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Introduction
In what way can the two seemingly different parts of Isocrates’ Panegyricus be regarded as

contributing to a specific goal? This is the question that my thesis will address. On the one hand,
Isocrates seems to praise Athens and desire Athenian hegemony, while on the other hand the
Panegyricus also advocates panhellenism. This thesis will argue that these two seemingly different
parts of the speech can be seen as coherent and do in fact contribute to one goal, by researching
Isocrates’ use of rhetorical strategies.

To understand Isocrates’ position in the politics of his time, this introduction will provide
general information on Isocrates, who was a rhetorician and teacher and who set up his own school of

rhetoric in Athens, after he had been a logographer for some years.!

Political Climate
During the Persian Wars (490-479 BC) Athens was Persia’s main rival. However, Sparta played a

significant part in the Greek victory and Athens was destroyed. When the war was over, Athens
presented itself more and more imperialistically, of course to great Spartan dissatisfaction. In the time
of Isocrates (436-338 BC), Athens found itself in a difficult political position, since its rival Sparta was
the victor of the Peloponnesian war (431-404 BC) that followed Greek internal strife. The question then
was whether Sparta would maintain hegemony, whether Athens could make itself great again and
compete with Sparta or whether some middle ground could be established (the last option not being
very likely).? Various cities struggled for hegemony over Greece, as is clearly explained by Papillon:
“Persia also played a major part in Greek politics in this period, notably with the King’s Peace — also
called the Peace of Antalcidas — when it negotiated a treaty with Sparta identifying which cities would
be independent and which would be under Spartan, Athenian, or Persian control. Isocrates seizes the
opportunity presented by the confusion in these years to propose a solution: the way to relieve the
stresses on the Greek city-states is to induce them to give up their animosity toward each other and

join in a unified campaign against Persia.”? This laid the basics for the idea of panhellenism, for all the

1 For detailed biographies of Isocrates, see for example Benoit 1984, 109-111, Norlin 1954, ix-xIvi and Usher 1990,
1-14. Modern scholars, but also already ancient writers, disputed the number of works attributed to Isocrates
and how to categorise them. See Too 1995, 10-35 for an elaborate discussion.

2 Jaeger 1959, 132 posits: “Mochte der imperialismus, wenn er den unvermeidbar war, sich gegen andere Vélker
kehren, die auf einer tieferen Stufe der Bildung standen und von Natur die Feinde der Griechen waren.” In his
ground-breaking work, Jaeger researched education, not politics. This citation sums my points up nicely, but
Jaeger is not an authority on Athenian politics. It also seems that he merely thought this upcoming idea of
panhellenism was logical, for he does not give any evidence for this. For a discussion of the sentiments of the
time based on primary and secondary literature, see for example Bringmann 1965, 19-20.

3 Ppapillon 2004, 24-25. Also Cartledge 1997, 32: “Conquering Sparta and a resurgent Athens vied, all too
successfully, for barbarian Persian financial support in their attempts to secure an Aegean hegemony. The upshot
was a diplomatic victory for Great King Artaxerxes Il that Xerxes would have envied. By the terms of the King’s
Peace (386) all the Greeks of Asia were once more consigned to Persian suzerainty, while the Greeks of Europe
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Greeks to unite against barbarian Persia, one of the themes of the focal text of my thesis, Isocrates’

Panegyricus.

Isocrates’ rhetoric and education
Against this political background of a growing sentiment of panhellenism Isocrates’ education evolved.

Jaeger explains this relation between a sense of Greekness and education clearly: “Das neue
griechische Empfinden ist ein Erzeugnis der Kultur und Bildung. Doch die griechische Paideia empfangt
ihrerseits einen bedeutenden Kraftszuwachs dadurch, daB sie sich mit dieser panhellenischen
Zeitstromung erflllt.”* Isocrates thus tried to establish this idea of panhellenism through education,
which was based on rhetoric.® As to the substance of his speeches, Isocrates does not merely
incorporate mythological and historical narratives, but makes them part of the way he presents
himself, of his identity, and thus of the things that he propagates.® For Isocrates, stories play an
important part in the portrayal of (Athenian) identity, as will be shown in chapter one.

This thesis posits that rhetoric plays an important role in the Panegyricus, as it is the medium
through which Isocrates sets out his ideas about Athens and panhellenism, giving language a social (or
even moral) obligation, as will also be touched upon below.” Isocrates could use this social function of
language to engage his Athenian public for his cause, whether that is Athenian hegemony or

panhellenism, the two themes of the Panegyricus that will be explored in this thesis.

were implicated willy-nilly in a diplomatic settlement containing a barely veiled threat of renewed Persian
military intervention, if only by proxy. It was against that depressingly familiar background of inter-Hellenic strife
that the Panhellenist refrain was taken up [...].”

4 Jaeger 1959, 134. As with the previous citation of Jaeger, this citation also relies on his psychological
interpretation of the Greeks’ thoughts.

5 Rhetoric had to fulfil the following qualities, according to Against the Sophists 13: Méylotov 6& onueiov tfhi¢
AVOMOLOTNTOC AUTAV TOUC pv yap Adyouc oy 0idv Te KOAGC EXewy, AV i TV Kap@V Kal Tol TPEmOVIWS Kol
ol KoV ExelV petdoywol. — “This is the greatest sign of dissimilarity of these things; for speeches cannot be
beautiful, if they do not take part in opportunity and fittingness and newness.” (my translation).

6 Haskins 2004a, 11: “The Isocratean use of literacy transforms the mythopoetic logos into a discourse that
engenders, rather than merely serves, the rhetor’s political identity.”

7 Haskins 2004a, 14: “Rhetoricians are concerned [...] with the social function of language.”
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Isocrates’ evolvement of rhetoric from sophistry and oral tradition

Before Isocrates’ time, rhetoric was mainly used by sophists, travelling teachers.? This section will not
comment upon Plato’s role involving education, but it has to be noted that Isocrates worked in a milieu
of competing schools and sophists. Isocrates’ rhetoric had quite a different goal than that of the
sophists (who merely taught rhetoric, which meant to speak persuasively, to anyone who paid enough
money)® from whose oratorical practices Isocrates’ rhetoric developed. With his rhetoric Isocrates
seeks to persuade his audience of his cause, as he explains in the introduction to his Panegyricus (6,

14):

"Ewg & Gv ta pEV Opoilwg Waorep mpotepov dpEpnTal, Ta &’ eipnuéva pavAwg Exovta TUyXAvn, TG
oU xph okomelv kal ¢pthocodelv tolitov TOV Adyov, 0¢ Av kKatopBwBi, kal Tol moAépou tol mpog
aAARAou¢ Kal Thi¢ Tapaxfic Th¢ mapolong Kal TV HeyloTwy KoKWV UGG drmaAlatel; [...] Eyw &’ Av
un kat tod mpaypatog aflwg einw kat thg 80&Nnc Thg énautol kai tod xpovou, uf povov told mept
TOV Adyov NIV SLatpldBévtog, GANA Kal cUpToVToC, oU BePiwka, mapake evopal Lndepiav pot
ouyyvwunyv €xev, AANA katayeAdv Kol Katoppovelv' oUSEV yap O TL TWV ToloUTwV oUK GELOC il
TIAoXELY, €lrep TOV BAAWV pndev Stadépwy oUTw peydlog roodpol tag Unooyéoelc.t°

But so long as the situation remains the same as before, and what has already been said is inefficient, how is
it not necessary to examine and philosophise about this argument, which, if it is successful, will deliver us
from war among each other, from our present confusion, and from our greatest evils? [...] If | fail to speak
worthily of the matter, of my own reputation and of the time, not only that spent on the speech but the
whole period that | have lived, | prescribe you to have no sympathy, but to ridicule and look down upon me;
for I deserve to suffer all those things, if | make such great promises when I am in no way distinguishable from

the others.!!

In the first part of this citation, Isocrates posits that his predecessors who spoke on the same subject
have not done this well. Therefore, according to Isocrates, the need for the subject of the speech is
still present, so he will persuade his audience of his cause, using a rhetorical question to confirm the
need for his speech. A few paragraphs later (14), Isocrates is even more convinced of his own ability to

persuade his audience, for he urges the audience to contradict him if he does not do a good job. All

8 For a detailed discussion of the identity of sophists, see for example Guthrie 1971, 27-54, Jarratt 1998, 81-117,
Pernot 2005, 10-23.

9 Jarratt 1998, xv. Jarrat 1998, xv also explains that the sophistic practice came into existence with the rise of
democracy, because it became necessary for citizens to persuade an audience of their point of view.

10 The edition used for all of Isocrates’ texts in this thesis is that of Mandilaras 2003a, 2003b.

11 All translations of the Panegyricus are adapted by me from by Usher 1990. Adaptations primarily consist of
more literal translations.



these aspects are used by Isocrates to underscore his claim of ability and to engage his audience’s
attention for the speech.

Isocrates attacks the sophists on the fact that they teach rhetoric like it can be done in a fixed
way.!2 But according to Isocrates, saying the right thing at the right time (kaipdg) is what makes
rhetoric proper,’® as can also be seen in the citation above, where Isocrates sees the need for his
speech in the fact that his predecessors have not succeeded in their task to persuade the audience and
that the occasion for the speech is still present. Isocrates himself can of course showcase this use of
Kapog by urging that now is the best time for an expedition against Persia.'*

Rhetoric came from an oral tradition.’ It follows that there is a discrepancy between the
utterance of a speech and the writing and reading of a speech. The ideal was that a speech was uttered
extempore, made up on the spot, however, for political speeches it was not as necessary to be
extempore.’® With the rise of literacy, the shift from orality to literacy can be seen as a shift from
mythos to logos.'” The connection between oral and written speech can also be seen in Isocrates, as is
commented upon by Haskins: “Isocrates retains the oralistic emphasis on the act of speech and its
social impact. But literacy permits him to strengthen the link between the linguistic act and the rhetor’s
political identity.”*® This use of a written document for the purposes of an oral utterance contributes
to the establishment of Isocrates’ identity.’® As was thought earlier, Isocrates wrote his speeches
merely to compensate for the fact that he was not strong enough to present the speeches himself.?°
Haskins, however, makes a strong argument for the idea that Isocrates “pursued writing with a dual
goal of shifting the focus of contemporary rhetorical practices from their traditional sites to a broader

political forum and crafting his own distinct civic identity.”*

12 In Against the Sophists 12 Isocrates criticises anyone who teaches that rhetoric consists of fixed parts, for,
according to Isocrates, the opposite should be said of Adyoc. Isocrates utters the same criticism in Antidosis 183-
184. See also Cole 1991, 71-94 on the development of the techne of rhetoric. On Isocrates on the techne of
rhetoric see also Ford 1993, 41-44.

13 Heath 1989, 30-31. See for example Against the Sophists 16, where Isocrates expounds the idea of kaipoc.

14 This Isocrates puts forth in Panegyricus 9: Al pév yop MPAgelg ai mpoysyevnuéval kowoi nmdow Auiv
KoteAeidpBnoav, 10 & év kalp® TalTalg Kataxpnoachol Kal Td TpocHKovTa ePL EKA0TNG €vOuunBfival kat Tolg
dvopacty €0 5Labéobat TV g0 dpovolvtwy {810V £atv. — “For the deeds of our ancestors are left common to
us all, but to use them at the right time and to ponder the right arguments to each and to compose well with
words, that is inherent in the wise.”

15 For the development of oral culture to oratory, see for example Kennedy 1963, 3-9.

16 Hudson-Williams 1951, 71. Hudson-Williams 1951, 73: “Isocrates in fact applies the methods normally used
for extempore political speaking to literary composition.”

17 Jarratt 1998, xxii-xxiii, who explains this as the difference between stories (myths) passed down orally versus
spoken or written discourse that incorporated a logical factor. For the transition from mythos to logos see also
Jarratt 1988, 31-61.

18 Haskins 20044, 16.

1% For instances where Isocrates comments upon the fact his texts are written, see Too 1995, 119-127.

20 For example by Jaeger 1959, 110-111, who bases this on Panathenaicus 10 and To Philip 81.

21 Haskins 2004a, 16. On the same subject see also Haskins 2004b. By doing this, Isocrates opens up the field of
political rhetoric, as Haskins 2004a, 81 explains: “Isocrates articulates the collective identity of his audience in a
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Isocrates did not recite his own speeches before gatherings,? but instead wrote the speeches,
which then circulated. While Isocrates thus did not have the advantages of making speeches before a
live audience, the circulation of his written speeches had its advantage as well, as is clearly explained

by Haskins:

“He appreciates the potential of oral performance even as he disdains the uses to which demagogic
orators put it. [...] While Isocrates loses the advantage of oral performance (such as improvisation
and immediate audience feedback), he gains something that only writing can grant: time. Removed
from traditional sites of public deliberation with their pressures to pass judgement soon after a
speech was over, written rhetoric benefitted from a slower pace of reading and a possibility of

rereading.”?

For Isocrates it must have been an advantage that his text circulated in Athens, where he would not
be subject to much negative feedback. If he would have uttered his speech at a festival, where Greeks
of multiple city-states would gather, Isocrates’ praise of Athens would have been met with more
resistance. Because of the fact that Isocrates’ work circulated to be read, the question what his
intended audience was, arises. Looking at the focal text of this thesis, the Panegyricus, it seems that
the intended audience could have been anyone who had some political influence, since it is clear that

the text advocates political or even military action against the Persians.?

fashion that bridges the gap between the aristocratic and democratic ethos as well as the split between Athenian
and pan-Hellenic self-understanding.” This addressing of an Athenian and panhellenic audience can also be seen
in the Panegyricus. As Poukakos 1997, 4 explains, it was Isocrates who turned rhetoric into political discourse.
22 Norlin 1954, xxx.

23 Haskins 2004a, 20.

24 poulakos 2004, 80 comments upon this issue well: “Spoken rhetoric could address only a small circle of people
at a time, a circle defined by the radius of the orator’s voice. But since texts can travel further than the human
voice, Isocrates’” written addresses can be said to have aimed simultaneously at a geographically broader
audience, one that included distant readers throughout the Hellenic world. Even so, the low level of literacy in
the fourth century suggests that the number of people addressed by his message must have been quite limited.
Isocrates seems less concerned with this than with the fact that speaking to the masses is virtually useless when
it comes to serious projects like panhellenism.” This last comment agrees with my view of Isocrates’ audience,
for the masses of simple citizens were probably not as concerned with panhellenism as higher political figures,
who were indeed literate. Isocrates must have felt that speaking to the masses would not have made a difference
in the political climate.



Isocrates’ education
Isocrates’ education was based on rhetoric, which had to be understandable for everyone and had to

incorporate a moral, political sense.?> Therefore, the purpose of the Panegyricus was that it “der
Mitwelt die Fahigkeit seiner Schule beweisen sollte, nicht nur dem sittlichen Leben des einzelnen,
sondern der gesamten Nation der Griechen in einer neuen Sprache neue Ziele zu weisen.”?® Not only
did Isocrates incorporate moral teaching for the individual Athenian, he was also concerned with the
whole of the Greek people, as can also be seen in the focal text of this thesis, in which Isocrates
addresses the Athenians, but also advocates panhellenism. Isocrates himself says that he writes
political discourse,?” but also links his rhetoric to philosophy.?

For Isocrates, the above mentioned kalpdg was important, just as the soul of the student, for
Isocrates’ aim in teaching was the following: “Not to neglect the technical aspects of rhetoric, but to
play down their importance and to link them indissolubly to practical experience and to the character
of the student.”?® So for Isocrates, the students themselves were more important than to the

sophists.3°

25 Jaeger 1959, 126: “Der Vorteil der Rhetorik ist es dagegen, daB sie ganz politische Bildung ist. Sie muB nur
einen neuen Weg, eine neue Haltung finden, um auf diesem Gebiet eine geistige Fiihrerrolle zu erringen. Der
dlteren Rhetorik ist viel versagt geblieben, weil sie sich der Tagespolitik als Instrument anbot, statt sich lGber sie
zu erheben. Hier kiindigt sich bereits die Zuversicht an, das politische Leben der Nation mit einem hoheren Ethos
erfiillen zu kénnen.” For an elaborate overview of the development of Isocrates’ rhetoric, see Jaeger 1959, 105-
130.

%6 Jaeger 1959, 130.

27 Antidosis 45-47, Panathenaicus 1-2. Also Kennedy 1963, 182-184, Too 1995, 114.

28 Antidosis 270-271. Jaeger 1959, 131 comments as follows: “Isokrates sieht, daB die erzieherische
Uberlegenheit der Philosophie in dem Besitz eines hdchstens sittlichen Zieles liegt.” See also Benoit 1990, 254,
Haskins 20044a, 14, Morgan 2004, Poulakos 2004, 56-62 and Timmerman 1998.

2 Ford 1993, 43.

30 Because everybody contains the ability to use language, the teacher’s role should be to develop this “natural
endowment” in the students (Ford 1993, 46-47). Nicocles 9: OU6&v TV dpoVIHWES TTPATTOUEVWY EUPFCOUEV
AAOYWG yLyvopevov, AAa kal Tiv €pywv Kal TV Slavonuatwy Amaviwy fyepova Adyov évta Kal paAlota
XPWHEVOUC aUTw Ttol¢ TAelotov voiv éxovtag Wote toUg ToApdvrag BAachnuely mepl TOV madsudvtwy Koi
dhocodolviwy Opoiwg GElov pLoelv Worep ToUC £i¢ TA TRV Oe®v E€apaptavovrag. — “We shall find that nothing
of the things that are done sensibly happen without speech, but that of all deeds and thoughts speech is the
leader and that those who have the most sense use it mostly; in order that those who dare to slander the
educators and philosophers alike deserve to be hated just as those who do wrong to the sanctuaries of the gods.”
(translation adapted from Norlin 1954, 81). Adyog is thus a leader, a notion that emphasises Adyog as “influencing
conduct and shaping reflection” (Haskins 2004a, 89). In other words, Adyog has the power to make “individuals
into citizens” (Poulakos 1997, 25). See also Poulakos 2004, 70-74 on Adyoc.
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Identity
In the Panegyricus the theme of identity is significant, because Isocrates focusses both on Athenian

and Greek identity.3! This identity does not merely exist, but it is created by Isocrates.3? In the following

citation Isocrates explains his view on Greek identity (50):

Toooltov & amoAéoumnev [ MOALG AU®V] Ttepl TO Ppovelv kai Aéyely Toug dANouc avBpwroug, Wob’
ol TauTNng pabntatl tWv GAwv stdaokalol yeyovaol kol to T@v EAAAVwy Ovopa TIEMoiNKE UNKETL ToD
yévoug, GMA TAC Slavoiag Sokelv Tekufplov eivat kal pdAlov “EAAnvag KaheloBat tol¢ Thig
noudevoewg ThHg AUETEPAG A TOUG THC KOWAG PUoEwC petéxovrag. 3

Our city has left behind the other men regarding thinking and speaking so much, that Athens’ pupils have
become the teachers of the others and the city has made the name of the Greeks seem to be no longer a sign
of race but of mental attitude, and those who take part in our education are rather called Greeks than those

who take part in a common nature.

According to Isocrates, one can be considered Greek not by race, but by education.3* Isocrates thus
signals a change in what it means to be Greek, because before his time, race was apparently the
common denominator. As Walbank rightly notes: “Isocrates gives the term [Hellene] a cultural value;
but he cannot be regarded as initiating a wider concept of Hellas.”*® Isocrates confines Greekness to
Athenian education (tfi¢ mawdeloswg tfi¢ NUetépag), which on the one hand forges a connection
between being Greek and Athenian, while on the other hand there is still friction, because it is clear
that Isocrates writes this as an Athenian (“our education”).

To fully understand the way in which Isocrates” Panegyricus functions, the notion of identity
has to be investigated. This will be done here, starting from the following premise, formulated by
Konstan: “In themselves, however, common traits, whether recognised as such or not, do not
constitute an ethnic self-awareness. Rather, ethnicity arises when a collective identity is asserted on
the basis of shared characteristics. It is necessary, accordingly, to inquire why, and under what
circumstances, ethnic claims are rhetorically mobilised.”® Thus, the purpose here is to investigate in

what way Isocrates uses identity to underscore his purpose of convincing his audience that a

31 The term ‘identity’ is described by Too 1995, 1 as being a member of a certain community.

32 T00 1995, 1 explains that “Isocrates constructs a language within which he proceeds to fashion and authorise
his own identity.”

33 This passage is widely debated in scholarly literature. See for example Buchner 1958, 54-56 or Raymond 1986,
154. The latter explains that Isocrates might say this because a shared culture could be the basis for a shared
expedition. The passage is also discussed in chapter one.

34 Juthner 1923, 36: “Isokrates mochte den Namen “Hellene” einengen auf den Begriff “attisch gebildeter
Grieche”.”

35 Walbank 1951, 46.
36 Konstan 2001, 30.



panhellenic expedition against Persia is necessary. While the propagation of these different forms of
identity (Athenian versus Greek) seems contradictory, it can be explained: “Both the novel
appropriation of myths of autochthony in Athens and the appeal to a Panhellenic identity based on
shared genealogy and other traits appear to reflect the emergence of a new ethnic discourse that
constituted, at least in part, the terms in which struggles over social allegiances would be played out.”*’
This citation from Konstan clearly portrays the problem of identity in Greece and at the time of
Isocrates’ writings this struggle of allegiance. Thus the two forms of identity come together, but the
distinction between the two can also be easily explained, because in the development of Greece, there

was not one ruler who ruled over the nation, but rather were the city-states ruled individually.?® This

is acknowledged by Isocrates in the following citation (80-81):

Tov autov 8¢ tpodmov Kai Td TV GAAwV Stwkouv Beparmevovieg, GAN oUx UBpilovieg Toug EAANVaG
Kol otpatnyelv oidpevol Selv, GAAA pr Tupavvely alT®WV Kal HGAAov €mBupolvieg NYEUOVEC
Seomotal mpocoyopelecbal Kol owtiipeg, AANA M AUpPE®VES AmokaAeioBal, TG TOLElV €0
T(POOAYOMEVOL TAG TIOAELG, GAN’ oU Bla KaTaoTpedOUEVOL, TILOTOTEPOLG HEV TOLG Adyolg 1 viv Tolg
OpKoLG Xpwpevol, Talg 6 ocuvBnkalg Womep Avaykalg EUpévely aflolvteg, o0y oUtwg &mi Talg
Sduvaotelalg péya ppovolvieg wg énl @ ocwdpovwg {fiv dotiuolupevol, TV altnv alolvreg
YVwHnv €xeLlv mpog Touc ATTouG AVITEP TOUG KPELTToug PO addg autoug, (dla pév dotn tag altiv
TOAELC fiyoUpevoL, Kownv 6¢& matpida thv EAMGSa vopilovtec elvad.

And in the same way they [i.e. the Athenians] managed the things of the others, caring for but not insulting the
Greeks, and being of the opinion that they must be their general but not their tyrant, and rather desiring to be
addressed as leaders than as masters and as saviours but not to be called destroyers, moving towards the cities
by doing well but not subduing them by force, using words more faithful than oaths today, thinking it worthy
to be true to treaties like necessities, being not so greatly minded towards domination as striving for a life of
sound mind, thinking it worthy to be of the same mind towards the weaker as the stronger towards them
themselves, regarding the distinct cities as cities of their own, but thinking Greece to be their common

fatherland.

This is one of Isocrates’ characteristic periods, covering two full paragraphs. Nevertheless it is very
clear, primarily because of the neat composition of subordinate clauses structured in a parallel
manner, all containing a participle. By using this structure Isocrates is able to strengthen his argument,
setting up antitheses to underscore Athens’ virtues, which is necessary because of Athens’ past, as

Usher comments: “Isocrates’ language reflects the controversy surrounding the Athenians’ treatment

37 Konstan 2001, 35.
38 Heuss 1946, 29-31. See Heuss 1946 for a detailed discussion of the development of Greece (primarily focussing
on the archaic period), also with regards to identity.



of their allies in the Delian League. His description fits the circumstances of its foundation and its early
aims.” Operating within the Delian league, Athens behaved imperialistically towards its allies.
Isocrates’ goal in this citation is to show in what way Athens has been good and beneficial towards its
allies, while Athens’ conduct will not have been perceived as such by other states. Therefore the

argument in this passage is a clear example of Isocrates’ propaganda of Athens.*

Athenian identity

Isocrates portrays Athenian identity in various ways (always focussing of Athens’ prospected
leadership in the expedition against Persia), of which autochthony is an important aspect,* as is

illustrated by the following citation (23-25):

'OHOAOYETTAL HEV Yap TAV TIOAV GV BPXOLOTATNV EWVOL KOL HEYIOTNV KAl TTopd O GvOpWIOLS
ovopaototatnVv oUTtw &€ KaAfC Thic UMoBéoswc olong, £l TOTC £XOUEVOLE TOUTWV ETL LAAANOV AUAG
TPOOoNKeL TLLdoBal. Tautnv yap oikolpev oU) £Tépoug EKBaldvtec o0’ Eprunv kataAaBovteg oud’
€K TIOM®V £€0VAOV pLyadec oUAEYEVTEC, GAN oUTw KAADC Kol yvnoilwe yeyovapey, Mot €€ nomep
£€dupev, TalTny £xovieg Amavta Tov Xpovov dtatedod ey, avtdoxBoveg 6VTeg Kal TWV OVOUATWYV TO1G
aUTOIC, OLOTIEP TOUC OIKELOTATOUC THV TIOAWY EXOVTEC TTPOCELTETV. MOVOLC yap ARV TMV EAMAVWV THV
auThVv Tpodov Kal matpida Kal unTépa KAAECL TIPOCHKEL.

For it is agreed that our city is the most ancient and the greatest and the most famous for all men; the
hypothesis being so beautiful, because of the things that follow from this it is fitting that we are honoured even
more. For we live in this place, not having thrown others out nor finding it desolate nor gathering mixed groups
from many tribes, but we are so honourable and genuine, that we have spent all our time possessing that from
which we sprang, being autochthonous and able to address the city with those names that we use for our

closest ones. For it is fitting for only us of the Greeks to call the city nurse and fatherland and mother.

In the citation above Isocrates explains in what way, in his view, Athens is able to lay claim to
autochthony of the Greek land: the Athenians were there first.*? He states this in a clearly set up
argument, starting with the statement that there is no doubt about it. He then gives reasons for his
statement, using many negations to emphasise his points. With this argument Isocrates tries to

strengthen the Athenian claim to leadership of the expedition against Persia, because much esteem

39 Usher 1990, 167.

40 Walbank 1951, 52: “He is undoubtedly rounding off a highly elaborate period with a striking formulation. Such
a formulation may be concerned with propaganda rather than factual accuracy.”

41 Usher 1990, 155 notes that this is a “frequently made claim” and that it occurs “at similarly early points” in
various speeches.

42 See Poulakos 1997, 84 for a discussion of Isocrates” use of the fatherland in his argument.
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could be gained from the age and origin of a city. Isocrates’ argument is that if Athens can claim it has
occupied the land from the very beginning and was there first, the benefits of having Athens as leader
of the expedition are underscored. However, Athens also had lonian ties, as Hall explains, and the
Athenian autochthony is not undoubted.*® This shows that Isocrates is careful in selecting and shaping

the material he uses to convey his argument.

Greek identity*

Aspects that contributed to a feeling of Greekness include language, religion and myth.* Isocrates
makes use of these common features in his speech. The united Greek language makes sure that
Isocrates’ work could be distributed and read in different city-states, while in his speech (primarily in
the first part of the speech) he uses myths as exempla for his arguments (see chapter one), just as the
destruction of sanctuaries. Paragraph 50, as cited above, could also be counted as what Isocrates
would call Greek identity. Opposed to these aspects that contribute to a sense of Greek identity are
the aspects of Persian identity in paragraph 150, in which Isocrates describes negative Persian
character traits like lack of discipline and courage.*®

A significant way of establishing Greek identity is by contrasting Greeks with barbarians.*’” The
conduct of barbarians is set against the ideal of the Greeks’ way of life.*® This also shows in the citation
above, because Isocrates values education more than race as a binding factor. Jithner explains this as

follows: “Also nicht um eine Ausdehnung des Begriffes “Hellene” auf Barbaren mit griechischer Kultur

43 Hall 1997, 51-56.

4 For a clear overview of early literature on the subject of Greek identity, see Walbank 1951, 41-45. Significant
early works include Beloch 1912, Droysen 1836, Grote 1846, Meyer 1902, Stier 1945. The sum of all these works
concludes that the Greek city-states were neither completely separate nor were they deeply connected (Walbank
1951, 56-57). For a detailed overview of the early development of Greek identity, see especially Beloch 1912, 67-
144 and for ethnicity within a broader scope, see Hall 1997, Isaac 2004, 257-303, Rosenbloom 2001 and
Vlassopoulos 2013.

5 Heuss 1946, 29-3. On language especially see for example Beloch 1912, 67-69.

46 paneg. 150: OV yap olov Te ToUC 0UTw TPEDOUEVOUC KAl TTIOMTEUOUEVOUC OUTE TAC BAANG APETHC PeTéxe OUT
£V Tal¢ payoLg Tpomalov lotaval TV moAepiwy. MK yap €v Tolg Ekelvwy Emtndebpacty éyyevéoBal Suvalt’ av
fi oTPaTNYOC SEWOC A OTPOTLITNC AYaBAC, MV TO eV TAETOTOV £0TLy XAOC ATAKTOC KAl KWEUVWY BIELPOC, TPOC
UEV TOV TOAEOV EKAEAUHEVOG, TIPOG O€ TV SouAeiav Guelvov TiV map’ AUV olkeT@v nenaltdeupévog; — “For it is
not possible that those who are brought up and governed like this to not take part in another excellence nor to
set up a trophy in battles over their enemies. For how could a fearsome leader or a good soldier be born in their
ways of living, the most being a disorderly crowd and unexperienced in dangers, faint with regards to war,
brought up for slavery more than our own slaves?”

47 The terms BapPapog, meaning ‘non-Greek’ or “foreign’ and BdpBapoy, ‘all non-Greek-speaking peoples’ (LS
s.v. BapBapog) are preceded by the Homeric BapBapddwvog ‘speaking a foreign tongue’ (Hom. /l. 2.867: Naotng
ab Kap®dv Ayroato BapBapodwvwy — “Nastes again ruled the non-Greek-speaking Karians” (my translation)).
See Cartledge 1993, 36-62 for an overview of Greek attitudes towards barbarians.

48 Stier 1945, 82 illustrates the polarisation between Greeks and barbarians: “Wie dieses mit Intelligenz, Kultur
un Zivilisation, mit Freitheitsliebe und ihrem heilsamen Gegengewicht, der griechischen Sophrosyne,
ausgestattet wird, so wird jenes mit allen Gebrechen und Lastern versehen, die solchen Tugenden
entgegengesetzt sind.”
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handelt es sich bei Isokrates, sondern mit Gegenteil um eine Einengung auf Griechen mit attischer
Bildung, und diese Umdeutung mag bei dem Verfechter der panhellenischen Idee allerdings zunnachst
Uiberraschen.”* What Isocrates thus tries to do is to exclude barbarians from the Greek sophisticated
education, and moreover Greeks who do not comply with the Athenian education (Jithner’s last
remark). In a panhellenistic cause, this is not desirable.

One idea about the opposition of Greeks and barbarians is uttered by Kostan: “The
oppositional style of defining Greeks as culturally distinct from barbarians may, indeed, have emerged
initially more in response to Athens’ new imperial projects and claims to Greek hegemony toward the
beginning of the fifth century than to the need (largely after the fact) to forge a Panhellenic unity in
the face of the Persian invasion.”*° This is not necessarily the case for Isocrates. While the first part of
his speech primarily concerns Athenian hegemony, the main purpose of the Panegyricus is the

establishment of a panhellenic expedition against the barbarians.

Panegyricus

Setting of the Panegyricus

The title of the speech that is the focus of this thesis suggests that the place of action is a panhellenic
festival. A panhellenic festival was the ideal venue for Isocrates to advocate panhellenism, since such
a festival enforced a truce in hostilities.>? However, not all scholars agree to the setting of the
panhellenic festival.>? Based on the latter’s arguments, | believe that the speech would indeed not have
been performed at such a festival, but the imagined setting is perfect for a panhellenic speech,*
because a festival enhances relations between city-states that are necessary to form a panhellenic

bond against the enemy.>

4 )iithner 1923, 36.

50 Konstan 2001, 36.

51 Jaeger 1959, 134-135.

52 For example Poulakos 1997, 78 (basing this comment on Norlin 1954, 119) thinks “It is doubtful that the oration
was ever intended to be delivered at a festival, given its length.” This does not mean, however, that Poulakos
thinks it was not known by a large audience, since he mentions the text’s circulation (Poulakos 1997, 78). A much
earlier expression of the thought that the Panegyricus was not performed for a panhellenic audience but for an
Athenian audience is uttered by Hudson-Williams 1949, 68, who adds the following footnote (Hudson-Williams
1949, 68 n. 5): “It is primarily addressed to an Athenian public although naturally, like other Isocratean Adyoy, it
was also meant for wider circulation in the Greek world,” so as not to exclude the panhellenic goal of the speech.
Another argument is that Isocrates does not address the audience in his speech (Hudson-Williams 1949, 69), but
| dismiss this argument, for Isocrates does address his (imagined) audience, for example in Panegyricus 188: Kal
Un LoOvov AKpooTag yevouevoug aneABelv. — “And you should leave here not as mere hearers.”

53 This idea is also uttered by Kennedy 1963, 189: “The choice of imaginary situation and the title are expressions
of the nature of the subject, which finds Greece in a contest of excellence with the barbarian. There is thus a real
union of subject and form [...].”

54 |socrates’ Panegyricus 43 confirms this by praising the custom of truce and concord at the festivals. Poulakos
1997, 20 explains this passage in the following manner: “The passage refers to the kind of intercommunal
exchanges practiced among Greek city-states during Panhellenic festivals. With praying as with sacrificing, with

12



Structure of the Panegyricus

Here follows a schematic overview of the structure of the Panegyricus.>®

1-14 Introduction

15-20 Statement of main proposition

21-132 Praise of Athens, why Athens should lead the Greeks
133-169 Panhellenism

170-189 Epilogue

Thesis

As can be seen in the overview above, Isocrates praises Athens and the city’s claim to hegemony in the
first part of the Panegyricus, while in the second part he advocates panhellenism, the need for Greek
city-states to unite against the barbarians. This thesis will be a quest to explain how these two
seemingly different aspects within the speech might unite, primarily examining the rhetoric Isocrates
uses to convey his point of view.

For a long time Isocrates was “in the background”, somewhere behind Plato and Aristotle and
in a group with the Attic Orators.”® This changed when scholars like Jaeger and Kennedy renewed
scholarly interest in Isocrates’ work.>” Nevertheless, around the change of the 18" to the 19* century,
some scholars researched lIsocrates. Kessler, for example, briefly researched the theme of
panhellenism in Isocrates’ corpus,®® and other scholars from this period include Drerup and
Wilamowitz-Moellendorf.>® In recent years, scholars that have significantly contributed to Isocratean
scholarship include J. Poulakos, T. Poulakos, Usher and Too.%° There are some scholars who have
touched upon the specific problem posed in this thesis, but none of them provide a systematically
researched solution. One of the least likely solutions is the fact that Isocrates took ten years to

compose his Panegyricus.®* This would indeed be unlikely, because “Such a hypothesis would make

speaking to one another as with competing against one another, participants approach the various events of the
festival as an occasion to safeguard and renew common bonds or, as the passage puts it, to revive old friendships
and establish new ties.”

55 This overview is from Usher 1990, with minor adaptations.

56 Poulakos 1997, 1. See Poulakos 1997, 1-5 for a more detailed explanation of Isocratean scholarship.

57 Jaeger 1959, Kennedy 1963. This of course does not mean that there was no scholarly work on Isocrates before.
For overviews of earlier literature on Isocrates see for example Buchner 1958, 12-13 or Kessler 1911, 1-5. | want
to single out Sandys’ thorough commentary here, which intends to help students to read the Panegyricus (Sandys
1899).

58 Kessler 1911.

59 Drerup 1895, Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 1893.

80 For example Poulakos 2004, Poulakos 1997, 2004, Usher 1974, 1990, Too 1995.

61 Usher 1990, 19.
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Isocrates a bad editor, however, who could not clean up the discrepancies through the body of the
text.”®2 Norlin thinks that the general subject of the Panegyricus is the need for panhellenism against
the barbarians, but merely mentions the difficult question of leadership for this expedition.®® Kennedy
mentions the dual goal of the text, but does not problematise this.®* Jaeger links the discrepancy to
Isocrates’ education, but does not make clear why Athens should lead the united Greeks.®® One of the
most useful contributions to solving the discrepancy is Too, who ascribes the discrepancy to Isocrates’
tension between being both Athenian and Greek, but this still does not make the solution to the posed
problem clear.®® This thesis will re-examine the problem by a close reading of the Panegyricus and the
use of scholarly literature on Isocrates and the Panegyricus. In the first chapter, the first part of the
speech (1-132) will be examined, in which Isocrates emphasises Athens as leader of the united Greeks.
In the second chapter, the theme of panhellenism (132-189) will be explored. This will lead to a
conclusion that explores how the two themes that are discussed in the previous chapters might fit
together. All in all, this thesis will argue that the two parts of the Panegyricus can be united by

examining Isocrates’ rhetorical strategies.

62 papillon 2004, 27.

% Norlin 1954, 117.

64 Kennedy 1963, 189.

65 Jaeger 1959, 140: “Er erscheint auf ersten Blick als eine ungeheure Paradoxie, daB lIsokrates diese
libernationale Kulturmission seines Volkes gerade aus AnlaB einer Uberschwenglichen Kundgebung des
Nationalstolzes ausspricht, aber dieser scheinbare Widerspruch 16st sich auf, sobald wir die (ibernationale Idee
des Griechentums, seine allgemeingiiltige Paideia, auf das praktisch-politische Ziel der Eroberung und
Besiedelung Asiens durch die Griechen beziehen.”

56 Too 1995, 129: “I suggest that, as an Athenian author invoking what appears to be a panhellenic ideology, he
is caught up in a complicated tension that exists in being both Athenian and Greek.” This is also proposed by
Papillon 2004, 27.
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Chapter 1: Rhetoric and Athenian identity

This chapter will examine the first part of Isocrates’ Panegyricus (1-132), in which he praises Athens
for past deeds. In this part of the speech Isocrates makes clever use of several rhetorical strategies to
establish Athens’ role as leader of an expedition against Persia. However, the theme of panhellenism
is already planted within this part of the speech. Besides characteristics of style, like long and winding
sentences and the use of clusters of rhetorical questions, Isocrates purposefully chooses exempla,
which can be mythological or historical. These exempla are narratives of past events which have the

purpose to underscore how the situation should be in the present, as is commented upon by Poulakos:

“According to Isocrates, then, good judgements of action are reached by an interplay of the general
character of past cases and the particular character of present instances. Athens’ claim to hegemony
in the present is illuminated by past cases, mythical and historical moments when Athens assumed
the position of leadership and guided all of Hellas to a better place. The Panegyricus offers a variety

of such moments, a multiplicity of fictional and factual histories.”®’

The selection of exempla of course involves the omission of events that do not serve Isocrates’ purpose
that well (inventio in the rhetorical scheme).®® This chapter will show in what way Isocrates makes use
of the exempla he chooses. Usher asks the question whether Isocrates aims for “sole Athenian
leadership” in the expedition against Persia.®® In this chapter | try to make clear that he does, but that
Isocrates also plants some seeds for the second part of the Panegyricus, in which he advocates
panhellenism for a joint Greek expedition against Persia.

Here follows an overview of the text (1-132), so the context of the passages examined in this

chapter will be clear.

1-20 Introduction of theme
1-2 Rhetoric and sports
3-4 Isocrates the confident speaker”
5-6 Present need for his speech’
7-11 Isocrates’ views on good oratory
12-14 Isocrates’ position within the oratorical tradition

57 Poulakos 1997, 81. Buchner 1958, 38-41 discusses the difference between f fyepovia and i apxn.

8 On inventio, see for example Lausberg 2008, 146-147. The purpose of an exemplum principally is to prove a
point the speaker tries to make (Ueding 1992, 61). On exempla, see also Lausberg 2008, 227-235.

59 Usher 1990, 154.

70 paneg. 4: EATti{wv toooltov Sloioelv Mote nwmote undév toig dAAoLg Sokelv eipfioBal mept alT®V. — “Hoping
to going to differ so much that it seems that nothing was ever said about these things by others.” Thus Isocrates
endorses the literary topos to stand out from one’s predecessors.

71 See the introduction for the theme of kapdc.
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15 Topic of Panegyricus

16-20 Strife between Athens and Sparta’?
21-132 Encomium of Athens
23-25 Athens is the oldest city
26-33 Athens’ benefits to other cities
34-37 War
38-50 Greek identity
51-98 Wars and deeds of Athenian ancestors
99 Why Athens should have leadership (rhetorical questions)
100-118 Defence against criticism
119-132 Hardship endured because of barbarians; strife with Sparta

The purpose of the first part of the speech
In the introduction of his Panegyricus, Isocrates states the purpose of his speech (15):

Mept 6£ TV Kow@V, Gool pev eUBUC EmeABovTeg SL8GOKOUGLY, WG XPH SLaAVoAUEVOUC TAG TPOG AES
auTtoUg €xBpag émi tov BapBapov tpanécdal, kal Ste€épyovral TAg Te ouUdopaC TAC £k ToD TIOAEUOU
00 mMpdG AAANAouUG AUTV yeyevnueévag kal tag woehelag tag ék TG otpatelag tfig &m’ ékelvov
€oopévag, aAnBi pev Aéyouoty, ol unv évielBev mololivtal thv dpxnv, 00gv av pdAlota cuotiioatl
tadta buvnOelev.

About the public matters, so many as instruct us immediately when they come forward to speak, that it is
necessary that we resolve the hostilities against each other to turn them against the barbarian, and who go
through the misfortunes that have arisen for us from the war against each other and the benefits that will be
from the expedition against him [i.e. the Persian king], they speak truthfully, but they do not make the

beginning thence, from where they could best organise these things.

This citation makes it clear that Isocrates’ goal in the speech is to establish a feeling of panhellenism,
which must be used to overcome the Persians. In order to achieve this goal, Isocrates explains, Athens
and Sparta must reconcile. He underscores this argument by stating that there are many misfortunes
because of the Greek internal strife and that there will be benefits from a war against Persia. By saying
this, Isocrates leaves out that there could also be benefits from the Greek internal war and drawbacks

from the Persian expedition. This is a rhetorical strategy to emphasise one’s argument in order that

72 \Welles 1966, 18. The speech was meant to be circulated not only in Athens, but throughout Greece.
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the audience will be more inclined towards it. However, after the introduction this goal seems to be

lost out of sight for most of the first part of the speech, for Isocrates says the following (21):

Tolto pev yap i el tovtoug €4’ €kdotw TWaoBaL TOV Epywv TOUG EUTElpoTATOUC Bvtag Kai
peylotnv Suvauw €xovtog, avapdlopntntwe AUV mMpoonkel TV nyspoviav amolaPelv, fRvmep
TPOTEPOV ETUYXAVOUEV EXOVTEG.

So if it should be that in each activity those who possess the greatest experience of things and greatest power

should be honoured, it is indisputably fitting for us to regain the leadership which was formerly ours.

With the forceful language of this citation (dvaudiofntitwg nuiv mpoornkel) Isocrates aims to convince
his audience of the truth of his argument. To support this, Isocrates uses many examples as arguments
why Athens should lead the Greeks, both mythical and historical. As a “fundamental claim”,”® Isocrates
posits that Athens is the most ancient city, after which he sets out to enumerate various arguments as
to why Athens is the best choice for the leadership.

By stating the goal of the Panegyricus in the introduction of the speech, but then focussing on
praise of Athens and advocation of the city’s leadership, Isocrates is able to prepare his audience for a

panhellenic expedition that is led by Athens.

Myth
Isocrates commences his long praise of Athens with the claim that the Athenians have always occupied

the same land from which they sprang.”® Thus Isocrates commences his praise with the oldest historical
example possible. From this inborn quality Isocrates shifts to examples of what Athens has meant to
others. Isocrates announces that he will emphasise the deeds that were prominent and pass over the
ones that were small (27).

As the first Athenian service to others, Isocrates reports the story of Demeter (28), who gave
the city fruits and mystic rites, which Athens did not keep from others (29). This story can be
categorised as mythical, which Isocrates confirms, but for which he also apologises. Nowhere else in
the Panegyricus does Isocrates apologise for or even comment upon his use of myth. This might be
because there is a thin line between myth and history in the minds of the ancient Greeks. Mythical

stories that are anchored in the minds of the people might not be different from historical stories in

73 Paneg. 23: OUtw 8¢ kaAfg tfig UoBéoswg olonc. — “The assumption being so beautiful.”

74 pgneg. 24: OUTw KOAGC Kol yvnolwe yeyovapey, (ot &€ Romep £dupey, TalTnv EXOVTEC dmavta TOV Xpovov
Statelolipev. — “We are so noble and genuine, that we continued to possess all the time the same land from
which we sprang.” Usher 1990, 155 gives evidence for the correctness of Isocrates’ claim. By using the words
KaA®G kal yvnoiwg to describe the origin of the Athenian people, Isocrates wants to establish Athenian identity
positively and authoritarian.
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the collective memory.”> However, a myth can more easily be shaped to the purpose of the author,”®
which might be the reason that Isocrates goes back to this mythical past in his speech. Isocrates calls

7

the story of Demeter puBwdng 6 Adyog,”” on which Usher makes an important and illustrative

comment:

“Isocrates almost seems to be apologising to readers who have accepted Thucydides’ distinction
between fanciful stories and proper history. But myths had their uses. They could be adapted to
embody a moral message and so have educational value; they could serve the highest literary
purposes, as they do in some of Plato’s dialogues; and their very antiquity made them seem to some
to deserve respect both for their own sakes and because the early poets celebrated them in some of
the finest verse. Isocrates seems to have assimilated all these influences in varying degrees, but was

acutely aware that myths could be abused.””®

So, the use of myth is beneficial for Isocrates, for he wants to convey a moral message in his philosophy
and education (see the introduction). The antiquity of the story of Demeter that Isocrates tells, ensures
that his audience will respect the story.” It is thus useful for Isocrates to distinguish between myth
and history in these paragraphs, as the myth kick-starts his monologue about Athenian virtues. In other
passages that contain myth there is no advantage for Isocrates to emphasise that a certain narrative is

a myth.® [socrates narrates the myth of Demeter as follows (28-29):

AAUNTPOC Yap AdLKOUEVNC ELG THV XWpav ARV, 0T’ émAavnOn tfic Kopng dpracBeiong, kai mpog Toug

TIPOYOVOUC NGV EUUEVHE SlaTeBeionC ék TMV EVEPYETLGV, BC OUY OOV T BANOLS f TOTG LEMUNMEVOLS

7> Fentress and Wickham 1992, 25 offer a useful description of collective memory: “An expression of collective
experience: social memory identifies a group, giving it a sense of its past and defining its aspirations for the
future.” The component of the future is important for Athens’ aspirations of leadership. For elaborate discussions
of (collective) memory, see for example Assmann 2011, 15-69, Cubitt 2007, Fentress and Wickham 1992 or
Halbwachs 1992. Grethlein 2010, 9 explains how “considerable efforts are made to bridge the gap between past
expectations and experiences in order to be able to project new expectations onto the future.” See also Cartledge
1993, 18-35 for the relation between myth and history and examples thereof.

76 Jaeger 1959, 136.

77 paneg. 28. ‘Legendary, fabulous’ (LSJ s.v. puBwénc). See also Sandys 1899, 58.

78 Usher 1990, 155.

79 S0 also Isocrates says himself (30): Mp&@Tov pév yap &€ OV Gv TIC KOTAdPOVHATELE TGV AEYOHEVWY WG BpXOLwY
Ovtwy, €k TV aUTOV TOUTWVY EIKOTWE GV Kal T pagelc yeyeviioBal vopiostev' 8ud yap t6 moAhoug eipnkéval
KOl TTAVTOLC BLKNKOEVOIL TIPOGHKEL ) KO eV, TILoT 6& SOKETV £lvat T Aeydpeva mept alt@v. — “Firstly, someone
could scorn the story because the things said are so ancient, from these things one could logically believe that
the things happened; for it is fitting that, because many have told and all have heard it, the things that are said
about them are believed not to be new but to be reasonable.”

80 This is also noted by Usher 1990, 156, who says that after the myth of Demeter Isocrates “does not distinguish
between myth and history, and readily relies on ancient traditions.” The role of myth is thus only explicated by
Isocrates at the beginning of his praise, after which he allows the border between myth and history to blur.
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dkoVELY, Kal 5o0U0NC SwPeAS SITTAC, Almep PEYLOTOL TUYXAVOUGLY 0Uo0L, TOUC TE KAPTIOUC, Ot TOD R
BNPWSHC TV AREC aiTiot yeydvaot, kal THV TEAETAVY, NG ol LETEXOVTES Tepl Te TFC ToU Plou TEAEUTHC
kal tol ouumavrtog aidvog néioug tag EAnidag £xouoty, oUTWC A TIOALG AUV oU povov BeodAig
AAAQ kal pAavBpwnwg €oxev, WOTE Kupia yevopévn ToocoUTwV Ayadiv ok €pBovnoe tolg GANOLG,
AN v EAaPev, AmaoL HETESWKEV.

When Demeter came to our land, when she wandered after Kore had been taken away, and after she became
well-disposed towards our ancestors because of their good deeds, which cannot be heard by others than the
initiated, and after she has given two gifts, which are the greatest, the fruits of the earth, which are the reason
that we do not live in a beastly manner, and mystic rite, the participants of which have more pleasant hopes of
the end of life and of all of lifetime, our city was not only so dear to the gods but also loving of mankind, that
she, being the master of so many good things, did not refuse them to others, but gave to all a share of the

things she received.

This myth is a clear instance of Isocrates’ use of an exemplum to illustrate his purpose. The myth
narrates a situation in the past that must be pursued in the present. Demeter becomes benevolent
towards the Athenians after they have been of service to her. For that they receive Demeter’s good
graces: the Athenians receive the first fruit and mystic rite. These gifts are not kept by the Athenians,
but shared with the other cities, thus placing them in Athens’ dept. Isocrates uses the myth to show
that Athens can be this benevolent to other cities again. The dept to be paid by other cities is the aid
in the expedition against Persia, which is led by the bringer of good: Athens.

Poulakos states the purpose of Isocrates’ use of mythical and historical examples as follows:

“The mythical and historical narratives he recounts are not designed to invoke the authority of
precedents as much as they are intended to redefine hegemony in ways that would eradicate, as
much as possible, all connotations of imperialism and tyranny that the notion of Athenian hegemony

would be certain to stir in the allied city-states.”8!

Poulakos thus sees that the goal of Isocrates’ use of myths is contradictory. On the one hand the
examples are used to establish Athenian hegemony, while on the other hand negative associations of
that same hegemony in the past must be forgotten. Isocrates thus uses the myth of Demeter in a
complex rhetorical way. The selection of this exemplum serves a dual goal: it enforces Athens’
authority by showing how other city-states have been dependant on Athens, while Isocrates cannot

overemphasise Athens’ claim to hegemony, since that would not appeal to the audience. Isocrates

81 poulakos 1997, 82.
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(Athens) needs the other cities in the expedition against Persia. Therefore, the narrative of Demeter

plants a seed for the theme of panhellenism, while praising Athens.

Isocrates’ presentation of material
After explaining how Athens gave the first gift (the gift of the first fruit) to the other Greeks, which

Isocrates names one more time in an elaborate way (34),%? Isocrates moves on to other benefits that
Athens has bestowed upon others. Isocrates carefully sets the scene of hardship that Greece had to

endure (34-35):

Mepl 6& ToUG AVTOUC XpOVOUG OPKOA TOUC HEV BapBapouc TAV MAEICTNV TAG XWPAC KATEXOVTAC, TOUG
&’ "EM\nvag ei¢ HIKpOV TOMOV KaTakeKAELHEVOUG Kol 8L omavidtnta Tfi¢ yi¢ émBoulevovtdg te
odlowv avToig kal otpateiag &’ GAAAAOUC TIOLOUEVOUC KAl TOUG pev SU Evetav TV Kab' Auépav,
ToUC 6£ 81 TOV MOAepoV AmoAUpEVOUG, oUSE TadB’ oltwg Exovta mepLeldev, AN’ AYEROVAC EIC TAC
niohelc €€nepdey, ol mapahaBovteg Toug paiota Biou Seopévouc, OTPATNYOL KOTAOTAVTEC OUTROV
Kal TTOAEUW KPATHOoAVTEG TOUC BapBdapouc.

Around the same time she [i.e. Athens] saw that the barbarians possessed most of the land, and that the Greeks
were enclosed in a small place and that, because of the lack of land, they plotted against themselves and made
expeditions against one another, and that they perished, some because of everyday needs, others because of
war. And she did not accept these things to be like this, but she sent leaders to the cities, who, after they had

taken up those most in need of livelihood, became generals of them and overcame the barbarians in war.

Isocrates carefully builds up this passage. By first setting the scene of hardship, the reader is drawn
into the situation and is convinced that Greece needs to be saved from the barbarians. Then none
other than Athens comes to the rescue. Isocrates introduces his exemplum of a barbarian attack by an
unclear time-reference (34): “around the same time”, which is an indication that Isocrates is not
precise and has thus possibly reshaped the facts. Isocrates speaks of barbarians, who here denote the
lonians who migrated “from the Greek mainland to Asia Minor”,® but this is not clear from Isocrates’
text, which also gives the impression that Isocrates is vague on purpose. Another explanation could be
that everyone in his audience would have known what he meant. In paragraph 37 Isocrates also clearly

I”

chooses his words, for he calls Athenian leadership “more ancestral” (natpwwtépav), and not more

82 paneg. 34: Mept utv oV ToU HeyloTOU THOV EVEPYETNHETWY KOL TPWTOU YEVOUEVOU Kol TtloL Kootdtou tadt
elnelv €xopev. — “So, about the greatest and first and common to all of the kindnesses this | had to say.”

83 Usher 1990, 156. Usher explains in the same note: “The time was the eleventh and tenth centuries BC; the
barbarians were unnamed tribes inhabiting northern Greece, Thrace and the Asiatic seaboard (not the Persians,
whose empire had not yet been formed).”
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ancient, because he knows the latter would not have been correct.®* Isocrates makes Athens claim all

the credit for the Greek salvation.® Isocrates’ use of this passage is clearly explained by Usher:

“He has introduced the lonian migration to serve as a precedent for Athenian leadership in a war
against the barbarians, and wishes to give the impression of ubiquitous Athenian presence at the
foundation of the lonian cities. Of course, the most glorious precedent for a Greek war against the
barbarians was the Trojan War, but tradition assigns a minor role to the Athenians in that war, so

Isocrates omits it here and disparages it later (83).”8¢

From these paragraphs it becomes clear that Isocrates shapes his material to fit his rhetorical
purpose.®’” What catches the eye first is the way in which Isocrates presents his narrative, but what is
equally important is his rhetoric of omission, for he leaves out a significant event in warfare: the Trojan
war. He does this deliberately, for this war does not fit Isocrates’ purpose here, which is to show the
indebtedness of other states to Athens. The narrative first and foremost illustrates why Athens should
be the leader of the expedition against Persia, but at the same time it plants another seed of the
thought of panhellenism, because the other cities will have to pay their debt to Athens by aiding in the
upcoming expedition. That is why Isocrates elects to discuss the establishment of lonian cities instead
of the Trojan war, since Athens was not very important in that war.®

In the same way as shown above Isocrates deals with the subject of legislation. Also with this

subject, Isocrates posits the facts in such a way as to aid his goal. Isocrates narrates as follows (39):

NapaAaBoloa yap tolg "EAANvag avopwg Idvtag Kai omopddnv oikolvtag, kal tolg¢ pev Umo

Sduvaotel®v UBpLlopévoug, toug &€ &I avapyiov AMOAUUEVOUG, Kal TOUTWV TAV KAK®V aUToUC

84 Usher 1990, 157 names “the earlier claim of Minos and his thalassocracy centred on Crete”.

8 Buchner 1958, 49 also acknowledges Isocrates’ manipulation of events: “Die Kolonisation der griechischen
Friihzeit, an der fast alle Stamme mitwirkten, wird hier als Werk der Athener hingestellt.”

86 Usher 1990, 157.

87 Grethlein 2010, 14 explains how in deliberative oratory “the past is not expounded in a continuous narrative,
but selected events are chosen to buttress specific arguments.” Grethlein 2010, 126 expounds on this: “In
deliberative speeches the grip of the present is even stronger — here, the past is not the main focus and is not
unfolded in a continuous narrative, but references to select events help the orator to argue specific points in the
present.”

8 |n Paneg. 83 lsocrates refers to the Trojan war: M&¢ ydp &v yévowvto cUMUETPOL ToouTol Avdpdoty, ol
tocoltov pév Thv €nl Tpolav otpatevoapévwy Stveykayv, 6cov ol pev Tiepl piav oA £€tn §éka SLEtpupay, ol
6& v &€& amaong tfic Acilag dUvauwy év OAlyw XpOvw KOTEMOAEUNCOV, oU povov 8¢ Tag alut®v matpidag
SlEowoav, MG kal v EAAASa cupnacav AAsuBépwaoav; — “For how could they be in measure with such men,
stand out so much from those who fought at Troy, that as the latter spent ten years over one city, they subdued
the power of all Asia in little time, and they not only saved their fatherland, but also freed the whole of Greece?”
This passage on the Trojan war can be seen as another hint at the theme of panhellenism to come in the second
part of the speech.
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annAAage, TV PEV Kupla yevopévn, Tolg & autnv mMapadelya mooaca’ mpwtn yoap Kal VOUOoUG
£0¢eT0 Kal MoALtelav KatECTOATO.

For after having associated with oneself the Greeks who lived without laws and inhabited scattered places,
some having been maltreated by dominations, others ruined by anarchy, she delivered them from those evils,
after having become the master of some, having made herself an example to them; for she was the first to

establish laws and lay down a constitution.

Isocrates thus presents Athens as the bringer of legislation,® but he does not utter this statement
before he has set the scene again by showing the contradiction with states that lived lawlessly (39).
With this antithesis Isocrates emphasises the Athenian accomplishment of implementing laws.®
However, “Historically, Isocrates wavers between remoter and more recent times, and reverses the
probable order of events. It seems clear that a form of constitution existed before the laws were
codified by Dracon.”® Thus, Isocrates again presents Athens in the most advantageous way, while
omitting the crucial information that it cannot have been the case that the states lived without any
rules. By presenting his narrative in this way, Isocrates emphasises again the crucial role that Athens
played in the development of other cities, for which they should be indebted to Athens. Just as with
the exempla above, the purpose here is to show Athens’ superiority, but already touching upon the
theme of panhellenism. This combination of purposes is also visible in one of the most famous passages

of the Panegyricus (50, also cited in the introduction):

Toooltov & amoAéAoumev [ MOALG AUAV] Ttepl TO dpovelv kal Aéyely Toug aAouc avBpwmoug, Wob’
ol TauTNng podntatl tv GAwv stddokalol yeyovool kol to T@v EAAAVwY Ovopa TIEToINKE UNKETL TOD
yévoug, A& TAC Slavolag Sokelv Tekufplov eivat kai pdAlov “EAnvag KoheloBat tol¢ Thig
nalde VoW TAG NUETEPAG f TOUG THC KOG dUOEWC LETEXOVTOG.

Our city has our city left behind the other men regarding thinking and speaking so much, that Athens’ pupils
have become the teachers of the others and the city has made the name of the Greeks seem to be no longer a
sign of race but of mental attitude, and those who take part in our education are rather called Greeks than

those who take part in a common nature.

8 Norlin 1954, 140 agrees with this statement: “The tradition is probably correct that Athens was the first city to
set her own house in order and so extended her influence over Greece. The creation of a civilised state out of
scattered villages is attributed to king Theseus [...].” For the first sentence, however, Norlin does not provide
evidence.

9 Usher 1990, 157.

91 Usher 1990, 157, who also explains this more elaborately.
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In this utterance Isocrates justifies Athenian leadership by claiming that Athenian culture and mindset
is the “highest form of Hellenism.”®? This claim also eliminates Greek states with a body of thought
different from Athenian allies. All the states that share in this Athenian culture can be included in the
rhetoric of panhellenism. However, this idea of ‘Greekness’ is uttered from an Athenian point of view.
This is also made clear in the phrasing of the passage, for the words ) toALg AuGV clearly posit Isocrates

and his audience as Athenians.

Wars
As noted above, Isocrates implements the rhetorical strategy of letting his audience forget Athens’

past imperialism. In the next part of the speech (51-99) he discusses various wars that Athens has
fought, starting with the statement that Athens waged war not only for its own good, but certainly also
for the sake of its allies.”® By narrating two myths (about Adrastus and the sons of Heracles) Isocrates
illustrates Athenian superiority.* The way in which Isocrates describes the two myths underscores his
purpose to establish the Athenian claim to hegemony clearly. Isocrates narrates that Adrastus asked
Athens to aid him in recovering the bodies of his fallen warriors at Thebes (55) and that the sons of
Heracles came to Athens asking for its help to fight against Eurystheus (56). Having narrated both

stories to the point of supplication, Isocrates asks a rhetorical question (57):

Tig yap Gv iketeVeLV TOAUAOELEV f TOUC ATTOUC aUTQV A ToUC UG’ €TEPOLG BVTOC, TTOPOALTWY TOUC
peilw SUvaptv &xovrac, BAAWG Te Kol ept TPayHATwy oUK i8iwv, AN KOGV kal tept WV o0USEvag
BA\oug €ikdg AV EmueAnBijval ARV ToUg poeotdval TV EAAAVwY aflodvtac;

For who would dare to supplicate either those who are lesser than themselves or who are subject to others,
neglecting those who have greater power, especially in issues that are not private but common and for which

none other would be likely to care except those who deserve to be the chief power of the Greeks?®

Isocrates first makes sure his audience is drawn into the story and the characters’ need for help, which

is then given by Athens, as confirmed by the rhetorical question in the citation above. These exempla

92 Usher 1990, 161.

9 Paneg. 53: MoAL thv GAwv dkplBéotepov €iboTeg T& oupBaivovt £k TGV ToloUTWV dUwWE RPoUEda Toig
AaoBeveotépolg Kal apd 10 cupdEpov BonBetv pdAhov i Tol¢ Kpeittoot Tol Auciteholivtog Eveka GUVASIKETY. —
“While we knew more accurately than others what would happen from these sort of things we nevertheless
chose to help the weaker ones against our interest rather than do injustice with the stronger ones for profit.”

9 |socrates does not, like with the myth of Demeter earlier, explicate that these stories are myths, because it is
not useful for Isocrates to distinguish between myth and history here (see also the myth of Demeter above). Just
as with the Demeter myth, the message that Isocrates wants to convey with the present two myths is a moral
one: Athens helps those who come as suppliants.

9 Buchner 1958, 69: “Er besagt, daB sich die iketeUovtec an die Stadt wenden, die die gréBte Macht hat. An sich
sollte er sich auf beide Beispiele beziehen, in Wirklichkeit pa3t er nur zur Herakliden-Erzahlung; denn nur dort
(56) ist vom Helfen-Kénnen die Rede, wahrend es sich im Adrastos-Passus mehr um das Helfen-Wollen handelt.”
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from the past serve the rhetorical strategy to show how the situation should be in the present,
according to Isocrates. Athens will aid those who come to it for help, which places these cities in its
debt. To pay the debt, the cities that received aid from Athens should give back by joining in the
expedition, which must be led by Athens. The rhetorical question leaves the audience with no other
possible opinion than that Athens should claim hegemony, because of the exempla narrated before.
The myth of the sons of Heracles serves best to confirm the indebtedness to Athens, now
drawing Sparta into the narrative, which has Athens to thank for its prosperity, according to Isocrates

(61):

MoA\®@v &’ UTapxouvo®v AUV eDepyeaL®V ic THV TTOALV TV Aakedatpoviwy meptl Tavtng Hovng pot
oUMBERNKev einelv’ ddopunv yap AaBovteg thv 8 AUV adTolg YeVoUEVNV cwTtnplav ol mpoyovol
HEV TGV VOV év Aakedaipovi Baoleuovtwy, Ekyovol & HpakAéoug, katfiABov pév ic MeAomdvvnoov,
katéayov & Apyoc kal Aakedaipova kat Meoorvny, oikiotal 6€ Iaptnc £YEVovto Kal TV mapovIiwv
Ayab®v aTolg Amdviwy Apxnyol Katéotnoav.

Of the many benefactions that exist in the city of the Lacedaemonians because of us | have decided to speak
of this alone; for making the salvation that was for them by us the starting-point the ancestors of the present
kings in Lacedaemon, descendants of Heracles, returned to the Peloponnese, held Argos and Lacedaemon and

Messene, became the founders of Sparta, and became the founders of all the present good fortunes for them.

Thus a significant argument as to why Athens deserves the leadership is that Athens is the reason for
Sparta’s good fortunes, because Athens aided the sons of Heracles. This is the first time in the speech
that Sparta is mentioned, and its existence is based on Athenian help. Although Sparta occupies the
leading position in Greece at the time of this speech (see the introduction), Isocrates tries to place
Athens on a higher level than Sparta by using his narrative in this way.

To stress Athens’ moral high-ground even more, Isocrates shows all the good deeds and
attitudes of the Athenian ancestors (75-81), to prepare the audience for the Athenian victory over the
barbarians.®® “These are a ‘minor subject’ compared with the wars, both mythical and historical, and
Isocrates invests them with a highly artificial style.”” Examples of this artificial style are the napiowotc,

8

napopoiwotg and antithesis,®® all of which contribute to Isocrates’ rhetorical strategy of style.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus® criticises Isocrates’ use of these stylistic features:

% Usher 1990, 167.

97 Usher 1990, 165.

% In many instances Isocrates accomplishes these stylistic features with elaborate periods containing clauses
that are structured in a parallel way through the use of participles. See for example Paneg. 93-95.

% Isoc. 14.
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T® yap un €v kap® yiveobal unde év wpa talta td oxfuata npooiotacOal dnut talc dkoalc. [...]
Kal ti 6el tad kab’ €kaota Sleflovta pnkUvely; dAlyou yap Gmag 6 Adyog UMO TV TooUTWV aUTR
KekOMeUTAL oxnudTwy). 1

Because these figures are not used at the right moment nor season | say that he offends the ears. [...] And why
is it necessary to dwell, going through all these things? Because nearly the whole speech is refined by him

through such figures.

However, when examining the Panegyricus from a rhetorical point of view, this artificial style is highly
useful to Isocrates, because in this way he elevates the “minor subjects” to significant aspects of his
rhetoric of Athenian appraisal, as Usher correctly posits: “He is idealising an earlier age of Athenian
history, and for this a style remote from everyday usage is appropriate.”*!

Isocrates describes events of the Persian War (83-97),'% always emphasising the significant
role that Athens played while not downgrading Sparta.®® In paragraphs 90-91 Isocrates even describes

how Athens and Sparta fought together, a facet that can be seen as a hint to the theme of panhellenism

in the second part of the speech. Isocrates concludes the following (98):

TocoUtov yap 1 MOALS UGV Stédepey, 8T AV AKEPALOC, (IOT' AVAOTATOC YEVOUEVN TIAEIOUC MEV
oLVEBAAETO TPLAPELS €1G TOV Kivduvov Tov Unép Thg EANGSOC | cUUTavTEC ol vaupaxnoavteg, oUSELS
8¢ mMpOg NUAG oUTwG £xel SUOUEVRIC, OOTIC OUK Gv OPOAOYNOELE SLA HEV TNV voupaxlav AUEG TQ
MOAEUW Kpatfioal, Tautng 6& TtV mOALw aitiav yevéoOal.

For our city stood out so much, when it was unharmed, that after it had been laid waste it provided more
triremes to the danger looming over the Greeks than all who fought in sea-battle. But no-one was so hostile
towards us, who could not agree that we surmounted in the war because of the sea-battle, and that of this our

city was the cause.

This is a rhetorically clever piece, which again enforces Athens’ claim to leadership by concluding that
Athens has been the strongest and most beneficial in defeating the enemy.'% Isocrates tries to leave

his audience no other choice than to believe that Athens was indeed the greatest in the war. This

100 Translation adapted from Usher 1974, 137, 141.

101 ysher 1990, 166. For a detailed analysis of 76-79 see Buchner 1958, 78-87.

102 See also Buchner 1958, 95-108 or Welles 1966, 18 for a concise walkthrough.

103 Usher 1990, 169 explains that Isocrates might have written his narrative in this way because “he wishes to
maintain the aywv motif, which requires the portrayal of comparable warlike zeal, even at the risk of historical
distortion; or political, because Isocrates was hoping that Paneg. would be read by Spartans as well as Athenians;
or both.” Also Buchner 1958, 99.

104 Usher 1990, 172 names this “a form of comparative argument”. Usher 1990, 173 summarises the use of the
above citation concisely: “The comparison is effective because its general conclusion is sound, while rhetorically
it rounds off the argument strongly and prepares for the dvakepohaiwolg or summary of arguments.”
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exemplum again illustrates the situation as it should be in the present, namely that Athens should be
the leader of the Greeks. To confirm this even more, Isocrates’ summary of arguments (99) consists of
a list of rhetorical questions, which all come down to Isocrates’ point of view that Athens should lead

the Greeks, leaving the audience with no other opinion.'%

Defence of criticism
MéxpL PV 00V TOUTWV 018’ BTL TAVTES GV OOAOYHOELAV TAELOTWV AyalB&V THY TOAWV TAV HETEPAV

aitiav yeyevijoBal kal Sikaiw¢ v autic TV Ayepoviav elval, HeTd 8¢ TalT AN TWEC ARMV
katnyopololv wg, émeldn v apxnv thg Baldttng mapeAdaBopuev, ToAAGDV Kak®v aitiol Toig "EAANGL
KOTETTNUEV KAl TOV Te MnAlwv avdpamodilopov kal Tov Zkliwvaiwv OAeBpov €v ToUToL TOIG AGYOLG
AUV mpodépouatv. (100)

So up to these things | know that all would agree that our city was the cause of most benefits and that the
hegemony should rightly be hers, but then some accuse us, that when we took hold of the rule of the sea, we
became causes of many evils for the Greeks and they bring forward in these speeches the enslavement of the

Melians and the destruction of the Scionians.

After having once again inferred Athens’ greatness, Isocrates now grants various criticisms of Athenian
policy (100-118) in the years 478 to 404 BC, from the founding of the Delian league to Athens’ defeat
in the Peloponnesian War.1®® However, by defending Athens against the allegations, Isocrates seizes
the opportunity to establish Athens’ beneficial position. He does this by focussing on “performance

and results rather than on strict justice,”%’

for he names economic growth (103), the laying down of
the same laws for all allies (104, 106) and the waging of war against oligarchies (105).1% Useful for his

cause, Isocrates leaves out that all of these actions were most beneficial to Athens itself, as well as the

105 strikingly, Isocrates leaves out events after the battle of Salamis, which was the most glorious fight for the
Athenians in the Persian War. This is of course done on purpose, for this section of praise is followed by a defence
of criticism Athens might endure. The praise (preceding and following the section of criticism) can soften the
blow (Usher 1990, 173).

106 Usher 1990, 173. See also Welles 1966, 20-21 on how Isocrates might have processed the Peloponnesian War.
Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 1893, 381 writes about Paneg. 100-114 and states that “ohne diese Bearbeitung der
offentlichen Meinung ware die Stiftung des zweiten Seebundes schlechthin undenkbar gewesen.” Wilamowitz-
Moellendorf comes to this conclusion by logical reasoning of historical events, but does not convincingly proof
this with passages from the Panegyricus; he cites merely one place in the text. (Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 1893,
380-384, esp. 389). Buchner 1958, 137-142 aptly invalidates the view that Isocrates’ goal was the founding of the
second league with various arguments. See also Bringmann 1965, 28-46, Drerup 1895, 638-639, 644-646, Meyer
1902, 370-372.

107 Usher 1990, 174.

108 Bychner 1958, 115 rightfully notices the following about Isocrates’ treatment of oligarchies: “Isokrates stellt
also zwar die Demokratie der Oligarchie gegeniliber, vermeidet es aber, die Demokratie deutlicher zu
charakterisieren und damit festzulegen und abzugrenzen; er beschreibt lediglich ihr Gegenstiick, die Oligarchie,
schildert diese aber als radikale, d.h. so, daB sie nicht nur der eigentlichen Demokratie, sondern auch der
gemaBigten Oligarchie entgegengesetzt zu sein scheint.”
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fact that he does not hide Athenian imperialistic policy anymore, but only acknowledges it by showing
all its benefits for Athens’ allies. Isocrates openly talks about Athens’ colonial system,® but also in this
instance he leaves out that the greatest benefit of this policy was to Athens.!°

In this section of defence against criticism, Isocrates also refers to Sparta indirectly, by

mentioning Spartan allies (110):

ToloUTwV Tolvuv NUAV YEYEVNUEVWY Kal TooaUTNV TIOTWV Se8WKOTWY UTEP TOD Uf TWV GAAOTplwv
EMOUUETV TOAUQOL Katnyopelv ol TV Oekapxlv Kowwvnoavieg kol tag autidv matpidag
SLOAUNVAMEVOL KOL HIKPAC HEV TIOOOVTEG SOKEWV €VOL TAC TGV TIPOYEYEVNHEVWV GSIKIOG,
oUSepiav & Autdvteg UmepBOARV TOTC alBLC Boulopévole yevéaBat ovnpoic.

Now although we have been of such character and have given so much proof that we do not wish for the
possessions of others, those who were part of the decarchies and harmed their fatherlands dare to accuse us,

and making the injustice of their forbears seem small, however leaving no space to exceed them for those who

wish to be bad hereafter.

The subject of this citation are states that are under Spartan control,** which is why Usher comments
the following about this citation: “Nothing reminds us more of Isocrates’ purpose of conciliating
Spartan opinion than this choice of Sparta’s puppets rather than Sparta herself as the leading critics of
Athenian imperialism.”*? | do not fully agree with this explanation, for | do not believe that this is
Isocrates’ sole purpose here. In all of the preceding examples | name above, Isocrates is always working
to show why Athens is the sole best choice for leadership, so it is not logical that Isocrates switches to
Spartan conciliation without addressing that theme first. Secondly, in the citation above Isocrates
clearly denigrates the Spartan allies for being unjust and harmful. Since Usher calls the states “Spartan
puppets”, all that these states do would be under Spartan control and obligation. Therefore the
citation above reflects poorly on the Spartan states as well as on Sparta itself, which is why it cannot
be that this is Isocrates’ way of appealing to Sparta. This interpretation is strengthened by the following
paragraphs (110-118), in which deeds of the Thirty at Athens (and other states) are described,** which

is of course an allegation against Spartan regime. However, it is plausible that Isocrates is again planting

109 pgneg. 107:'YIEp WV TPOGHKEL TOUC €U Pppovolvtag LeydAny XAapLv Exelv oAU LMoV fj Tac KAnpouxiac fuiv
OVeLSilely, ag AUETS €lg TAG €pnUOUMEVAG TWV TOAEWY PUAOKFG Eveka TV Xwplwv, A’ o0 Sl mAeovetiav
£€enéunopev. — “Through these things it is fitting that people who think well have great gratitude towards us,
much more than taunt us for our colonies, which we sent to empty cities for guard of the areas, but not for gain.”
110 This is also noted by Bringmann 1965, 40-41 and Usher 1990, 176.

111 sandys 1899, 105.

112 ysher 1990, 177.

113 Usher 1990, 178: “The subject is unspecified, but the Thirty at Athens fit the catalogue of atrocities described,
and some of Isocrates’ readers would have had first-hand experience of these.” See also Bringmann 1965, 41-42,
Buchner 1958, 122-134 or Norlin 1954, 188-189.
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a seed of the theme of panhellenism here. Since the goal of the whole speech is to set up a panhellenic
expedition and since the second part of the speech is concerned with exactly this theme of
panhellenism, Isocrates tries to make sure that his audience is not negligent of that theme by

addressing Sparta.

Hardship inflicted by barbarians and strife with Sparta
After the preceding period of beneficial Greek leadership there followed a period in which Athens was

not the leader, which was the cause of Greek hardship, according to Isocrates.'** For under the
leadership of others the barbarians inflicted much harm upon the Greeks (119).1*° Isocrates recalls
some of these hardships (120-121) and then blames Sparta (122), accusing the city of enslaving Greeks
and betraying them to the barbarians. These accusations once again establish Athens as the better
leader, for these misfortunes did not happen under Athens’ watch. Isocrates also names the reason
for the change of leadership, but does not think this is just (123): “And then they were vexed, because
we justly saw fit to rule over them.” (Kal tote pév Ayavdaktouv, 66’ APETC VOUILWG EMAPXELV TIVQRIV
nélolpev). By emphasising that Athens’ imperial conduct was just, Isocrates denigrates Sparta, for the
latter’s anger at Athens was ungrounded. To illuminate Sparta’s maltreatment even more, Isocrates
goes on to explain the hardships of the Greeks inflicted by the barbarians under Sparta’s rule (123-

124), concluding the following (125):

Qv tivag &\\oug aitioug xpr) vouilewv A Aakedatpovioug, ol tocadtny ioxUv éXoVTeg MePLOPRGL TOUG
MEV AUTQWV CUMHUAXOUG YEVOUEVOUC oUTWw Selvad maoyovtag, Tov 8& BapPapov Tfj TV EAANVWY pwun
TV dpxnVv TNV autol KataoKkeualopEVOV;

Who else must be named as cause of these things than the Lacedaemonians, who, having such strength, allow
those who are their allies to suffer horrible things, and the barbarian to construct his empire with power of the

Greeks?

By wrapping his accusation in a rhetorical question, Isocrates’ purpose becomes even clearer. By
explaining how Sparta has failed to deliver the Greeks from the barbarian evil, Isocrates again places

Athens above Sparta in the question of leadership. After the citation above Isocrates continues to

114 paneg. 119:"Apa yap AUETS te Th¢ dpxfic dneotepolpeda kal Toic "EAANGOV dpxr) TV Kak®v éylyveto. — “For
at the same time we lost leadership and that was the beginning of the misfortunes for the Greeks.”

115 |socrates names many examples of this in 119 and 120 and gives the following proof (120): MdAwta &’ v Tig
ouvidol T0 péyeBog th¢ petafolfic, el mapavayvoin tag ocuvlnkag tag T €’ NUOV yevouévag kal tag viv
avayeypappévag. — “Someone would see the greatness of the change best, if one would compare treaties made
in our time and those written down now.” For the use of official documents in historical narrative, see Welles
1966.
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denigrate Sparta by explaining how Spartan mentality has changed for the worse (125-126)® and how
Sparta fails as leader (127-128). All of the above is meant to make Athens seem the best choice of

leader for the expedition at hand. However, Isocrates wants his audience to believe otherwise (129):

Kal undelg OMOAGPn He SuokOAwg Exelv, OTL TPaxUTEPOV TOUTWV €UVAOONV, TTPOEMWY W¢ TePL
StaMayGv Totjoopal Toug Adyoug ol yap iva mpog tolg dAMoug SaBdAw thAV TOAWV TRV
Nakedalpoviwv oltwe sipnka mept avt®v, AN v altoug ékeivoug mavow, kad’ 6oov 6 Adyog
Suvartal, ToLaUTNY EXOVTAG TNV YVWLNV.

And let nobody assume that | am discontented, because | have recalled these things rather harshly, after having
said, that | shall make the words about reconciliation; for | have not spoken like this about these things to
slander the city of the Lacedaemonians towards others, but to stop them themselves, so much as a speech is

able to, they who are of such heart.

This statement is not completely sincere. For the most part, this description does not fit the speech up
to this point, because Isocrates’ main goal has been to show Athens’ superiority. It is probable to
believe that Isocrates merely claims that he seeks to placate Sparta, but he does this with a reason
nonetheless. By saying this, Isocrates may still try to win Spartan aid in the upcoming expedition, thus
planting another seed of the theme of panhellenism, while enforcing Athens’ superiority by

reproaching Sparta’s deeds and advising Sparta on how it should behave (130).Y’

Chapter conclusion
In this chapter | have argued that Isocrates presents Athens as the best choice for the leadership in a

joint Greek expedition, by on the one hand constantly showing Athens’ past virtues and on the other
hand elaborating on hardship that had to be endured during Sparta’s reign over Greece. However, the
general goal of the Panegyricus must not be lost out of sight. Because he will advocate a panhellenic
expedition in the second part of his speech, Isocrates needs to prepare his audience for this. He does
this by subtly hinting at panhellenism throughout this first part of the speech, for example by using

narratives of myth, Greekness and war for this purpose. Thus these paragraphs have a dual goal: to

116 Usher 1990, 184 correctly notes that: “Isocrates lumps these examples of Spartan foreign policy together to
achieve maximum critical effect, ignoring their differences.”

117 That this statement above is strategical becomes even clearer when reading the following two paragraphs,
because there Isocrates utters more criticism of Sparta, with which he ends the part of the speech about Athens’
praise. The main criticism comes down to the following, Paneg. 131:’Enel kai to0tT £xopev aUTOlG EMITIUAY, OTL
T pév alT@OV TOAEL ToUG Opdpoug silwtelely dvaykalouot, @ &€ Kow® T@® TV cUPHdXwv o08Ev TololTtov
kataokevdlouoty, €0V aUTolC Td TPOC NUAG StaAduvoapévolg dmavrog toug BapPBdapoug meploikoug GANG TAC
‘EA\ASo¢ kataotioal. — “Then we also have this criticism against them, that for their own city they force their
neighbours to be Helots, but for the league of allies they prepare no such thing, while it is possible for them to
resolve their issues with us and make all the barbarians subjects of the whole of Greece.”
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establish Athenian superiority and plant the seeds for the theme of panhellenism. Isocrates achieves
this goal by using various rhetorical strategies, like asking rhetorical questions, but especially by using
exempla. Isocrates is careful in choosing his material. He emphasises Athens’ accomplishments and
passes over events that reflect poorly on the city’s worth. By using examples of past endeavours,
Isocrates shows how the situation must be in the present, drawing the audience into his narrative and

leaving no doubt about the fact that Athens should lead the panhellenic expedition.
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Chapter 2: Rhetoric and panhellenism
As the previous chapter focussed on Isocrates’ praise of Athens and the strife between Athens and

Sparta, the present chapter examines the way in which rhetoric functions to establish a sentiment of
panhellenism in the Panegyricus.''® The most important of these strategies is Isocrates’ use of
rhetorical questions, which Isocrates uses with the aim of ensuring the audience’s compliance with his
intentions. Thematically the second part of the speech seems to differ from the first part, which makes
the speech seem to consist of two separate parts. Nevertheless, just as the hints to the theme of
panhellenism in the first part of the speech, the second part of the speech refers back to the first part,
as will be shown in this chapter. Building on the seeds that were planted in the first part of the speech
(1-132), the second part (133-189) now openly concentrates on panhellenism. In order to transit from
the subject of the first part of the speech to the theme of panhellenism, Isocrates states the following

(133):

‘HyoUpal & €l tiveg GAAoBev £nmeABovteg Beatal yévolvto TV MapovIwy MPAyUATwY, TIOARY av
aUTOUC Katayvval paviav Aupotépwy UGV, oiTveg oUTw TEPL KPDV KIVEUVEVOUEY, £E0V ABERC
TMOAG  KkekTRoBal, Kal tHv AUeTépav alT@v xwpav OSladBeipopev dueAnooavieg v Aociav
kaproloBal.

| think that, if people coming from abroad would be spectators of the present matters, they would condemn
the great deal of insanity of us both [i.e. Athens and Sparta], we who risk so much over little things, while it is
possible to have so much without anxiety, and we ruin our own land, after neglecting to reap the crops from

Asia.

With this paragraph, Isocrates leaves the first part of his speech behind, in which he presented Athens
and Sparta as opponents. However, as | have argued in the first chapter, Isocrates has not been
neglecting the theme of panhellenism in the first part of the speech, but now this becomes the one
and only subject for the remainder of the speech. By suggesting, in the citation above, what could have
been, while in fact the two states are fighting each other, Isocrates is able to turn to the theme of
panhellenism. As observed by Usher, expediency (cupd£pov) and possibility (Suvatov) are two of the
major themes of the second part of the speech, in which Isocrates sets out to explain why the Greeks

have to undertake an expedition against Persia once more.'*® The theme of expediency can be found

118 On how Isocrates creates concord and benevolence among his audience in general, see de Romilly 1958.

119 Usher 1990, 185-186: “With Athens and Sparta to become allies instead of adversaries, and the justice of their
cause and of Athenian leadership established, the two main topics are those of expediency (cupdépov) and
possibility (Suvatdv). Of these the first is the more complex. It is subjective, in that argument centres upon the
points of view of different parties; and the concept of expediency (or ‘advantage’) carries with it such
qualifications as shorter and longer term, the timing of action, and the effects of changing circumstances. It was
also felt to overlap with Sikaowv in the important sense that other parties which might be needed as allies took
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in the fact that the goal of the expedition would be to rid Greece of Persian hostility and danger, as
explained throughout the Panegyricus, but especially in paragraphs 134-159, 174, 182 and 197. The
possibility of the expedition is made clearest in paragraphs 160-169.

An overview of the second part of the speech will serve to make the broad context of the

discussed paragraphs clear:

133-137 The states’ own foolishness

138-139 Others’ opinion of the Persian king

140-143 How the king made war on his own account

143-145 Other matters that speak for the king

146-149 Bad conduct of Persia

150-156 Reasons for Persian behaviour: aspects of barbarian society, attitudes and conduct
157-159 Natural hostility

160-169 Present opportunity

170-178 Leaders and current policies

179-182 Current standings with the king

183-184 There must be an expedition

185-186 Forces

187-189 Conclusion: Greek internal strife must be ended and Persia must be attacked for the

benefit of Greece

Reasons for Persian danger
At the start of the second part of the speech, Isocrates spends quite some time justifying the expedition

that he urges the Greeks to undertake. First of all, he explains how the situation could have come so
far that the Persians pose a threat to Greece. The first paragraphs of this part of the speech are
therefore dedicated to display the Greeks’ own responsibility for the present situation (133-137), as

shown in the following citation (134):

Kal t@® pév o06&v mpolpylaitepdv €otv fj okormely, €€ wv pndémote mauoopeba mpog AAAAoug
rnoAepolvteg NUETG 6€ ToooUTOU S£OUEV CUYKPOUELV TL TV EKEIVOU TIpAYUATWY A TIOLETV oTaoLAlELV

Wote Kal Tag 8Ld tuxNV alT® YEYEVNUEVAG TOPAXAG CUVSLOAUELY ETLXELPOTHEY.

serious account of the justice of a state’s actions in deciding whether or not to aid their cause. The other topic,
possibility, is mainly concerned with strategy, tactics and logistics, and its objectivity is qualified only by the
judgement of the counsellor. Henceforth Isocrates concentrates on constructive arguments directed towards the
success of the Panhellenic Expedition rather than rhetorical set-pieces containing criticism and historical
description.”
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To him [i.e. the Persian king] nothing is more useful than to observe, why we never stop waging war on each
other; but we are so far from bringing something of his affairs into confusion or revolutionising, that we aid his

cause to put an end to the disturbances that happened by chance in his empire.

Thus the first and foremost blame is Greece’s, because of the relentless feud amongst its city-states,
primarily of course Athens and Sparta. The rivalry between these two city-states has been diligently
covered by Isocrates in the first part of this speech. Now, as it turns out, what he has said before has
to be seen in a bad light, for it is the reason that the barbarians have been thriving and now pose a
threat to Greece.?® As opposed to many instances in the first part of the speech, here Isocrates does
not use an exemplum (see chapter one) to show how he thinks the present situation must be dealt
with, but instead he observes what has been happening and blames the Greeks themselves. By putting
the blame on the Greeks’ shoulders he tries to motivate his allies, for the ones that made the mess will
have to clean it up. It might seem an odd way to motivate one’s allies by blaming them for past
transgressions (see also the first part of the speech, where Isocrates blames and attacks Sparta). It is
difficult to imagine how the audience of the speech must have reacted to these allegations. Perhaps
the reason Isocrates argues in this way is that he can thus accentuate the present need and urgency
for the expedition. By showing how things went awry before, Isocrates is able to emphasise the

necessity of a positive result now.

120 pgneg. 137 describes the present situation: Alamémnpaktal yap & TV ékeivou Ttpoydvwy oUSELG MWMOTE THY
e yap Acilov SLwpoAdYNTaL Kol Tiap’ ARGV Kol tapd AakeSaLpoviwy Baoéwd eva, TG Te TOAeLS Tag EAANviSag
oUTw Kupilwg mapeindev WoTe TAG HEV AUTWV KOTOOKATITELY, £V 8€ Talg AKpomMOAELS évtelyilewv. Kal talta mavta
yéyove 8L THV NUETEPaV Gvolav, AAN’ oU 8La TNV €keivou Suvapty. — “For he has accomplished what none of his
predecessors ever has; for it is agreed upon by us and the Lacedaemonians that Asia belongs to the king, and he
has taken possession of the Greek cities with full authority so, that he destroys some of them, and builds citadels
in others. And all these things happened because of our own foolishness, but not because of his power.” Usher
1990, 187 sees paragraphs 136-137 as a negative instance of the theme of cuudépov, because Isocrates would
be stating what could have been. In this cited passage this can be seen in the fact that the Persian king has taken
hold of Asian cities, which might not have been the case if the Greeks would have stopped their arguing sooner.
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Call for the expedition
Because of the danger that Persia poses, Isocrates calls for panhellenism (138):2

Kaitot tvéc Baupdouot T péyeBog TV BaoMéwS MpayraTwy Kot paotv alTov elvoL SUGTIOAEUNTOV,
Ste€lovteg wg moAAAG Tag petaPolag tolg “EAAnoL momointat. Eyw &' fyolual pév toug tadta
A€yovtacg oUK ATOTPEMELY, AAN €miomeVUdelv TAV oTpatTLav €l yap AUEOV opovonoavtwy altog év
TAPOXAIC WV XOAEMOC E0TaL TTPOC TO TIOAEHETY, N TIOU 0hOSPa XPry SeSLEVaL TOV KoV Eketvov, dtav
TA péEV TV BopPdpwv KataoTh Kal St PG yévntal yvwung, NUEle 6& mpdg dAAnAoug womep viv
TIOAEULKQIG EXWEV.

Yet some wonder at the greatness of the king’s matters and say that he is hard to wage war on, going through
how he has made many changes for the Greeks. But | think that those who say this do not turn away from the
expedition, but urge it on; for if he will be hard to wage war on when we are of one mind and he is in disorder,
that time must surely be feared, when the case of the barbarians is set in order and they are of one mind, but

we are hostile towards one another like we are now.

In this passage, Isocrates compels to his (potential) allies, by stating that the barbarian king will be
even harder to defeat when he is no longer in disarray. Therefore, the Greeks must act now and
undertake the expedition. The way in which Isocrates tries to get this message across to his audience
is with an a fortiori argument.’?> The present opportunity is presented in a semi-negative way: it is
already difficult to fight the barbarian now, but it will be even harder to win if the Greeks prolong their
strife and the barbarian gets his situation in order. With this statement, Isocrates thus aims to leave
his audience no other possible opinion than that it is a good idea to undertake the expedition against
Persia as quickly as possible. The citation above shows the theme of expediency, which is primarily
implicit, for no actual advantage of the expedition is named. However, expediency can be seen in the
negative presentation of the need for the expedition. If the Greeks will not fight the Persians at this
point, their hardship will be even greater. Even more than expediency, this passage illustrates the
theme of possibility clearly. Since the barbarians are still in disarray, Greece’s chance for an expedition
is now.

In the second part of the speech, Isocrates uses many examples to support his statement that
the Persians are inferior to the Greeks (140-156). This collection of arguments can be called

amplificatio, which is used here to overwhelm the audience with a multitude of examples, so that the

121 The term is not actually used by Isocrates, but it captures his purpose beautifully. The term rmavéAAnveg is first
found in Hom. /I. 2.530:Eyxein &’ ékékaoto NavéAnvag kal Axatouc. — “With the spear he had surpassed all the
Hellenes and Achaeans” (my translation), LSJ s.v. For further discussion of the term see Perlman 1976, 1-6 or
Stier 1945, 87-90. For a discussion of the name"EAANnveg, see also Stier 1945, 73-93, who explains the connotation
of the name in classical and Christian times.

122 ysher 1990, 187.
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audience will be more easily persuaded to follow Isocrates’ intention.?® All of these paragraphs portray
the theme of expediency, for the (successful) expedition would ensure that the Persians cannot attack
Greece again, as they have been shown to do in Isocrates’ lengthy narrative of Persian attacks.
However, in this narrative the Persians are mainly portrayed as inferior to the Greeks, since they have
been unable to finish their expeditions successfully. Therefore all the instances of battle with the
Persians that Isocrates narrates in these paragraphs serve as exempla, because they show how the
present situation should be, but also because they underscore the extra step Greece has to make to
eliminate the Persian threats: Greece should be on top and Persia must cease to pose threats. The
paragraphs thus serve a dual goal.

In trying to convince his audience of the need for the expedition, Isocrates recalls the opinion
of some, who believe the Persian king to be very powerful (see also the first sentence of the citation
above). By now discussing the Persian war from the point of view of the Persians, Isocrates refers back
to the first part of the speech. Isocrates ridicules this believe by showing that the Persian king has had
difficulty in his expeditions (140-142), and of course chooses his material wisely, as is clearly explained
by Usher: “Note the rhetorical rather than chronological order of events: these are ‘examples’
(mapadeiypata, 143) of the King’s prowess, and Isocrates aims to achieve maximum effect by placing
the King’s best exploits first, so that by disparaging them he may, by comparison (or a fortiori) roundly
discredit his less successful campaigns.”'?* Having thus implemented the rhetorical strategy of
selecting and shaping material (inventio), Isocrates concludes that his audience cannot maintain the

believe that the Persian king is extremely powerful (143-144):

Kot TaiT €otl Td PacMKWTOTA KOl CEMVOTOTA TGV EKEVW TIEMPAYHEVWY, Kal Tiepl WV oUSEmoTe
mavovtal Aéyovieg ol BouAopevol TA TV BapPapwy peydla MOLEWV. "QotT’ o0SelS av ExoL ToUT eimely,
WG o0 Skailwg xpWpatL tolg mapadeiypaoty, oud’ we nt ikpolg Slatpifw TaG peylotag TV MpAagewy
napaleinwy’ pevywv yap Taltny TNV aitiav ta kaAALota TV Epywv SLijABov.

And these are the most regal and august of his achievements, about which those who want to make the deeds

of the barbarians great never cease to speak. Therefore nobody could say this, that | do not use examples

123 Lausberg 2008, 145 describes the term amplificatio more generally: “Im Hinblick auf das Parteiinteresse
nimmt das auf res et verba beziigliche aptum die Form der amplificatio. [...] Die amplificatio ist eine im
Parteiinteresse vorgenommene gradmadssige Steigerung des von Natur aus Gegebenen durch die Mittel der
Kunst.” The essence of amplificatio is thus the gradual increase of arguments. The purpose of this rhetorical
strategy is clearly explained by Ueding 1992, 1.445: “Die amplificatio ist ein Verfahren, einem Argument oder
dem Teil einer Rede mit Worten oder Gedanken zuséatzliches Gewicht zu geben, so daf sie an Uberzeugungskraft
und affektiver Wirkung gewinnt.” This is exactly the way in which Isocrates uses this rhetorical strategy: he gives
his argument more body by using a multitude of example to support his argument, with which he intends to
persuade his audience.

124 Usher 1990, 189.
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rightly, nor that | spend time on the small things, leaving the greatest of his achievements behind; for fleeing

this accusation | have gone through the most glorious of his campaigns.

Because this passage is full of negations (o0&£mnote, oUbelg, oU, o08’) and because of the parallel
construction (ou, oud&’), Isocrates tries to convince his audience with forceful language. This is
emphasised by the use of many superlatives in the argument (Bacl\ikwrtata, ogpvotarta, peylotog,
KaAALota). By discussing a few examples of barbarian expeditions under the king, Isocrates tries to
prove the people who admire the king wrong. He leads his audience through this narrative, by which
he shows that the Persian king is not as powerful as some believe. Isocrates has shown “the most
glorious of his campaigns”, which turn out not to be glorious. However, Isocrates obviously leaves out
Persia’s earlier successes in the Persian war. By narrating in this way, Isocrates is able to conclude that
nobody can reproach his reasoning. This is strengthened by two later paragraphs (154-155), which
pose several rhetorical questions that serve to remove any doubts whether Greece should undertake

the expedition that might still linger with the audience (155):

Kaitol m®¢ xpr thv tolTtwv ¢hiav dyamdyv, ol Toug pév elepyETag Tluwpolvtal, Toug 8¢ Kak®G
nololivtoc oUtwg £mdavig kohakevouaotv; Mepl tivag & NUAv o0k éEnuaptrikacty; Notov 8€ xpovov
Sltakeloinaoty énmBoulevovieg ol "EAAnoLy; Tl & oUk €xBpdv auTtolg £otl v ap’ NUly, ol Kal Td
TV Be®V £6n Kol TOUG VEWCG GUABY £V TQ) TPOTEPW TIOAEUW KAl KOTAKAELV ETOAUNOAY;

Then how is it necessary that we desire the friendship of those [i.e. the Persians], who avenge their benefactors
and flatter those who do them wrong so openly? Whom of our people have they not harmed? What time have
they left an interval when plotting against the Greeks? Who of our people is not an enemy to those, who dared

to pillage and burn the abodes and temples of the gods in the earlier war?

Isocrates uses the rhetorical questions to underscore the possibility for an expedition that has not
arisen.'® Rhetorical questions function to draw the audience into the narrative,'? because a rhetorical
question is not meant to be answered explicitly.'?” According to Isocrates, all of the rhetorical

guestions above have to be answered (not as in a conversation, but tacitly within one’s mind, within

125 Ysher 1990, 192 rightly comments as follows: “In such semi-religious arguments the theme of possibility lies
close to the surface: in the present case, the Persians have raised the odds against themselves by their impiety.
They not only deserve to be attacked: they are also more vulnerable than they would otherwise be, because they
are both hated by the gods and, partly as a consequence of that hatred, cannot readily find reliable allies. All that
is needed is to keep the memory of their misdeeds alive, as the lonians have done (156), and to choose the right
time (katpog) to attack them.”

126 | ausberg 2008, 379: “Als Figur wird die Frage benutzt, wenn sie ihrer eigentlichen dialogischen Funktion
entkleidet und als Mittel des Pathos oder der Scharfung der Gedankenabfolge in die Rede hineingenommen
wird.”

127 Ueding 1992, 3.445-446.
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the line of argument) in a manner that agrees with the statement that an expedition has to be
undertaken. Rhetorical questions can be used in multiple manners,?® but in the questions above,
Isocrates aims at the audience’s empathy and feelings, because he asks about the harming of people,

trying to trigger an emotional response from the audience.

Present opportunity
Isocrates presents the present opportunity (kaipog) as one of the most important reasons for the

expedition against Persia, of which Isocrates speaks in the following manner (160):

“QoTe potL SOKeT TOANA Alav €lvat T TAPAKEAEUOHEVA TIOAEPETY AUTOTC, MAALOTA &’ & APV KALpAC,
o0 cadéotepov oUSEV. "Ov 0UK APETEOV” Kal yap aloxpov MapdvTL pév un xpiioday, mapeddvtog &'
aUTtol pepvijoBal. Ti yap av kal BouAnBeipev NUiv mpooyevéoBal, péAovieg BaotAel moAepely, E€w
TV viv LTIaPYOVTWY;

Therefore it seems to me that the exhortations to wage a war against them are very numerous, but most
important is the present opportunity, nothing is more clearer than this. This must not be dismissed; for it is
shameful not to use the present opportunity, and to remember it when it has passed. For what could we want

to be added for us, planning to wage war against the king, besides what we have now?

In this citation Isocrates again tries to leave his audience no choice but to agree with his statement
that the expedition must be set up immediately. Not only does this become very clear in his use of the
adiectivum verbale ddetéov, but also through the rhetorical question at the end. Another rhetorical
guestion follows the one in this citation in the following paragraph (161) to underscore its rhetorical
purpose even more: “Have not Egypt and Cyprus stood away from him, and have not Phoenicia and
Syria through war been ruined, and has not Tyre, of which he had high thoughts, been seized by his
enemies?” (OUk Alyurttog pev altol kat Kumpog adeotnkev; Qowvikn &€ kal Zupia Sid TOV TTOAEOV
dvdotatol yeyovaowy; TUpog & €4’ ) Léy’ EPpovnoey, UTO TAOV £xOpMV TGV ékeivou kateilnmray;). A
few sentences later these rhetorical questions are followed by yet another rhetorical question, which
Isocrates answers himself (162): “Since there are such bases of operation and so much war has befallen
Asia why is it necessary that the things that might happen are all too diligently examined? For where
they are the lesser of small groups, it is not unclear, how they would manage, if they are forced to

wage war against us all.” (Kai toloUtwv opuntnplwv uTtapédviwy Kai toocolTou MoOAEpoU TV Aciav

128 Ueding 1992, 3.447-449 describes eight uses, which | cite here with the original German terms: elenktisch,
logisch-argumentativ, didaktisch-textgliedernd, pathetisch, amplifizierend, pardnetisch-polemisch, replizierend,
asthetisch. | believe Isocrates uses rhetorical questions mostly in a pathetical way, for he tries to affect his
audience. Another important use for Isocrates is ‘logisch-argumentativ’, because Isocrates often uses rhetorical
guestions as a conclusion to an argument.
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TEPLOTAVTOC Tl ST T cupPnodpeva Alav akplBic €€etalely; “Omou yap Ukp®V pHep®v fttoug ioly,
oUK aénlov, wg v Slatebeley, el mdolv NUIv MoAepelv dvaykaoBeiev.). Furthermore, Isocrates posits
that it is shameful to think otherwise, which is an indirect insult to anyone in his audience who might
think differently. As already mentioned in the introduction and in this chapter, katpog is an important
theme for Isocrates. It represents not only the present possibility for the expedition, but also the need,
which Isocrates shows in the following paragraph (163), where Isocrates explains that if the Greeks do
not act now, the barbarian king will gain strength, which is of course not desirable for the Greeks. The
situation that Isocrates imagines in this paragraphs functions as a negative example, on which Isocrates

can continue to build his case. He does this by narrating another negative exemplum (164):

A6 6t omevdewv kal undepiav molelaBal StatpLpnyv, tva pr mabwiev, OMep ol MATEPEG AUMV. EKETvoLl
yap Uotepioavrieg TV BapBapwv Kal MPoEUevol TVOG TV CUMUAXWV AVaykacOnoov oAlyol mpog
TOAAOUC KIvSUVEUELY, £€0V aUTOTC TPoTEPOLS SLaBaotv £i¢ TAV ATELPOV HETA TTAoNC TG TV EAAAVwY
SUVAHEWC &V pEpeL TRV €BvV EkacoTtov XelpoloBal.

Therefore it is necessary to make haste and not make delay, in order that we do not suffer, like our fathers. For
they, after they had come later than the barbarians and had deserted some of their allies, were forced to face
danger with few men against many, while it was possible for them, with an earlier crossing to the mainland

with all the power of the Greeks, to subdue each of the nations one by one.

The meaning of this exemplum is very clear: the Greeks must not make the same mistake in the present
as their forebears did in the past.!?® By using the exemplum in a negative way, Isocrates shows how, in
his opinion, the present situation must not be, as opposed to a ‘regular’ or positive exemplum. The
scenario that Isocrates outlines is one of an easy victory over the Persians, for the Greeks will quickly
assemble a large army that will attack the little forces of the Persians.**°

In the first chapter | have explained how the seeds of the theme of panhellenism are planted.
Throughout his narrative of Athenian leadership, Isocrates does not neglect Athens’ allies and refers
to them, for he needs them for the panhellenic expedition against Persia. Thematic references to the
second part of the speech can be found in the first part of the speech. The citation above illustrates

this, because the mentioning of ancestors refers to the narratives of past wars fought by the ancestors

129 Usher 1990, 196 tries to date this vague reference by Isocrates as follows: “The Persians confronted the Greeks
for the first time when Cyrus and his general Harpagus occupied the lonian cities after overrunning Lydia. A
Panhellenic army should have crossed to Asia around the time of Cyrus’ capture of Sardis in 546 BC if his
ambitions were to have been seriously challenged. But Isocrates is thinking of the lonian Revolt of 500-494 BC.”
However, Usher does not give evidence or a reason for his last comment. Isocrates can just as well be referring
to the instance Usher names first.

130 Bychner 1958, 144 calls the expedition a “Praventivkrieg”, for this expedition must prevent worse suffering
because of the Persians.
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in the first part of the speech. Just as Isocrates has planted the seeds of the theme of panhellenism in
the first part of the Panegyricus, he refers back to the first part of the speech concerning the question

of leadership of the Greeks (166):

MoAU 8¢ kaM\lov ékeivw mept tfi¢ Bacleiog moAepelv | mpog AUbC altolg mept Tfig fyepoviag

AudLopntelv.
And it is much nobler to wage war on him for his kingdom than to fight amongst each other about the

leadership.

In this citation Isocrates makes a reference to the first part of the speech (after which a few more
references will follow, as explicated below). The reference in this citation is to the general subject of
the first part of the speech, in which he presents Athens as the best choice for the leadership of the
Greeks, thus again a thematic reference. Now, however, Isocrates states that the discussion is mute.
He acknowledges that the question of leadership must not stand in the way of the expedition against
Persia. He has of course made very clear that he thinks that Athens should be the leader of this joint
expedition (see chapter one). Not only should Athens be in command of the forces at sea, but also of
the land forces. This is made clear by the fact that Isocrates solely mentions previous expeditions on
land.’3! Usher argues that Isocrates’ utterance in the citation above is logical: “He [i.e. Isocrates] has
tried to emphasise naval operations in the expedition by focussing on the maritime cities (163), but a
full-scale invasion would leave little work for a fleet to do; and recent successful land operations
against the King had been led by Spartan generals. It is hence natural that Isocrates, in some
frustration, should propose to set aside discussion of the topic of the leadership.”**2 While | agree with
the first part of this utterance, | do not believe that Isocrates mentions this citation above in
frustration. For the greatest part of the speech up till now Isocrates has worked to explicitly show why
Athens deserves the leadership. For him to be frustrated here because of Spartan successes does not
agree with this.

When Isocrates has forcefully made his point by showing the evils that might otherwise occur,

as has been seen in the past, he seemingly discredits himself (169):

“lowg & av kal Tig éufc elnBelag moAlol katayehdoelay, i Suatuyiag avdp®dv 68upoiunyv év Tolg
ToloUToLg Kalpolg, £v olg Ttalia pév dvaotatog yéyove, ZikeAia 6¢ katadedouAwrtal, Tocadtal 6

TOAELG TOTC BapPapolg ékdedovtal, Ta 6€ Aond pépn TV EAAVWVY €v Tol¢ peyioTtolg Kwvduvolg éoTiv.

131 Buchner 1958, 146.
132 Ysher 1990, 196.
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Maybe many might laugh at my silliness, if | should lament the misfortunes of men in such times, in which Italy
is ruined, Sicily enslaved, and so much cities given up to the barbarians, and the remaining parts of Greece are

in the greatest dangers.!33

Here, just as in the citation from paragraphs 143-144, Isocrates emphasises the necessity of his
statement (that an expedition must be set up presently) by using a superlative (here peyiotolg). In this
citation Isocrates paints the picture of an endangered Greek world, which he has not yet done for a
negative purpose. Earlier in the speech Isocrates has used the present situation to underscore his
advocation of the need for an expedition. Now, however, he brings up the point that this advocation
might be silly, because perhaps there is no possibility for the Greeks to defeat the Persians. This citation
is thus contrasted with the reason for the speech which is explained in the preceding paragraphs on
the one hand, but on the other hand it strengthens Isocrates’ case even more, because it is set against
the paragraphs that follow, in which the incompetence of the present leaders is discussed. Thus the

citation is placed in a rhetorically strategic way.

Current situation
Before summarizing his arguments,3* Isocrates briefly comments upon the policies of the current

leaders (170):

OQaupalw 6¢ tWv SuvaoTevoVTIwY €V TalG MOAEoLY, €l TPOoRKely auTolg Ayolvtal péya dppovely,
HUN&EV Mwmod’ UTEP TNALKOUTWY TTPAYUATWY UNT elmelv uNT’ évBuunBiivat SuvnBévteg.
| wonder at those who hold power in the cities, that they think that it is fitting for them to be proud, although

they have never been able to speak nor think deeply of so great matters.

With this citation Isocrates again connects the different parts of the Panegyricus, for the word
Boavpdlw refers to the first sentence of the speech, in which Isocrates introduces the idea of
panhellenism by mentioning panhellenic festivals.’®® Isocrates openly attacks the current leaders and
places them opposite himself, who, as implied, is able to ponder upon such great matters very well. By

means of this rhetorical phrase, Isocrates thus puts himself in a strong position, actually stating that

133 For clarity’s sake | add Usher’s explanation of the context of the citation (Usher 1990, 197): “The reference is
to the operations of Dionysius | of Syracuse, who expanded into Italy and in Sicily conceded Acragas, Himela, Gela
and Camarina to the Carthaginians.”

134 paragraphs 173-186 (Usher 1990, 197).

135 Usher 1990, 197. Paneg. 1: MoA\GKLG €Balpaca TRV TAG TOVNYUPELS cuvayayOVTwY Kol ToUG YUUVIKOUG
Ay@Ovog KOTAoTNOAVIWY, OTL TAC HEV TV CwHATwY eVTUXlaG oUTw peydAwv dwpe®dv nElwoav. — “I have often
wondered at those who bring together the festivals and those who established athletic games, that they thought
success of the body worthy of great gifts like this.” Panhellenic festivals are also mentioned in paragraphs 43-44.
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his advice is better than the present leaders’ conduct.'*® He even states that he is compelled to utter

his opinion about the matter (171):

NOv &’ ol pév év talg peyiotalg 86€alg Ovteg mi Uikpolg omoudalouoty, AUV & TOTlg TWV MOALTIKDY
£€e0TnKOOoL tepl TNALKOUTWYV TTPAyUATWY cUUBOoUAeVUELY tapalehoimaoty.
But now those who are in greatest esteem are busy with small matters, and have left it to us who stand apart

from politics to deliberate upon matters so great.

By saying this, Isocrates aims to ensure that nobody can resent him for giving a speech about this topic
and trying to persuade his audience of his opinion on the expedition, because according to him the
matter is of the utmost importance. He thus places the need for the speech in the hands of the current
leaders, for it is because of their bad conduct that Isocrates is compelled to urge for an expedition
against Persia. This gives Isocrates more freedom to put his opinion upon the matter forward and to

try to convince his audience.

Summary of arguments
Isocrates clearly marks the section of the summary of arguments as follows (173):

"Eott & amholc kal pdsiog 6 Adyog 6 Tept TouTwV' oUTE yap eiprivnv olov te BePaiav ayayely, Av pr
Kowfj toic BapPdpolg moAeprowpey, olB’ opovofoal Toug “EAANvag, mpiv av kai tag woeeiog €k
TOV a0TOV Kal Tolg KvEUvoug POC ToUG aAUTOUG moLtnowueda.

My speech on these matters is simple and easy; for it is not possible to lead a steady peace, when we do not
wage a common war against the barbarians, nor is it possible that the Greeks are of one mind, before we make

our gains from the same source and make our battles against the same.

To make sure that his audience listens to his following statement, Isocrates introduces it as ‘simple and
easy’, as a captatio benevolentiae for this particular argument.'® To support this, the statement is
structured in a parallel way, signalled by olte - o00’. By using this structure, Isocrates clearly marks his
arguments for panhellenism in this citation: he excludes the possibilities of lasting peace and of Greek
unity, without the panhellenic expedition. Isocrates thus makes clear once more that he strongly
advocates panhellenism, for that is the only means to defeat the barbarians once and for all. This is

another reference to the first part of the speech, because in paragraph 15 Isocrates states the same

136 Usher 1990, 197 clearly explains how Isocrates does this: “Now as then [i.e. in the first sentence of the speech,
see previous footnote] he represents himself as the outsider, appealing to thinking men while exposing the
intellectual poverty of those in power.”

137 On captatio benevolentiae in general, see for example Ueding 1992, 2.121-123.

41



purpose (see chapter one), which is of course fitting for both parts of the speech. In paragraph 15 he
states the purpose of his speech, to now refer back to this in the summary of his arguments. Because
variatio delectat, |socrates does not use the same words.

In the summary of arguments, the themes of expediency and possibility are also revisited,
while the theme of justice is elaborated on mostly.® The citation above shows, besides the statement
of the purpose of the speech, the theme of expediency. Isocrates implies that it is beneficial to embark
on an expedition against the Persians, but he does not give explicit reasons as to why this would be
beneficial. However, after hearing the complete speech, his audience must have been able to fill this
in. Because the reasons why an expedition will be beneficial are implicit, Usher explains Isocrates’
intention as follows: “A war against the barbarians is expedient for Greece because it will unite her in
a concerted effort to relieve her poverty, which is the main cause of interstate wars and internal
revolutions.”3® Usher thus links the reason for this specific expedition to a generally applicable reason
for expeditions. The explanation is plausible, but probably not the only reason. The greatest benefit
for Greece will be more general: if the expedition is successful, the Persians will no longer pose a threat
to Greece. Within this falls Usher’s explanation of poverty. Isocrates mentions poverty (174): “When
the poverty concerning our lives has been taken away, that ends friendships and leads family towards
hostility and brings all men into a state of war and strife” (Tfic dmopiag tfic mept tov Bilov AUDV
adatpebeiong, i Kal Tag £ralpeiag StalUel kol TAG ouyyevelag gic €xBpav mMpodyel Kal TAVTOC
avBpwrouc gig moA£pouc Kal otaoelc kabiotnaolv). Bringmann clearly explains this citation as follows:
“Der zitierte Passus macht deutlich, inwiefern die Kriegsbeute die Eintracht der griechischen Staaten
sichert: Persiens Reichtum soll die Not in Griechenland, welche die Ursache fiir Birgerkrieg innerhalb
der Polis und fur Krieg unter den Staaten ist, beseitigen.”'*® This explanation agrees with my
interpretation that poverty falls within a broader scope of hardship (whilst being one of the main
reasons for this hardship).

To expound upon the theme of justice, Isocrates discusses the peace treaty between Greece

and the Persian king and its consequences. By use of a proposal Isocrates introduces the topic (175):

AMG yap lowg Ld tag ocuvOnkag atlov émioxelv, AN’ oUk émelyOfjval kai Bdttov motocacbal thv
oTpOTELOV.

But maybe it is fitting to restrain because of the treaty and to not hasten and make the expedition too quickly.

138 Usher 1990, 197.
139 Usher 1990, 197.
140 Bringmann 1965, 22.
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Based on the whole of the speech, the answer to this indirect question must obviously be negative.}*
By starting the section about justice with this rhetorical question, Isocrates immediately draws his
audience into the narrative, obliging the audience to follow his opinion and arguments. His statement
is underscored by a lengthy discussion of reasons why it is just to undertake the expedition (175-181),
in which Isocrates uses several rhetorical questions to strengthen his argument.

Besides the themes of expediency and justice, possibility is also revisited by Isocrates (185-
186),* but only after the themes of expediency and justice have been commented upon in a combined
manner by Isocrates (182-184).1** The culmination of rhetorical questions in these paragraphs again
underscores Isocrates’ argument, for he tries to leave his audience no room to diverge from his opinion
(as explained above). Thus, the rhetorical questions are a strong means to lead the audience to the
desired opinion. To strengthen this even more, Isocrates answers his questions (which concern the
guestion against whom Greece’s expedition must be aimed) as follows (184): “Surely they [i.e. the
Persians] are liable to all these [i.e. charges]” (O0koUv ékelvol taoL ToUTOLG £VOXOL TUYXAVOUOLV OVTEC).

In one of the last paragraphs before the end of the speech, Isocrates comes back to the theme

of panhellenism (185):

Tig yap oltwg A véog A maladg pabupog éotly, 6oTLIg o0 peTao)elv Boulnoetal TalTng THG oTpatLdG
¢ UTU ABnvaiwy Pev Kol AaKeSOLUOVIWY CTPOTNYOULEVNG;
For who is so indifferent, either young or old, that he will not wish to take part in this expedition led by Athenian

and Lacedaemonian generals?

Isocrates here asks a rhetorical question that can hardly be answered, with which he aims that his
audience cannot refute his argument.’* What is striking is the fact that Isocrates casually mentions
this joint leadership (Athens and Sparta are juxtaposed in the citation), as if it is not debateable and
everyone (young and old alike) must agree. However, this refers back to the first part of the speech, in
which Isocrates discusses at length why Athens should have the leadership in the expedition. As has

been shown, in the first part of the speech seeds were planted of the idea of panhellenism, in which

141 Usher 1990, 197 calls this “rhetorical anticipation [...], by which an argument or objection is proposed in order
to rebut it.”

142 Also already briefly in Paneg. 182: Hudic & 6Ang tfi¢ EAM&So¢ UBpllopévne pndepiav motjoacBat Kowny
TLHwplav, £E0v NUIV eVXfig Gla StampafacBal. — “[It is shameful] that, when all of Greece is insulted, not a single
common revenge is made, while it is possible for us to accomplish the things to be wished.” This citation shows
the themes of both justice and possibility.

143 | here diverge from Usher’s division of the themes (Usher 1990, 197), who divides as follows: “The themes of
expediency (cupdépov) (173-174), justice (Sikatov) (175-184) and possibility (Suvatov) (185-186).” Buchner
1958, 149 goes a step further and divides paragraphs 183-184 in a more detailed manner: “Der ersten (183) geht
es nur um das Sikalov, der zweiter (1. Halfte von 184) nur um das cupd£pov, der dritten (2. Halfte von 184: éml
tivag 6¢ ktA.) um das Sikatov und das cuudépov.”

144 Ueding 1992, 3.447 names this use of the rhetorical question ‘elenktisch’.
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light this citation must be read. As already shown in numerous instances in this chapter, rhetorical
guestions are used to underscore Isocrates’ argument. This is also the case in the citation above, which
is followed by a whole paragraph (186) of rhetorical questions that focus on the praise the victorious

Greeks would receive after the expedition.

Epilogue
The last three paragraphs of the speech (187-189) form an epilogue after the summary of arguments.

This epilogue begins with a striking statement (187):

OU TV alTNV 6£€ TUYXAVW YVWHNV EXWV EV TE TR TAPOVTL KALP® Kol TTeEPL TAG apxag To0 Adyou. Tote
HEV yap OUNV aflwg SuvnosoBat TV mpayudtwy elmev’ viv 8’ oUk ébikvolpal tol peyéboug autd®y,
GAAA TIOANG pe SLamédeuyev WV Stevoronv.

I do not have the same opinion in the present time as around the beginning of the speech. For then I thought
to be able to speak worthily of the matters; but now | do not reach at their greatness, but many things of which

| thought have escaped me.

This citation contains an explicit reference to the first part of the speech, in which Isocrates posits the
themes of his speech. It is most likely that Isocrates is referring to paragraph 14, in which he states
that his audience should ridicule him if he does not speak worthily of the subject,'* thus making
another reference to the first part of the speech. In the citation above, Isocrates claims that he has not
said everything he should have, but he does not expound upon the topics that he has neglected. This
is not the first time Isocrates discredits himself (see above). By disregarding his own position in the
advocation of the theme Isocrates emphasises the importance of the argument itself. In addition he
here connects the two parts of the speech explicitly.

In the second to last paragraph (188), Isocrates calls for panhellenism once more, since this is

what his audience must remember:

Kal pun povov dxkpoatdg yevopuévoug arneAbelv, AAAA ToUG HEV TPATTELY SUVOUEVOUG apoKaAoDvTag
AAANAoug TielpdoBal StaANGTTELY TAV TE TTOALY TAV NUETEPAV Kal TAV AaKedalpoviwy.

And [it is necessary] not to leave as mere hearers, but as men able to act, calling upon each other to try to

reconcile our city and that of the Lacedaemonians.

145 This is also seen by Usher 1990, 200.
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In saying that the cities must be reconciled, Isocrates tries to influence his audience by not naming the
city Athens, but calling it “our city”. By doing this he ensures his (Athenian) audience feels included in
the purpose of the speech, while it makes the contrast with the Spartans sharper. In this way Isocrates
again refers back to the first part of the speech, where the strife between Athens and Sparta is evident
and Isocrates calls Athens “our city” numerous times. However, what prevails in this citation is the

need for panhellenism.

Chapter conclusion
In the second part of the speech the seeds that were planted in the first part are now fully developed

into the theme of panhellenism. Because Isocrates sees that Athens needs allies for an expedition
against Persia, he refers to them and their use in the first part of the speech, to set up the theme of
panhellenism that flourishes in the second part of the speech. While the two parts of the speech seem
to be separated at first glance, this second part of the speech refers back to the first part numerous
times. The main function of some of Isocrates’ rhetorical strategies is not to combine the two parts of
the speech, because many are used by Isocrates to make his point about panhellenism. To convince
his audience of his purpose of setting up a panhellenic expedition against Persia, Isocrates mainly uses
rhetorical questions. These greatly help Isocrates to try to draw his audience into his narrative and
subscribe to his opinion about the expedition. Other means that contribute to this goal are for example
(negative) exempla and amplificatio, with which Isocrates overwhelms his audience in order that the

audience is compelled to follow Isocrates’ reasoning.
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Conclusion

In this thesis | have discussed the problem of coherence in Isocrates’ Panegyricus. This problem entails
the two different parts of the speech, paragraphs 1-132 on the one hand and paragraphs 133-189 on
the other, which seem to be disconnected on a thematic level. The first part of the speech discusses
Athenian virtues at length, stating that it is Athens that should be the leader of a panhellenic expedition
against Persia, while the second part of the speech openly advocates panhellenism. This seems like a
strange discrepancy, for Isocrates presents a specific goal in his Panegyricus, which the whole speech
serves, according to him. Isocrates explains his goal as follows, while also identifying (a part of) his

method (16-17):

TV yap EANAvwy ot pév U’ ARV, ol & Und AakeSawpoviolc eioiv’ ai yap moAtteiat, U Gv oikolot
TAC MOAELS, 0UTw TOUC MAELOTOUC aUT®V Ste\idacty.“OoTic oV oleTat ToUC BAAOUC KO TL TpAeLy
ayoBov, mpiv av tol¢ mpoeot®@tag alt®v SLoANGEN, Alav AmADC ExeL Kal MOppw TV MPAYUATWY
£otiv. AN 6€T TOV pr) povov énidelly moloupevov, MG kal StampafaoBai Tt Boulopevov ékeivoug
TOoUC AGyoug {ntelv, oltlveg T TOAEE TOUTW Teioouolv ioopolpfical pog aAAAAag kai tag 6’
fyepoviag dteAécBal, kal tag mAeovetiag, a¢ viv mapd TtV EAARVwv émbBupolotv autalc yiyveoOay,
TauTag Tapd TV Bappapwv nowoacbad.

For some of the Greeks are under our power, others under that of the Lacedaemonians; for the governments,
by which they govern their cities, divide most of them like this. So whoever thinks that the others will do
something good together, before he has reconciled their leaders, is all too simple and far removed from things.
But it is necessary that he who does not only make a demonstration but wants to accomplish something looks
for those words, which will persuade the two cities to share equally with each other and to divide the
leaderships, and to procure from the barbarians these advantages, which they now desire to be for themselves

from the Greeks.

In this citation, Isocrates announces that he will try to reconcile Athens and Sparta, which are
presented as opposites in the first sentence of this citation. Then, Isocrates states that he wants a joint
leadership of Athens and Sparta together in an expedition against a mutual enemy: Persia. However,
after the introduction the speech is seemingly divided into two parts. In the first part of the speech
Isocrates argues that Athens should have the sole command over the Greek forces. This leads to an
“awkward tension in the question of leadership of the unified Greeks.”'*® Nevertheless, the ultimate
goal of the Panegyricus is made clear in the citation above: the two cities must be reconciled in order
to be able to set up a successful expedition against Persia, to rid Greece of Persian danger once and

for all. As enumerated in the introduction to this thesis, various scholars have touched upon this

146 papillon 2004, 26.
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seeming discrepancy, but none of them have found a satisfying answer as to why the speech is set up
in this way. The most plausible observation up till now is by Too, who thinks the discrepancy can be
attributed to Isocrates’ struggle between being both Athenian and Greek. This nevertheless is a sound
observation, because | believe that Isocrates shows both his Greek identity as well as his Athenian
identity. This can also be seen in the citation above, where Isocrates presents himself as an Athenian
with the word nuiv. While being an Athenian Isocrates still advocates panhellenism, so Athenian and
Greek identity are not entirely compatible for Isocrates.

By researching the two parts of the speech, | have observed that both parts refer to one
another. This is attained through the use of several rhetorical strategies. There are, however, rhetorical
features that establish a connection between the two parts of the speech, but some also merely
function to underscore Isocrates’ argument within one part of the speech. An example of the latter is
Isocrates’ frequent use of rhetorical questions. At multiple places in the second part of the speech
Isocrates makes extensive use of this rhetorical feature, uttering question after question, sometimes
filling more than a paragraph solely with rhetorical questions. All of the questions are supposed to
force the audience to comply with the reasoning of the argument, whether that is a single point
Isocrates tries to make or the acceptance of the panhellenic expedition. In the first part of the speech,
the most important rhetorical strategy that Isocrates employs is the use of exempla. These serve to
underscore Isocrates’ advocation of Athens as a leader of a panhellenic expedition. He uses these
exempla to present the situation as he thinks it should be in the present, because the exempla show
how in the past things have gone awry for the Athenians or Greeks in general. By using this rhetorical
strategy, Isocrates tries to make sure that his audience does not have a choice but to agree with his
reasoning.

However, Isocrates not only employs rhetorical strategies within both parts of the speech, but
more significantly also to connect the two parts. These are the key to answering my main question
whether any connection between the parts can be found. | am aware of the fact that a modern sense
of unity is different from the ancient view, when it was normal that a written or spoken piece consisted
of multiple subjects.'*” However, | feel that there must be a sense of unity or conformity in the
Panegyricus, because Isocrates himself states the purpose of his speech, as cited above, as a single
goal. The explanation | offer for this discrepancy is that, while praising Athens’ abilities as a leader, in
the first part of the speech numerous seeds are planted by Isocrates to subtly introduce the theme of
panhellenism already, that will come to full fruition in the second part of the speech, in which Isocrates
also refers back to the first part. On the other hand, the second part of the speech refers back to the

first. Both of these aspects | will illustrate with several examples (which are also discussed in chapter

147 Heath 1989, 1-11.
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one and two). An illustrative example of a planted seed of the theme of panhellenism is Isocrates’ use
of the myth of Demeter. In this myth Isocrates describes how Demeter became well-disposed towards
the Athenians and gave them important benefits, which afterwards Athens did not keep from other
city-states in Greece. Therefore, as Isocrates presents it, numerous city-states have flourished because
of Athens’ gift, wherefore they must acknowledge their dependency on Athens. Nevertheless,
Isocrates cannot overstate this dependency and insult the other city-states, because he needs them to
join in the panhellenic expedition against Persia. More examples of Isocrates planting seeds of the
theme of panhellenism in the first part of the speech include the first sentence of the speech, in which
Isocrates refers to panhellenic events. This is striking, because in this way Isocrates makes sure that
panhellenism is the first thing that his audience hears, openly addressing the theme and thus creating
a sense of togetherness at the start of his speech. Less out in the open the theme of panhellenism can
be detected in the famous paragraph 50, where Isocrates presents his views on Greekness. However,
Isocrates being an Athenian, what it means to be Greek is mirrored to Athenian values. Nevertheless
this passage clearly includes the whole of Greece (in any case anyone who complies with the Athenian
education) and can thus be rendered a hint to the theme of panhellenism. Within the theme of war
examples can also be found. In paragraph 83 Isocrates mentions the Trojan war, which was a
panhellenic expedition. Isocrates compares the conduct of the Greeks in the Persian war to this earliest
panhellenic war, which implies that in Isocrates’ time, Greece must once again fight together against
the enemy. This idea is uttered again a few paragraphs later (90-91), in which Athens and Sparta jointly
fight against Persia. All of these examples can thus be seen as seeds of the theme of panhellenism that
are planted by Isocrates, in order that the first part of the speech is not disconnected from the second
part. To underscore the connection between the two parts, the second part of the speech also refers
to the first part. Thematically, the theme of war is picked up again in paragraphs 140-149, in which
Isocrates describes the Persian war from the point of view of the Persians, as opposed to that of the
Greeks in the first part of the speech. The point of view of the Persians is continued with paragraph
150, in which Isocrates describes the character and organisation of the Persian people, referring to
paragraph 50 of the first part of the speech mentioned above. In my opinion the most striking example
can be found in paragraph 170. Here, Isocrates explains that he is puzzled by the current leaders, and
he uses the word Bauvpalw, which is a direct link to the first sentence of the speech, where Isocrates
uses the word £€0alpooa, because these are the only instances of the verb in the first person singular.
With this reference Isocrates creates a circle, because he refers to the first part of the speech, to a
sentence that is about panhellenism, just like the second part of the speech. In this way this last
example beautifully illustrates the way in which the two parts of the Panegyricus are connected.

It is inevitable that there is still friction between the two parts (especially in our modern

opinion), but with this thesis | have shown that the discrepancy between the two parts of the speech
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is slighter than it appears at first sight. By using the rhetorical strategies enumerated above, Isocrates
manages to subtly connect the two parts of the speech. Therefore, the Panegyricus can be seen as

contributing to Isocrates’ stated goal (as mentioned above): a panhellenic expedition against Persia.
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