild,
doecreed & military expedition against the invaders of the sacred soil,
and sppointed a general. And the subssquent complaints againet the
Arophissans were not for using that ground for pestorage and areble
lsud, but for not paying their Sne and restoring the exiles whom the
council bad required them to banish,

To sum up all ina werd, the Pythia were beld in autumn; the
Amphictyonic couneil convened at Delphi in the antumn, and as far a8
snything is known only there ; and the events in which Zaschimes was
an actor at Delphi, weve therefore in the autumn of B. C. 840, soen
sfter his election probably %o the office of pylagoras.

§ 258. map' ovdiy miv 7Adoy dwoxreivar “By nothing did they
eome from killing him, like the Latin meémsmum abarat quin iaterfcorent;
i e. his punishment was equal to death.” We were surprised at read-
ing these words; nor was owr surprice lessened when we found thas
Bremi led Mz. C. into his interpretation by saying, ¢ poena qua multa.
bemt eum mortis poenam aequiparabat.’ As the Athenians only warned
Arthmius out of their territory, one would think that this fact, if noth-
ing else, wounld be seen t0 be adverse to this rendering. Is it necessary
o say that the meaning is, ¢ they eame within next to nothing of kil
ling him.' Not that they toucbed him even with one of their fingers,
but their feclings were such, that a very little more and they would
bave put him %o desth. — T. D. W.



