NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

THRASYMACHUS B1: DISCORD, NOT DIPLOMACY

Recently in this journal Stephen White proposed a new interpretation of Thrasy-
machus B1.! Preserved by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dem. 3), this quotation forms
the longest and most significant passage of the sophist’s own words to come down
to us. Previous commentators have viewed it as a contribution to a debate nepi
nohteiag in Athens around the end of the fifth century, whence the informal title
nept moAteiog in the scholarly literature. As a non-Athenian, Thrasymachus would
have been forbidden from addressing the Athenian assembly in a domestic debate, a
fact that gives rise to three possibilities: Thrasymachus wrote the speech in the man-
ner of a Aoyoypdgog for an Athenian citizen to deliver to the assembly; it was com-
posed as a model in the manner of Antiphon’s Tetralogies; or it was composed as a
political pamphlet in the manner of Isocrates’ Areopagiticus.? In either of the latter
two cases, the speech may never have been delivered at all. White rejects the first
two alternatives and (without considering the third) proposes instead a completely
different scenario: speaking as an official ambassador from his native Chalcedon,
Thrasymachus delivered the speech before the Athenian assembly, probably in the
summer of 407, to plead with the Athenian demos for leniency and a grant of auton-
omy in the wake of the Chalcedonians’ unsuccessful defection from the Athenian
empire (pp. 315-18). In my view, White’s interpretation of Thrasymachus B1 is un-
tenable and the previous interpretations, while standing on much firmer ground,
need modification. This note aims to refute White’s interpretation of this important
and puzzling passage and to clarify what can safely be inferred from and about it.3

1. “Thrasymachus the Diplomat,” CP 90 (1995): 307-27. B1 is the reference in H. Diels and W. Kranz,
eds., Die Fragmente der VorsokratikerS, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1952), 321-24 (chapter 85).

2. Composed for delivery by an Athenian: F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkeir?, vol. 1: Von Gorgias bis
zu Lysias (Leipzig, 1887), 250; W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 3: The Fifth-Century
Enlightenment (Cambridge, 1969), 295-96; M. Ostwald, From Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law
(Berkeley, 1986), 367. Though Aoyoypdgor wrote mainly for the courts, Antiphon is known to have assisted
other Athenians in their speeches to the assembly (Thuc. 8.68.1); Lysias may have done so too (Lys. 34).
Model speech: Diels-Kranz, Vorsokratiker, 2.322; E Jacoby, Atthis (Oxford, 1949), p. 386, n. 55. Political
pamphlet: E. Drerup, “Die Anfinge der rhetorischen Kunstprosa,” Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie,
Suppl. 27 (1902): 219-351 at 227; W. Schmid, Geschichte der Griechischen Literatur, Part 1, vol. 3.1 (Mu-
nich, 1940), 186; M. H. Hansen, “Two Notes on Demosthenes’ Symbouleutic Speeches,” C&M 35 (1984):
57-70 at 67; J. de Romilly, The Great Sophists in Periclean Athens, tr. J. Lloyd (Oxford, 1992), 223-24.
K. Oppenheimer, “Thrasymachos,” RE VI A.1 (1936): 584-92 at 587-88 and A. Fuks, The Ancestral Consti-
tution (London, 1953), 102—6 summarize the evidence.

3. White considers several matters beyond Thrasymachus B1: Plato’s view of Thrasymachus in Repub-
lic I (pp. 321-24), the well attested diplomacy of Gorgias, Prodicus, and Hippias (p. 314), and several obscure
passages in the ancient doxography of Thrasymachus (pp. 318-21). But the crux of White’s presentation of
Thrasymachus the diplomat and the only issue under discussion here is the new interpretation of B1; this is
the only evidence in which White claims to find actual diplomacy. Notwithstanding the present argument, it

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author.
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For ease of reference I reprint the passage as it appears in White’s article (p. 309):4

[1a) &BovAdumv pév, @ Abnvaiol, petacyeiv 2keivov Tod Ypdvov Tob maAaod Kai TdV
npaypdtov fivika clondv Griypn TOIG VEWTEPOLS, TOV T TPAYHATOV OVK Gvaykaloviov
Gyopebelv kol t@v mpecPutépev OpBdg THV mOMV émitpomevoviov: [1b] énedn & eig
tolobtov Tfpdg GvéBeto ypdvov 6 daipwv dote (vac. ca. 20 litt.) tfig nérewg dkovewv, Tag &
oupgopdc (vac. ca. 15 litt.) adtode, kol TovT@V T& péYIoTe pf) Bedv Epya elvar undt tiig
oG GAAG TdV EmpenBéviov, dvaykn 8t Aéyawv: [2] i yap dvaicOnrog fi kaptepdTatdg
gotiv dotig EEapaptdvery Eautdv En napéker toig Povdopévolg kol Tig ETEpwv EmPBovriig e
Kai kakiag adtdg dnooynoet tag aitiag. [3] dhig yap fipiv 6 mapehbbv xpdvos Kai GvTl pev
elpNvng &v molép yevEésBar kKal Kivdvve, eig TOVSE TOV Ypdvov TRV pkv naperBoboay fué-
pav dyandol, v & Emodoav dedidorv, Gvti & dpovoiag eig Exbpav kal tapayds mpdg
aMIovg dpikécBar. [4] kai Todg ptv @Aloug tO mAfifog T@v dyabdv HRpilelv Te molET Kal
otactalewy, Nueis 8t petd piv 1@v ayaddv Eowepovodpev, &v 8t TOiG KaKoig Euavnuev, a
Todg dANovg cwgpoviley elwBev. [5] ti dfjita péddol Tig &v (&) yryvdoker eingiv, St e
AvmeicBor £ni Toig mapobot kol vopiletv Exetv Tt TolobTov Mg undEv ETL TolobTov EoTan;

[6] mpdTov pEv OdV TOLG SLaPEPOpEVOLS TPOC GAATIAOVE KAl TdV PTOp®V Kal TV EAADY
Grodeiéw ye mapd Adyov memovBotTag mpdg GAANAoVG, Omep Gvaykm TOLG @vev YvOUNG
@ulovikobvtag mdoyewv: [7] oidpevol yap évavtia Aéyewv dAAMAOG odk aicOdvovtoar Td
adTd TpatTovTeg O0SE TOV T@V ETEPOV AOYOV &V T® OQeTép® AOY® &vovia. [8] okéyacbe
vap € épyfic & {nrodowv Ekdtepor. [9] mpdtov piv T mdaTplog mohiteia Tapayfv adTOIg
TapéyeL PEoTN Yvechijvar kol Kowvotdtn 1oig molitorg odoa ndctv. [10] dnéca pev odv
gnekewva Tiig Mpetépag yvopng £otiv, dxovetv avaykn Aoyov t@v naiaotépav, ondoa §
avtol &neidov ol npecPitepot, Tadta 3t mapd TOV £186T@V TUVBAvVECHaL.

Dionysius, whose interest in the passage is purely stylistic, transmits the text
virtually without context; aside from naming Thrasymachus as the author, he says
only that the passage is &£ &vog tdv dnunyopikdv Aéywv. Apart from the single &
A6nvaiot in the initial sentence, the text contains no references to specific people,
places, or events.? As a result, there is a genuine dearth of evidence for answering
the most basic questions: Was the passage part of a full speech? If so, was the
speech ever delivered? And if it was delivered, by whom, under what circum-
stances, and for what purpose? Any headway that can be made toward answering
such questions must come from the language and argument of the text itself. It is
precisely on this basis that White’s interpretation can be ruled out. As previous com-
mentators implicitly recognized and as I will set out in detail below, the speaker of
the passage addresses an audience of fellow citizens in a citizen assembly (actually
in the case of a real speech, hypothetically in a model, or fictionally in a pamphlet);
hence speaker and audience are members of the same polis. The issue at stake is
domestic discord, which in the speaker’s view can be overcome, as he intends to
show. This rhetorical situation is incompatible with the diplomatic scenario pro-
posed by White, in which the speaker represents one polis (Chalcedon) while

remains the case that nothing in the extant evidence rules out the possibility that, like other sophists,
Thrasymachus undertook diplomatic missions.on behalf of his native polis.

4. White’s text, for which he provides an apparatus and translation, is eclectic. The useful numeration of
segments within the passage is also White’s.

5. & A@nvaiot, printed in Friedrich Sylburg’s editio princeps, is based on abbreviations in the manu-
scripts. According to Usener, the three manuscripts presentd 8, @ev, and ® with 8 placed above it. On such
abbreviations, cf. C. Fuhr, ed., Demosthenis Orationes, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1914), xxx, n. 1.
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addressing the citizens of a second polis (Athens), and the issue of contention is
whether the audience will bestow on the speaker and his polis back home a grant of
autonomy.

The speaker opens by justifying his temerity in addressing the audience (§§1-5).
First, he admits a degree of reticence; though admirable in a younger man reluctant
to infringe on the prerogatives of his elders, the reticence was ultimately, and prop-
erly, overcome, since the politicians in charge have botched matters (§§1ab). This
argument makes no sense as a justification for addressing another polis on an offi-
cial diplomatic mission: there is no basis for pleading reticence when the speaker
has been duly appointed by the authorities in his home polis and, having been rec-
ognized as the official spokesman of that polis, has already received permission to
speak on its behalf before he mounts the ffjua in Athens. But it would be particu-
larly inappropriate that a foreign ambassador pleading for the welfare of his polis
should adopt the pose of youthful inexperience. The situation demands all the au-
thority of experienced wisdom that the speaker could muster; and his ability to
project such authority would be one reason why the Chalcedonians would choose
him for such a mission.% On the other hand, it is well attested in Athens for rela-
tively inexperienced politicians to justify their entry into domestic debate with just
the sort of reasoning manifest in the passage at hand. The politician’s actual age is
not, of course, the issue, but an unfamiliar and untried politician attempting to chal-
lenge established rivals needs a reasonable excuse for demanding the attention of
the demos and redirecting the prevailing course of debate.”

Secondly, the speaker also justifies his entry into the debate by referring to the
troubles of his polis: it faces war rather than peace and experiences internal discord
rather than concord (§3); and it has practically lost its senses in the midst of bad
times (§4). The fault for this state of affairs is said to lie with the politicians who
have been in charge (tdv émpeAnbéviov, §1b).8 These politicians having failed at
their job, the speaker claims that he has an idea that can ameliorate the bad state of
affairs; that is the very reason why he is justified in addressing the audience at this
time (§§1ab, 5). This argument, virtually a staple of Demosthenes’ deliberative
prooemia, is an implicit appeal for the audience’s strict attention; it makes rhetorical
sense only if those being addressed are the ones who can directly benefit from the

6. D. J. Mosley, Envoys and Diplomacy in Ancient Greece, Historia Einzelschriften 22 (Wiesbaden,
1973), 46. For an example of an ambassador stressing his authority, cf. Xenophon’s representation of Callias
in Sparta in 371 (Hell. 6.3.4).

7. Cf. Dem. 4.1, Prooemia 1, 12 (13), 35 (36) (for the text and numeration of the Demosthenic
Prooemia, see the Budé edition of R. Clavaud, Démosthéne: Prologues [Paris, 1974]); Ar. Eccl. 151-53,
Eq. 1300-1301; Lys. 16.20-21. Isoc. 6.1-2, displaying a young Archidamus, son of Agesilaus, before the
Spartan assembly, uses the same reasoning for the same purpose. The background to the speaker’s claim of
youthful reticence in B1—*that ancient time” when “it was sufficient for younger men to remain silent” and
“older men ran the polis properly” (§1a)—was part of Athenian civic ideology; recall Aeschines’ idealizing
reminiscence of orderly, competent debate in the hands of the older citizens (3.2). The tension between old
and young politicians addressing the assembly is evident in Thuc. 6.12.2, 17.1 (Nicias and Alcibiades) and
6.38.5-39.3 (Athenagoras in the Syracusan assembly, rife with discord).

8. The participle of the verb émpekeicBar bears no technical meaning here; for similar usage to refer
to politicians whom the demos has backed, cf. Xen. Mem. 2.8.4, Dem. Prooemia 40.3 (41.3). Cf. also the
noun émpérewa at Thuc. 2.40.2 with comments ad loc. by J. S. Rusten, ed., The Peloponnesian War: Book Il
(Cambridge, 1989), 154. This usage must be distinguished from that of émpeintng, which as White makes
evident at p. 316, n. 29, frequently referred to officers duly appointed to specific civic tasks.
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speaker’s idea, hence if they are the ones who suffer from the bad state of affairs that
the idea can ameliorate.® Thus the troubled polis described in §§1-5 is that of both
the speaker and the audience, which indicates, necessarily, a domestic debate.”

On the other hand, a prooemium of this kind would make no sense in White’s
diplomatic scenario. First of all, the Athenian demos would hardly be well-disposed
toward the envoy of a polis that had defected to Sparta during a harrowing period of
war (after the Sicilian disaster of 413) and had then been forcibly subdued in a
costly siege; recall the Athenians’ sharp anger toward the Mytilenians after their
unsuccessful revolt in a less precarious time (Thuc. 3.36-50). Thus, if the ambas-
sador wants to ask the Athenian demos for lenient treatment, he dare not allege that
they should attend to his speech just because he has an idea that can solve the prob-
lems of his own polis back home! A prooemium to a diplomatic speech such as
White envisages would have to strike a different, more practical note. Consider the
diplomatic principle with which Thucydides has the Corcyrean ambassadors to Ath-
ens in 433 open their request for favorable treatment (Thuc. 1.32.1): “Athenians,
when a people that have not rendered any important service or support to their
neighbors in times past, for which they might claim to be repaid, appear before
them as we now appear before you to solicit their assistance, they may fairly be
required to satisfy certain preliminary conditions. They should show, first, that it is
expedient, or at least not harmful, to grant their request; next, that they will retain
a lasting sense of the kindness. But if they cannot clearly establish any of these
points, they must not be annoyed if they meet with a rebuff.”!! Corcyra was effec-
tively neutral when they approached the Athenians in 433, but Chalcedon’s position
vis-a-vis Athens in 407 was positively unfavorable: they had harmed the Athenian
cause by their defection and resistance. This plight would have made it all the more
necessary for a Chalcedonian ambassador to portray his request for leniency as a
matter of advantage to Athens, and to delay announcing that argument beyond the
prooemium would be self-defeating.!?

Thus, while the rhetorical situation evident in the text effectively rules out the
diplomatic scenario proposed by White, it is certainly compatible with a domestic
debate nept mohteiog. This compatibility becomes a probability when in the second
paragraph the speaker launches his argument on the internal discord that he claims
to be able to ameliorate. Here is the real novelty of the entire passage: though the
politicians believe they are contending over substance, which is the occasion of the

9. Cf. Dem. Prooemia 1, 3 (3—4), 4-7 (5-8), 11 (12), 14 (15), 19 (20), 22 (23), 27 (28), 30-32 (31-33), 37
(38), 43 (44), 46 (47), 48-49 (49-50).

10. Atp. 312, n. 19, White discusses the first person plural pronouns in §§3—4, which he correctly says
need not, considered in themselves, refer to the speaker and the audience. But of course considered in them-
selves they may refer to both speaker and audience, and the rhetorical argument of the passage indicates that
they do so refer.

11. Translation slightly adapted from Crawley. dixaiov, & A8nvaiot, todg prite edepyeciog ueydAng prite
Evppayiag mpovperhopivng fikovtag mapd todg méhag Emikovpiag, Gomep kol Hueig vbv, Senoopévoug Gvadidd-
Ear mpdTov, pdhiota piv dg Kot Eopgopa Stovtar, &l 8t ur, 81t ye odk EmiHpa, Eneita 3t GG Kal THY XGptv Bé-
Batov EEovov: &l 8k TovtwV pndEv cagig kataoctioovst, ui Opyilesbar fiv dtuydoty.

12. A similar stress on advantage accruing to the audience’s polis is evident in the following diplomatic
speeches: Spartan ambassadors at Athens in 425 (Thuc. 4.17); Theban ambassadors at Athens in 395 (Xen.
Hell. 3.5.8—15); the Spartan Dercylidas at Abydus in the late 390s (Xen. Hell. 4.8.4); Athenian ambassadors
at Sparta in 371 (Xen. Hell. 6.3.4—17); Procles of Phlius at Athens in 369 (Xen. Hell. 7.1.2-11).
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discord, they are in fact being contentious without reason and unwittingly in agree-
ment, as the speaker intends to show (§§6—7). This part of the speaker’s argument,
if it ever existed, followed the end of Dionysius’ quotation.!® Yet one feature of the
argument is clearly hinted at in §§8-9: “Consider from the beginning what each
side is seeking: first, the ancestral constitution (1} natpiog nohtteia) is causing them
[the contentious politicians] trouble although it is easiest to understand and is that
which is held most in common among all the citizens.” Since the phrase ndtpiog
nohteia and closely related notions are well attested in the literature pertaining to
the domestic political conflicts of late fifth-century Athens, previous commentators
placed Thrasymachus B1 in that general context.'* White rejects this connection,
arguing that “Athenian proponents of an ‘ancestral constitution’ in 411 and the fol-
lowing years actually sought to exclude thousands from citizen-rights. Whether or
not they deserve to be called ‘moderates, as many have argued, they could hardly
recommend their goal, as B1 does, as ‘shared most by all citizens’ (xotvotdatn toig
nohitoug nacwv). Their oligarchic aims, in short, are explicitly contradicted by B1,
which presents an inclusive government as the fundamental goal on which all sides
agree” (p. 313, original emphasis). But this objection is based on a misunderstand-
ing of what ndtplog mohireia means and what Thrasymachus says.

Notice first that Thrasymachus nowhere says or implies anything about “inclu-
sive government,” a notion that is utterly foreign to the text. What Thrasymachus
does present as “the fundamental goal on which all sides agree” is merely mdtpiog
noireia. Now it is true that Cleitophon, one of the so-called oligarchical moderates
around Theramenes, promoted the ancestral constitution (ndtpior vopot) in 411 in
his rider to the decree of Pythodorus that accompanied the rise of the Four Hundred
(Arist. Ath. Pol. 29.3); and the Theramenes-group, including Cleitophon, is also re-
ported to have urged the ancestral constitution (ndtpiog notteia) after the surrender
to the Spartans in 404 (Arist. Ath. Pol. 34.3).!3 But this does not mean that ancestral
constitution was simply code for an oligarchy, moderate or otherwise, which would
have excluded thousands of citizens, and that ancestral constitution was understood
to conflict with the universal commonality promised in §9. On the contrary, ndtpiog
noAtteio was not the sole property of oligarchs and was never identified with any
particular constitutional arrangement. Rather, it was a contested notion and was
advocated by virtually all parties to the political conflicts of the late fifth century in
order to dress up their diverse goals in a universally acceptable, even desirable,
form.

For instance, in 411 the democratic faction on Samos countered the Four Hun-
dred in Athens by claiming that the latter had dissolved the mdtpior vépor (Thuc.

13. Extrapolating from the brief extant text and comparing remarks of other sophists, E. A. Havelock,
The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics (London, 1957), 230-39 contrived for this part of B1 “a serious in-
tellectual position, a rationale of political behaviour and method, if not a theory of politics” (p. 234) that he
ascribed to Thrasymachus; cf. now Romilly, Great Sophists, 179-80.

14. In the texts under discussion, the terms ndtpiog mohteia and mdtplol vépol are synonymous; see
M. 1. Finley, The Ancestral Constitution, Inaugural Lecture (Cambridge, 1971), 7-9 (reprinted in M. I. Fin-
ley, The Use and Abuse of History [London, 1975], 34-59, this passage 37-38). See also S. A. Cecchin,
ndtpiog mohteia: un tentativo propagandistico durante le guerra del peloponneso (Turin, 1969). On previous
commentators, see n. 2 above.

15. Finley, Ancestral Constitution, 6 conjectures a personal connection between Cleitophon and Thrasy-
machus on the basis of these passages and their joint appearance in Pl. Resp. 1.340AB.
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8.76.6); and in 403 the decree of Teisamenus inaugurating the restored democracy
proclaimed that the Athenians should “conduct their polis in the ancestral manner
(moMteveoBor katd T mdTpre)” (Andoc. 1.83).16 Ancestral constitution had broad
appeal amidst great internal conflict because it was devoid of specific details, was
capable of being understood by different groups in vastly different ways, yet evoked
the emotional attachments of patriotism and reverence for the past that were in fact
common among Athenians. Thus at the moment of surrender to the Spartans in
404 all three major political groupings, the democrats, the moderate oligarchs, and
the pro-Spartan radical oligarchs, could claim to seek the ancestral constitution
even though they each favored vastly different constitutional arrangements.!? nétpiog
noMteia was the perfect phrase if Thrasymachus wanted to point to that which
both gave rise to dispute (tapayfv mapéyet) and yet might offer a basis for consen-
sus (kowotdrn naowv). The real sophism in the passage is “easiest to understand”
(p¢otn yvoobfvar); beyond its propaganda value, ndtplog mohteia is hardly capable
of being understood in any determinate sense at all.!®

In one more respect the language of the passage suggests the same Athenian con-
text. Thrasymachus speaks of opdvowa as the desirable opposite of the civic strife
that beleaguers the polis (§3). Not only is dpdvowa well attested in a general political
sense as the opposite of stasis (Lys. 2.63, 18.17, Isoc. 18.44, 68), but the word was
also used to refer specifically to the resolution of the political conflicts of late fifth-
century Athens. For instance, as the regime of the Four Hundred was faltering and
popular resistance culminating, the warring factions agreed to hold an assembly
nept Opovoiag as a step toward calming tensions (Thuc. 8.93.3); and 6pdvora became
virtually a standard locution for the reconciliation effected after the civil war of
404/403.19 Although Thrasymachus’ use of mdtpiog mohteia and dpdvora does not
establish a specific date or occasion for the passage, it does provide firm, important
evidence—and the only available evidence—to conjecture what the original context
of the passage may have been, a context that is entirely compatible with the rhetori-
cal presuppositions of the passage described above. Compare the leap of faith that
would be entailed by the diplomatic scenario proposed by White (even though it has
already been ruled out on rhetorical grounds): nowhere in the passage is there any

16. Cf. also Thrasybulus in Xen. Hell. 2.4.42, urging the newly restored democracy toig vopoig toig
Gpyaiog xpficbar, and Dionysius’ account of Lys. 34, the strongly pro-democratic speech set right after the
return of the democrats in 403, as nept Tob pf) kataAdoar thv matplov mohteiav (Lys. 32).

17. Arist. Ath. Pol. 34.3, Xen. Hell. 2.3.2, Diod. Sic. 14.3.2-3, 6. Cf. Ostwald, Popular Sovereignty,
469-80, and P. Harding, “O Androtion, You Fool,” AJAH 3 (1978): 179-83.

18. The final sentence of B1 may indicate a further basis for civic consensus. The two sources on the
ancestral constitution named by the speaker in §10, “old reports” (Aéyot ot maAaidtepot) and “old citizens”
(ot mpeaPutepor), each represent a different stage of the ancestral constitution and thus a different version of
the Athenian past. The “old citizens” would reach back to the days of Ephialtes and Pericles, and the “old
reports” would reach back further, to Cleisthenes and Solon. These famous names and stages of the past
functioned as propaganda in the constitutional struggles of the late fifth century; cf. Ostwald, Popular Sover-
eignty, 369-72.

19. Arist. Ath. Pol. 40.3; Andoc. 1.73, 76, 106-9; Lys. 18.18, 25.20, 27; Isoc. 7.69; cf. P. Funke,
Homonoia und Arche, Historia Einzelschriften 37 (Wiesbaden, 1980), 23-25. White does not consider
opévoua in his article. On dpévoua in the classical period, see J. de Romilly, “Vocabulaire et propagande ou
les premiers emplois du mot dpévora,” Mélanges Chantraine, Etudes et commentaires 79 (Paris, 1972), 199—
209, and D. Whitehead, ed. and tr., Aineias the Tactician: How to Survive Under Siege (Oxford, 1990), 27—
33,126, 137.
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mention or even hint of any of the matters—Chalcedon, leniency, autonomy, defec-
tion—that White claims the speech was about.

Yet much about Thrasymachus B1 necessarily remains uncertain. It would be a
mistake to quibble, as did previous commentators, over whether the speech belongs
in 411/410 or 404/403; both are consistent with the evidence, as is virtually any
other time just before, during, or after those years. The change from peace to war
and from concord to discord mentioned in §§3—4 offers no help; the time frame for
this change is unspecified, as are the degree and nature of the war and discord. War
and civic discord were on the minds of Athenians throughout the late fifth and early
fourth centuries. For a politician intent on staking out an independent position, vir-
tually any occasion during these decades would permit the vagueness of this state-
ment on war and discord to serve as a useful opening.?

Beyond the three possibilities mentioned at the outset of this note, none of which
can be ruled out on the extant evidence, it is important to bear in mind a fourth
possibility that turns the very vagueness of the passage to account: B1 may never
have formed part of a full speech at all, whether intended for delivery by an Athe-
nian politician or composed as a model or pamphlet; it could well have been com-
posed to stand on its own as a model deliberative prooemium. There is evidence that
Thrasymachus composed model or instructive prooemia: Athenaeus (416A) relates
an anecdote found, he says, €v Tivi T@v mpoowpiev of Thrasymachus; these prooemia
may have belonged to a work known as dgoppai pnropikai (“rhetorical resources”)
ascribed to Thrasymachus in the Suda (s.v. ®pacvtpayog). Collections of prooemia,
now lost, are also attested for Critias and Antiphon.21 But the most important ar-
gument for supposing that B1 originally stood on its own derives from its evident
functionality as a model prooemium. The extant collection of npooipia dnunyopika
composed by Demosthenes, already cited as evidence in this discussion, provides
the essential comparandum.??

Like virtually all the prooemia in the Demosthenic collection, B1 alerts the audi-
ence to a particular problem thwarting current deliberation (civic discord in this
case); and by claiming to be able to solve this problem, the speaker implicitly seeks

20. At p. 313 White infers from §§3-4 that “the situation envisioned suggests a city relatively remote
from major conflict.” This is a subjective impression, based on tendentious, if not implausible, identifications
of the war, peace, discord, and concord mentioned in §§3-4 (pp. 313-15). Previous commentators have
likewise proposed equally tendentious and plausible, if entirely different, identifications; see n. 2 above. The
effort is misconceived; the vagueness is intentional. Compare the similar and equally vague statement in Lys.
25.30: [the speaker’s opponents] avti pgv dpovoiag dmoyiav mpdg GAANAOVG TEmOKacLY, Gvti 3 elprivng T6-
repov katnyyéhkaot. This offers no help in dating Lys. 25 (for which 403, the restored democracy, is the ter-
minus post quem). On war and faction during this period, see B. S. Strauss, Athens after the Peloponnesian
War: Class, Faction and Policy 403-386 s.c. (Ithaca, 1987).

21. On the meaning of dgpoppai pnropikai, “resources” rather than “beginnings,” cf. Rhet. Alex. 38.1, and
U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, ed., Euripides Herakles? (Berlin, 1895; reprinted Darmstadt, 1959), 3.60—
61. The “resources” may have contained other sorts of rhetorically useful passages attributed to Thrasyma-
chus, for instance, those inciting pity (EAeot, Arist. Rh. 1404a13) and overpowering ones (bnepBdailovreg,
Plut. Mor. 616d); cf. Drerup, “Anfinge,” 225-27 for a summary of the evidence. On Critias, see Hermog. /d.
402.6 Rabe, explicitly called Snunyopixd mpooipa. On Antiphon, see Suda s.vv. aic8éoBat, Gua, poxdnpds,
most likely judicial preambles; cf. O. Navarre, Essai sur la rhétorique grecque avant Aristote (Paris, 1900),
132-34.

22. On the title of the collection, see Clavaud, Prologues, 5; on the authenticity of the collection, see
H. Yunis, Taming Democracy: Models of Political Rhetoric in Classical Athens (Ithaca, 1996), 287-89; on
the nature and function of the prooemia in the collection, see Yunis, Taming Democracy, 247-57. The exis-
tence of this collection escaped White’s notice when he asserted that B1 “differs fundamentally from the
only certain model-speeches that are extant, all of which are forensic” (p. 311).
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the audience’s close attention. Yet even as it envisions this specific deliberative
problem, the passage conspicuously omits any references to specific people, occa-
sions, places, etc. Such references would tie the passage to one specific occasion in
the assembly, and thus restrict it to one particular speech delivered on that one occa-
sion. The very lack of specific references allows the passage to function as a model:
it could be reproduced in or adapted to any real speech in which a speaker might
find it desirable to focus on civic discord. One further aspect of B1 both resembles
the Demosthenic prooemia and manifests its usefulness as a model: the passage is
so general and indefinite that a speaker could use it to propose virtually any specific
policy in the body of the speech.?3

If B1 was composed as a model prooemium, that would not preclude its hav-
ing been delivered or adapted for delivery by a speaker in the Athenian assembly as
part of a full speech. We should be wary of positing hard and fast divisions between
the different uses and reuses to which a rhetorical passage may have been put in
antiquity. Athenian orators reused various passages, often with adaptations, for var-
ious purposes. For instance, Demosthenes did not hesitate to reuse his own mate-
rial; and Aeschines (2.172-76) adapted from Andocides (3.3—12) a folksy narrative
of fifth-century Athenian history. Several prooemia in the Demosthenic collection
are found verbatim or nearly so as the introductions to several of Demosthenes’ full
deliberative speeches. And the practice of speechwriting for the Athenian courts
may have included the use of general models to be adapted by litigants for specific
cases, as well as the more familiar commission of full-scale speeches composed for
a litigant’s particular case.?* Thus we are in no position to postulate whether Thrasy-
machus B1 belonged to a full speech or was ever delivered; it may have been both,
neither, or merely one or the other of these alternatives.

Though it is certain that B1 would have found its most appropriate use in the do-
mestic debates of late fifth- and early fourth-century Athens, the usefulness of the

23. Referring to Dionysius’ sole comment on the context of Bl, 2 £vog t@v dnunyopikdv Adywv
(Dem. 3), White claims that “Dionysius characterizes B1 as only an excerpt: £ implies that it originally con-
tinued, and A6ywv suggests a complete speech. In calling it a ‘public’ [i.e., demegoric] speech, in fact, he im-
plies that it was actually delivered” (310). It may be doubted whether these are the clear implications of
Dionysius’ words; but that doubt aside, we may grant that Dionysius believed that B1 was an excerpt from a
complete speech that was actually delivered, and yet have reason to consider him mistaken. We have no
knowledge of the context from which Dionysius took the passage. As White admits (pp. 310-11, nn. 14-15),
Dionysius may have found Thrasymachus B1 in a collection of excerpts, in which case Dionysius could only
surmise the original context. Dionysius speaks of the political speeches in Thucydides as dnunyopikot Adyo
(Thuc. 16, 42, 55), yet we do not for that reason believe that they were delivered. However, Dionysius uses
the term dnunyopikdg as a generic description, which implies nothing about delivery and suits Thrasymachus
B1. Elsewhere Dionysius says that Thrasymachus “left no judicial or deliberative speeches (upBovAeutikoig
Abyoug)” (Is. 20), which contradicts the assertion in Dem. 3 that Bl comes “from one of the demegoric
speeches (dnunyopikdv Aéywv).” Various emendations of Is. 20 have been suggested to avoid contradiction
with Dem. 3, but the text displays no sign of corruption. The contradiction is likely to be genuine and
reflect confusion or uncertainty on the part of Dionysius about the original status of Thrasymachus’ oratory.

24. On the passages and prooemia reused by Demosthenes, see Clavaud, Prologues, 50-55, and S. G.
Daitz, “The Relationship of the De Chersoneso and the Philippica Quarta of Demosthenes,” CP 52 (1957):
145-62, esp. 147-48. Dem. 30.37, a discussion of evidence based on torture, replicates Isae. 8.12 nearly ver-
batim. Cf. also Antiphon 5.87-89 = 6.5-6, 5.14 = 6.2; Aeschin. 1.4 = 3.6. On the varieties of forensic
speechwriting in Athens, see K. J. Dover, Lysias and the Corpus Lysiacum (Berkeley, 1968), 148—-74. On the
shifting domains of written and oral rhetoric in fourth-century Athens, see L. Canfora, Per la cronologia di
Demostene (Bari, 1968), 9-36, and id., “Discours écrit/discours réel chez Démosthéne,” in Les Savoirs de
I'écriture en Gréce ancienne, Cahiers de Philologie 14, ed. M. Detienne (Lille, 1988), 211-20. Recall too
another curious reuse of rhetorical material in Athens: Plato’s Menexenus, originally intended as literary
parody, came eventually, if we can believe Cicero (Orat. 151), to be delivered annually in public in Athens.
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passage may have extended further. One could substitute for the initial ABnvaio the
name of any other citizen body deliberating under the stress of discord and (mutatis
mutandis) the passage would work as well for a speaker addressing them as it would
for an Athenian rhetor addressing the Athenians. We have no reason to think that a
non-Athenian Greek would not have perceived this and, given the right opportunity,
have acted on it.2

HARVEY YUNIS
Rice University

25. I am grateful to an anonymous referee for useful suggestions and to the Rice Center for the Study of
Cultures for support during the writing of this note.

OVID’S TEREUS: FIRE, BIRDS, AND THE
REIFICATION OF FIGURATIVE LANGUAGE

A number of scholars have studied the relationship between narrative and meta-
morphosis in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, suggesting that metamorphosis is a manifesta-
tion of some essential feature described in the narrative: the character of a person;!
the passions that act upon a person;2 a person’s conduct; or the internal changes a
person experiences.* Thus, according to these scholars, narrative events somehow
determine metamorphosis.> I wish to examine the ways in which figurative lan-
guage determines both narrative events and metamorphosis.® The multiple levels of

1. G. K. Galinsky, Ovid's Metamorphoses: An Introduction to the Basic Aspects (Oxford, 1975), 45:
“transformations often are not capricious but turn out to be very meaningful because they set in relief the true
and lasting character of the person involved.” See also L. B. Barkan, The Gods Made Flesh: Metamorphosis
and the Pursuit of Paganism (New Haven, 1986), 25-26; G. B. Riddehough, “Man-Into-Beast Changes in
Ovid,” Phoenix 13 (1959): 201-3; C. P. Segal, “Philomela’s Web and The Pleasures of the Text: Reader and
Violence in the Metamorphoses of Ovid,” in DeJong and Sullivan, Modern Critical Theory and Classical
Literature (Leiden, 1994), 270; J. B. Solodow, The World of Ovid’s Metamorphoses (Chapel Hill, 1988), 2.

2. C. P. Segal, “Myth and Philosophy in the Metamorphoses: Ovid’s Augustanism and the Augustan
Conclusion of Book 15,” AJP 90 (1969): 266: “the passions work upon the personality of the character in-
volved until he is changed into the bestial or elemental equivalent of that passion: the cruel Lycaon into a
wolf, the lustful Jupiter into a bull, the mechanically and mindlessly efficient Arachne into a spider, Tereus
into a long-beaked hoopoe . . . and so on.”

3. See Segal, “Philomela’s Web,” 268; R. A. Swanson, “Ovid’s Pythagorean Essay,” CJ 54 (1958): 23.

4. W. S. Anderson, “Multiple Change in the Metamorphoses,” TAPA 94 (1963): 18: metamorphosis
“punctuates the tale” as an apt conclusion to and commemoration of the alterations experienced by characters
in the narrative. See also Barkan, Gods, 59; Brooks Otis, Ovid as an Epic Poet (Cambridge, 1970), 214.

5. See also Barkan, Gods, 21; Hermann Friinkel, Ovid: A Poet Between Two Worlds (Berkeley, 1945),
97-98; Emilio Pianezzola, “La Metamorfosi ovidiana come metafora marrativa,” in Retorica e poetica, Atti
del Il Covegno Italo-Tedesco (Padova, 1979), 88-89; E. A. Schmidt, Ovids poetische Menschenwelt: Die
Metamorphosen als Metapher und Symphonie (Heidelberg, 1991), 56-69.

6. Previous studies have rarely focused upon the figurative language of the text. Barkan (Gods, 20), not-
ing the lack of scholarly awareness of the relation between simile and metamorphosis, writes, “Ovid fre-
quently uses similes as protometamorphoses, rhetorically pointing out the direction in which an individual
will literally travel when transformation takes place.” However, his example of Lichas, who, after having
been compared to snow and hail (9.220-22) in the immediate context of transformation, becomes a rock,
hardly functions as the material embodiment of narrative figures by metamorphosis for which I will argue.
For more exact anticipations of metamorphosis by similes see W. S. Anderson, Ovid’s Metamorphoses:
Books 6-10 (Oklahoma, 1972), on Met. 10.190-95 and 371-76.
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