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ABSTRACT: In this paper I would like to focus on the very basic philological
question of frequency and context of utterances in the first person singular
and plural as well as the second person plural in the deliberative speeches
of Demosthenes and the political writings of Isocrates imitating delibera-
tive speech. In this genre of oratory self-presentation of a speaker and the
way he constructs his relationship with the audience seem crucial for the
effectiveness of persuasion. In this respect, it is interesting to notice differ-
ences between Demosthenes and Isocrates. Both clearly mark their own
positions as opposed to opinions of the others and eagerly employ verbs
in the first person singular (or personal pronouns ‘mine’, ‘my’), especially
in the opening sections of speeches, but, when it comes to the analysis of
past events, the deliberation of present condition or advice for the future,
Demosthenes tends to speak in the second person plural standing literally
and metaphorically versus the Athenians, while Isocrates chooses the first
person plural as if he was trying to erase the division between himself and
his audience.

This tendency might be explained by aesthetic preferences and indi-
vidual dispositions of both orators, nevertheless I would like to argue that
some less subjective reason could be taken into consideration.
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The name of Demosthenes was put before the name of Isocrates in the
title of this paper not by accident. Both are enumerated among the most
eminent Greek orators, but only one of them represents the genuine ex-
perience of performing speeches in front of the audience. Demosthens
took part in political life, whereas Isocrates confined his activity to writ-
ing and provided an excellent material for studying tension between
textuality and orality in Athenian political culture; at the same time he
raised issues of his own identity as a citizen and political commentator.

As Aristotle puts it: ‘It is not sufficient to know what one ought to
say, but one must also know how to say it, and this largely contributes
to making the speech appear of a certain character’ (Aristot. Rhet. 111.1,
1403b, transl. J.H. Freese). This remark, no matter how obvious it ap-
pears, encompasses the essence of persuasion: a speaker might say al-
most everything, also critical and unpleasant, provided he knows how
to do it properly. Thus he! will fulfil the requirements of the genre and
be able to succeed. This knowledge has been the subject of study for
centuries; Jeanne Fahnestock in her book on the uses of language in
persuasion, in the chapter discussing the speaker and the audience
construction, refers to the frankness of speech (licentia) regarded as
the license to remonstrate or criticise the audience. With references to
the treatises of Cicero and the Rheforica ad Herennium, she explains
that according to the ancient theoreticians of persuasion the critical re-
marks should be counterbalanced by some sort of a compliment for
the listeners.? Some of these critical remarks might have been in fact
compliments, easily recognised and appreciated, sometimes perhaps
subconsciously, even by a less sophisticated audience. Still, we should
remember that in Athenian political rhetoric, aimed at practical goals,
orators often touched difficult subjects and did not avoid criticising their
fellow-countrymen. This remark refers to the eminent rhetors whose ef-
forts focused on the long-run policy, designed to protect the interests
of the Athenian people. Taking his place in front of the assembly, the
speaker, who came out of the gathering of citizens, becomes a sepa-
rate unit, even by the mere organisation of the public space while he is

' T am using pronoun ‘he’ consciously: I have to sadly admit that in antiquity
speeches were delivered only by men.
2 Fahnestock 2011: 296-297.
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facing the audience, and he has to decide, whether and when to empha-
sise the gap between him and the listeners, or to make the gap disap-
pear. Experienced speakers, as well as talented beginners, understood
that creating a bond with the audience was crucial for success. Ancient
speakers recognised the need of adaptation to the audience. This con-
nection may be established by several means, conscious use of the first
and second person should certainly be regarded as one of the most vital
and effective ones.

In this paper I would like to focus on the very basic philological
question of frequency and context of utterances in the first person
singular and plural, and the second person plural in the deliberative
speeches of Demosthenes and the political writings of Isocrates imitat-
ing deliberative speeches. In this genre of oratory the self-presentation
of a speaker and the way he constructs his relationship with the audi-
ence seems crucial for the effectiveness of persuasion.?

The person category may be expressed by a verb or a pronoun; the
extensive studies on both phenomena, resulted in a thorough and multi-
faceted research;* scholars focused on analysis and character of several
kinds of discourse; politics, regarded as a discursive domain,’ proved to
be a specially interesting field of exploration.® In the analysis of politi-
cal discourse all three deictic categories, personal, spatial and tempo-
ral, are equally important for the context of an utterance, since ‘deictic
expressions serve to anchor the speaker in relation to the surroundings
and other participants’,” and defining the position of a speaker in refer-

3 Forensic speeches, due to the context of delivery, set slightly different demands:

in the first place, the speaker has to define and emphasise his own position in reference
to his opponent, and since the audience literally plays the role of judges, interpreting the
utterances in the 1 person plural becomes more complex.

4 Among several important studies, we should mention at least Benveniste 1971;
Miihlhdusler, Harré 1990; Duszak 2002; Siewierska 2004; Helmbrecht 2004; Duszak,
Okulska 2011; Pavlidou 2014; for the survey of the literature see: Helmbrecht 2004:
11-18; Pavlidou 2014.

5 Van Dijk 2006: 732.

¢ For different approaches to the subject see: Perelman, Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969;
Geis 1987; Fairclough 1989; Fairclough 1995; Fahnestock 2011; Fairclough, Fair-
clough 2012; De Fina 1995; Urban 1988.

7 Trask, Stockwell 2007: 66.
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ence to the audience is being achieved by the deictic dimension of the
person.®

It seems understandable that the complexity of the first person plu-
ral, ‘we’, has been attracting special attention.” The fact that, as Ben-
veniste put it in his classical work, ‘we is not a multiplication of identi-
cal objects but a junction between “I” and “non-1, no matter what the
content of this “non-I” may be’,'’ increases the referentiality of the first
person plural.

Considering the constitutive role of ‘I’ in ‘we’, emphasised by
Benveniste in the same passage,'’ describing the ‘non-I’ element and
the character of the junction seem crucial for understanding the signifi-
cance of the utterance. These statements provided the point of depar-
ture for further discussion of the first person non-singular references
for Theodosia-Soula Pavlidou: in the introductory chapter to the vol-
ume Constructing collectivity. We across languages and contexts she
points at the wide potential referential range of ‘we’, which, at least in
some languages, may express all six persons in the appropriate context
(e.g. pluralis modestiae = academic we, vel maiestatis, or ‘nursery’ we
are used in English and Polish as well) and reflects on the group indexi-
cality starting with Helmbrecht’s fundamental remark: ‘Speakers use
“we” to define explicitly and publicly social groups vis a vis their inter-
locutors and state membership in these groups.’'? Pavlidou also consid-
ers the diversity of groups, which may differ in size, duration, stability
and number of members (from the speaker alone to the whole human-
ity) and acknowledges that ‘to the extent that the speaker presents him-/
herself as belonging to a group/collectivity, “we” also represents as-
pects of the speaker s self or identity, namely those referred to by social

8 This remark comes from the first edition of Trask’s definition dictionary, where

the entry for ‘deictic category’ is a little longer that in the edition from 2007; the broader
version was also quoted by A. Adetunji in the paper on inclusion and exclusion in the
political discourse; see Trask 1999: 45; Adetunji 2006: 179.

°  Benveniste 1971.

1% Benveniste 1971: 202.

1" Benveniste 1971: 202.

12 Helmbrecht 2002: 42 quoted after Pavlidou 2014: 3.
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psychologists as the “relational” and the “collective” self”.!* These re-
marks and further discussion of the fluidity of the ‘non-1’ element (the
speaker identifies him-/herself as a member of a group and may point
at his/her role in this group) bring us back to Benveniste’s observation
quoted above.'

Before starting the survey of the selected texts, we (pluralis mod-
estiae) should explain several assumptions made for the purpose of
this research: considering the political reality of Athens in the 4™ cen-
tury BC, with its direct democratic procedures, it may be assumed that
the audience at the assembly is to be identified with the Athenians (that
is the Athenian adult male citizens, the group in possession of full civic
rights), therefore there is no need to make distinctions between the lis-
teners, present at the moment of the deliverance of a speech, and all the
Athenians. In the case of Isocrates’ writings the issue does not exist,
since his treatises were never delivered at public gatherings — his au-
dience, by definition, is constituted by all the Athenians (at this point
it is useless to discuss the real range of readership and the number of
recipients, especially designed by the author himself). We also follow
the most popular view, according to which the extant speeches of Dem-
osthenes on the whole represent speeches really delivered in public.'

For Greek ancient rhetoric, and Demosthenes and Isocrates in par-
ticular, we may assume the basic indexicalities as follows:

a. we = the speaker and the audience (the Athenians) — inclusive'®

b. we = the speaker and the third party — exclusive

c. we = the speaker = pluralis modestiae

d. we = the speaker = pluralis maiestatis

e. we = the whole humanity (including the speaker and his audience)
f. we = all the Greeks (including the speaker and his audience)

It might be added that the points e and f are often hard to discern,
unless the speaker deliberately underlines the differences between the

13 Pavlidou 2014: 5 with the reference to Brewer, Gardner 1996 and Sedikides,
Brewer 2001.

4 Pavlidou 2014: 6-8.

15 Cf. Worthington 2013: 7, for the further discussion on the issue see: Adams 1912,
and especially Trevett 1996.

16" On basic definitions of ‘clusivity’, see introductory chapter in Filimonova 2005.
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Greeks and the other peoples, or, on the contrary, he puts emphasis
on the universality of an opinion or a phenomenon, common for the
Greeks and the rest of the world. On the other hand, it should be re-
membered that for a Greek the Greek culture was the most obvious and
sometimes the only important point of reference.

Sections ¢ and d are rarely represented, at least in Demosthenes,
since the orator does not hesitate to speak in the first person singu-
lar and does not hide himself behind modesty or honorific expression,
whenever he recounts his actions. The majority of first person plural
utterances belong to the section a.

The referent of the first person singular seems to be easy to define:
I = the speaker.

The referential range of the second person plural might be more
complex, but in the speeches of Demosthenes and Isocrates it would be
hard to find utterances in the second-person plural which do not refer to
the audience; hence ‘you’ = the audience = (in most cases mainly) the
Athenians."”

Additionally, it should be said that although the category of the per-
son can be rendered in different forms,'® in ancient Greek, which was
a highly inflectional language, pronouns in the nominative case usually
bear emphatic significance, therefore should be treated separately.

Utterances comprising statements in the first singular and the sec-
ond plural are also to be noted since it is significant and often provides
a juxtaposition of opposing arguments, views and actions.

The table below comprises quantitative data referring to the use
of utterances in the first person singular, and first and second person
plural.

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 sing. — |1sing.— |1 plur.— |1 plur.— |2 plur.— |2 plur. -
verbs pronouns | verbs pronouns | verbs pronouns
Demos-
thenes

17 On the use of the second person, see: Helmbrecht 2002: 327-335, Siewierska
2004: 214-246, Kluge 2016.
18 Pavlidou 2014: 1.

156



£yd, Nuels, vueic — Constructing Identity of a Speaker...

Olyn- 15 6 9 10 24 23
thiac 1

Olyn- 7 8 2 9 13 12
thiac 11

Olyn- 18 6 16 8 34 19
thiac 111

Philip- 28 8 12 8 45 23
picl

Philip- 18 7 1 1 31 16
pic 1l

Philip- 22 12 19 8 38 15
pic 11l

Philippic 26 8 18 9 60 39
v

Isocrates

On the 61 12 88 56 55 18
Peace

Areop- 29 6 32 16 4 9
agiticus

Panegy- 20 3 32 75

ricus

Sheer numbers might be misleading and provide no information,
but the proportion of different types of utterances seem to be more elu-
cidating. Together with the analysis of selected passages from the texts,
providing rather typical samples of the authors’ style, it might explain
the impression that Isocrates is more inclined to speaking in the first
person plural, much less prone than Demosthenes to stand in distinct
opposition to his audience, and milder in the choice of words when it
comes to criticise his fellow-countrymen.

It may be argued that both Demosthenes and Isocrates use the first
singular in rather similar way, obviously emphasising their position
in contrast to the other speakers, especially in the introductory parts
of their speeches, and the audience. The way they use the first person
plural seems less trivial — such utterances usually refer to the Athe-
nians, Greeks, or humanity in general (respectively sections a, e, f);

157



Joanna Janik

occasionally they use pluralis modestiae or maiestatis (sections c, d).
It also should be noted that for Demosthenes ‘we’ sometimes encodes
him and other orators' (section b). Isocrates does not do that, he men-
tions other rhetors to underline differences between them and him.

The illustration of such expression is provided by the passage from
the Second Philippic (Dem. 6.3): Demosthenes speaks openly about the
reluctance of political speakers to give sensible advice which would
be unkind to citizens (mpdTov pEV Mpels ol TAPLOVTEG TOVTOV pEv
aQéotapey Kol Ypaesy Kol cupuBovievsty, TV Apog DA anéydsiov
oKkvodvTeg, olo motel &, ¢ dewvd, kai Totadta dekepydueda). He also
reproaches citizens that they themselves can decry justice but they are
incapable of taking any action (£w€10° Dpelg oi ka@npevor, g HEV
dv elmotte dkaiovg AOYovg Kol Aéyovioc GAAov cuveinte, dpewvov
Ddlinmov mapeokevoohe, OG 8¢ KoADoT GV EKEIVOV TPAUTTEV TAVT
g’ AV &0t VDV, TovTEAGC APy EYETE).

MNuels oi wopLovTeg TovTOV pev deéotapey refers to fellow ora-
tors, the expression emphasised by the use of the personal pronoun in
the nominative plural; this exclusive ‘we’ is opposed to the second per-
son plural, ‘you’, also strengthened by the emphatic use of the personal
pronoun, vpelg, followed by a series of verbs in the second person plu-
ral. The sense is, however, favourable for the audience since the cri-
tique is addressed to Demosthenes and his colleagues. Exclusivity in
the first sentence turned out to be employed to express a high opinion
on the Athenians and introduce a mild critique of their idleness.

Few paragraphs later, Demosthenes reunites both referents in the
most natural fashion (Dem. 6.5): €16 6mwg T Tapdvt” EmavopHwdnceton
O€l oKomeV Kol pn TpoeABovT €Tt ToppwTEP® ANoeL TAvO™ fpag, und’
émomoetol péyebog dvvdpemg Tpog v ovd dvidpar dvuvnoodueda,
ovy 0 avtog Tpdmog domep TPdTEPOV TOD PovAevectatl, dALY Kal TOTg
Aéyovoy dmaot Kol Toig AKovovety DUV T0 fEATIOTA Kol TO GOGOVTOL
TAV PAGTOV Kol TOV H010TOV TPOoUpETEOV.

The beginning of the sentence is based on the impersonal state-
ment (English translation provides an excellent sample of the referen-
tial range and generic use of the second person, unfortunately absent in
the Greek text), but “us’, udg, and the verb in the first person plural

19 For identifying the rhetor with the politician, see: Ober 1989: 105-107.
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ovvnoopeba comprise the speaker and his audience (inclusive ‘we’);
the expression with the use of the dative Toig Aéyovoiv dmact kol T0ig
axovovowy vuiv [...] mpoaipetéov cleverly combines the third party
(Toig Aéyovowy dmaot), referring here to the rhetors, Demosthenes in-
cluded, and the second person plural encoding the Athenians.

The passage from the First Olynthiac (Dem. 1.8-9) offers an ex-
cellent example of the critique expressed in such a way that it does
not alienate the criticising speaker from the criticised audience: Dem-
osthenes urges them not to squander the opportunity and to risk the
losses they once suffered (memévOate). He recalls that they once under-
took a successful expedition to the aid of Euboea (fjkopev EdPogdov
PBePonOnkoteg [...] kehevovreg Ui TAEV Kol Taparapfavey v
méAiv), and points out that had they taken similar action against Am-
phipolis and other cities, Athenians would have less trouble (v otV
mapeyoned’ Npeic vmep UGV avt®v mpobvpiov fviep VmEP TG
EbBoéwv compiag, lyet’ dv Apgimolv t6TE Kol TAVI®OV TOV UETH
tadT av N’ dmnAhaypévorl mpoypdrov) and Philip would have had to
relent to a greater extent (gi TOTE TOVTOV EVi T TPOTHO TPOOVUMG Ko
¢ mpoctkev éfon0ioapey adTol, Pdovi Kol TOAD TUTEWVOTEPD VOV GV
gxpopeda 1@ Ointm). Demosthenes states in strong terms: ‘But as
it is, by constantly abandoning the present and thinking the future will
work out well on its own, we, men of Athens, have caused Philip to
grow (Muénoapev), and we have made him (kateoTiicapev) as power-
ful as no previous king of Macedon has ever been.’ (transl. D. Phillips)

From the second line onwards Demosthenes carefully employs the
inclusive first person plural and identifies himself with the rest of Athe-
nians responsible for negligence in the politics towards Macedonia and
its consequences.

Demosthenes is also quite self-assured when it comes to offering
the advice (Dem. 2.11-13), when he calls for helping the Olynthians as
soon as possible (enui o1 delv Nuag toig uev Oivvoiolg fondsiv, kol
Ommg TIC Aéyel KAAMOTO Kol TayIoTo, 0VTmG apéckel pot), then advises
sending a messenger to Thessaly and ensuring that messengers are able
to point out actual actions of the Athenians (ckomeic0s pévtol todtT,
o &vdpeg ABnvaiol, dmog un Adyovg Epodoty pdvov oi map” HUdY
nwpéoPelg, aALG Kol Epyov Ti dewkvoey EEovaty €00tV VU@V
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a&lmg thg mohems Kol dvimv énl T0ic mpdyuacty), because a word that
is not followed by action is futile: by using it, the Athenians do not
inspire confidence (¢ dmag pev Adyog, dv am] T0 Tpdyuota, pdtaidy
T Qaivetal Kol Kevov, HiAoto & O Topa ThHg NUETEPOC TOAE®S: dom
yop €toudtat’ avt@® dokoduev ypiicbal, T060VTE UAALOV AmIGTODGL
navteg avtd). The speaker demands that fellow citizens change their at-
titude and take concrete action (TOAATV O1] TNV HETAGTUGLY Kol LEYGANV
dektéov TNV peTaPoiny, giopépovrag, &&lovtag, Gmavto molodvTag
Etolpmg, gimep TIc VUV mpocéLel TOV volv. KOv TodT €0einond’
®OC TpooNKel Kai &M mepaively, od pévov, & Evdpeg Adnvaiot, To
CLHHO KA AeBevdg Kol dnioTmg Eyovta pavioetol PAinm, ALY Kol
Ta TG oikelog dpyfic Kol dSuvapems kakdg Exovt EEedeyyOnoetal.

The passage begins with the first person singular statement enpui,
but the rest of the sentence refers to the community (‘us’, Npdg). Dem-
osthenes is not willing to stress his position as an advisor alienated from
the group to which he is giving advice. The rest of the passage provides
the combination of utterances in the second person plural (‘you did”)
with less numerous expressions in the inclusive first person plural.

A comparable technique might be observed in the Third Olynthiac
(Dem. 3.4-6): the speaker intends to remind citizens of what hap-
pened in the past (dvoykoiov 6” DVTOLAUPAVEO LKPA TAV YEYEVILEVOV
npdTov Vpag vropvijoar), asks whether they remember those events
(népvnod’, o dvdpeg AOnvoiot), how they enacted sending of forty tri-
ers and a special tribute for war purposes (éyneicac0g tettapdkovra
Tpmpelg kKobérkew [...] kai tdhoavd’ Enfkovt’ elopépev), but only af-
ter many months sent ten ships (HOylg HeETO TA pLoTAPLEL dEKO VODG
aneoteilat’), and finally, on hearing of Philip’s illness, abandoned
the expedition (a@eit’, @ &vépeg Adnvoiol, TOv dmdctorov). Had
the Athenians acted then without procrastination, Philip would not
be giving them such trouble now (gi yap 101" ékeic’ EfonOncapey,
donep dynereapeda, TpoHoumg, ovk dv NvdyAel vOv Nuiv 0 @immog
owbeic). Demosthenes adds that he recalled these events so that now the
Athenians, when the time comes for another clash, will avoid another
mistake (VO 8" £Tépov TOAELOL KaPOG TKEL TIG, O OV Kol el TOVTOV
euvioOny, tva un tavta taOnte). The speaker asks how they should
use the previous experience and answers without playing with subtlety:
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if they do not help, their plans may benefit Philip more than them (ti
M 1pnodued’, & dvdpec Adnvaiot, To0TE; &l Yap un Pondncete mavti
obével xata 10 duvatov, 0edeacd’ Ov TpoéTOV VUELG E0TPUTNYNKOTEG
ot €6€60’ vEp Okinmov).

These lines illustrate the most striking feature of Demosthenes’ use
of deictic elements: he combines the ability to stress his own position
and the direct critique of his audience (utterances in the second person
plural) with establishing the bond with the Athenians when the critique
becomes really serious. Swift changes of the grammatical person of
the subject (from the first singular to the first plural) are by no means
accidental. They constitute a carefully considered strategy of persua-
sion. Reminding the audience of some past event, good or bad deci-
sions, is a fairly common procedure in rhetoric. Speakers often refer
to distant events in which the immediate audience could not have had
any part, attributing these actions to them, but one can guess that the
speaker metaphorically treats his audience as an emanation of the Athe-
nian people, understood as a creation that transcends time. However, if
we are dealing with references to contemporary events, or in any case
covering a relatively small period, the metaphorical sense gives a way
to the literal meaning.”® The above passus falls into the latter category:
Demosthenes is addressing citizens, many of whom must have remem-
bered the events recalled; many of whom must have participated in as-
semblies where key decisions were made, the consequences of which
Athens must now face. Richer by experience, they can avoid previous
mistakes. The speaker’s relationship with the audience in this case is
one of the most direct, the arguments deal with matters of direct inter-
est to those gathered. In this situation, the speaker, pointing out their
previous mistakes, is not criticising some symbolic representation of
the Athenian people, but the decisions of the flesh-and-blood people
standing before him.

2T owe my reflection on references to the past and their literal or metaphorical

meaning to the deliberations of Andrew Wolpert, who analyses the issue in relation to
forensic oratory, while a discussion of the status of the Athenian ecclesia is presented by
Greg Anderson in an article on defining the concept of the state in terms of modern cat-
egories in relation to ancient Athens; Wolpert 2003: 538—539; Anderson 2009: 10-16.
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The most fascinating example of the speaker’s boldness and his
mastery in balancing between harsh words and encouragement, with-
out losing either his own self-identity of an orator or his affinity with
the group, may be found in the Third Philippic (Dem. 3.53-55), in
which Demosthenes first emphasises that it is not enough to take ac-
tion against Philip but it is still necessary to hate his supporters among
the Athenian citizens. Then, in a passionate tirade, the speaker re-
proaches the Athenians for being stupid and indulging in their will-
ingness to listen to these people: [54] 6 pd Tov Ala Koi Tovg dAlovg
0go0g 00 duvijoes®’ LuEig morfjoar, GAL’ gig TodT GQiy0e popiog
| mapavoiog 1 ovk &® Ti Aéym (morhdxig yap £pory’ émehqivOe
Kol To0T0 QofeicOal, p TL dapoviov Ta TPpaypot' EAavvy, OGTE
Lowdopiag, pOO6VOV, okAupaATog, foTvog dv THMO' Evek’ aitiag
avlpdmovg medmTovg, MV 0vd dv apvndsicy Eviol GG oVK sici
T0100TOL, AEYEV KEAEVETE, KOL YELATE, AV TGl AowopnOdorv. It
is also disastrous in its consequences to provide them with freedom
of action: [55] kol ovyi T ToUTO dEVOV, Kaimep OV SOV GALG Kol
peta mheiovog dopaieiog moltevecshon dedmrate ToVTOIG 1| TOIG VIEP
VUAV Aéyovoty. kaitol Bedoache 6G0g GLUPOPAG TAPUTKEVALEL TO TV
otV £0éhey dkpodobal. The ending of this paragraph, which is
also the introduction to the next part of the speech, seems particularly
significant: Aé€m & €pya d mavteg elcecbe.?!

In these lines almost nothing softens the words delivered in full
consciousness by the orator standing in front of his fellow-countrymen.

2 Since this passage is particularly important, I take the liberty of quoting its full

translation: ‘[53] You must not only recognize these things and resist him with military
operations; in addition, with your reasoning and judgment you must detest those who
plead his case in the Assembly, keeping in mind that it is not possible to conquer the
enemies of the city until you punish their underlings in the city itself. [54] Which, by
Zeus and the other gods, you will not be able to do. You have sunk to such depths of
idiocy or insanity or I don’t know what to call it (it has often occurred to me to fear this
too, that some supernatural power is driving our affairs) that, for the sake of reproach or
envy or humor or whatever motive you happen to act upon, you demand speeches from
hirelings, some of whom do not even deny their status, and you laugh when they insult
people. [55] Awful though this is, it gets still worse: you have allowed these people to
pursue their policies in greater safety than the politicians who speak for you! And yet
look at how many disasters have been facilitated by your willingness to listen to this
sort of people. I will state facts with which you will all be familiar.” (transl. D. Phillips).
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The lenient inclusive ‘we’ is absent, and Demosthenes does not pretend
to take the collective responsibility for the former unreasonable deeds
of the Athenians.

His words seem unforgiving and uncompromising, but as a re-
spected orator, active in the assembly and in the political life of his
state, he probably could afford such a bold critique without jeopard-
izing his position of a loyal citizen in the democratic polis.

Isocrates, although also quite critical about Athenian politics, never
decided to express his views in such a direct way. He never delivered
his speeches in public, abstained from political career of his own will
and confined himself to teaching and writing in private seclusion.? His
views positioned him close to moderate oligarchs, but for all his long
life he made an effort in presenting himself as a loyal citizen of the
democratic city-state.”

His choice of words and phrasing reflect these efforts; the selection
of the speech On the Peace will provide the appropriate illustration: [2]
MKOREY YOp EKKM|GLAGOVTES TEPL TOAELLOL Ko ElpNvNG, O peyiomv £xet
Sovapy &v 1@ Pl @ tdV AvOpdTmV, Kol TEPL GV AvEyKT TOVG OpOGC
BovAgvopévoug Buetvov TV SALV TPETTEWY. TO pudv 0OV péyedog, vmep
oV cvveAnlo0apey, thAkodtov €otiy. The first person plural used in
this introductory passage refers to the author and his audience. In the
case of Isocrates, the question of audience is more complex than in the
case of Demosthenes and other speakers addressing the assembly. In
the case of orators, speaking at assemblies and court, a historical au-
dience can be primarily defined. Andreas Serafim puts it clearly: ‘the
speaker delivers his speech at a specific moment in time, before real

22 Tsocrates explained that a weak voice and stage fright prevented him from em-

barking on a public career (7o Philip 81-82), and while there is no reason to doubt
the veracity of these words, it is hard to resist the impression that these weaknesses
provided Isocrates with a convenient excuse not to take part in public discussions and
disputes whose level was far from his expectations. On this matter, as before, I agree
with the suggestions of Yun Lee Too and Ann N. Michelini: Lee Too 1995: 90-97;
Michelini 1998: 115; Janik 2012: 132—-133; Janik 2015: 192.

2 I believe Isocrates sought to emphasise his loyalty to the Athenian state at every
opportunity and went to great lengths to present his critical remarks as a voice ‘from
within’ rather than an opinion delivered by someone who was fully conscious of dis-
tancing himself from a community of fellow citizens. I have written more extensively
on this issue previously, e.g., Janik 2012: 142-143.
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people, of specific age, nationality, social and economic status’; be-
sides, to analyse these speeches one can use the concept of ‘constructed
audience’, which according to Serafim includes ‘all the strategies used
by the speaker to alert the judges and onlookers to the role(s) that he
wants them to play’.*

In the case of Isocrates, it is difficult to clearly define the historical
audience. The author of the On the Peace did not speak in public, he
gave his works the form of speeches and addressed the audience using
phrases appropriate to the occasion, although it can be assumed that
in reality his writings primarily reached a relatively narrow group of
recipients. Isocrates himself was probably aware of this, just as he was
aware of limitations that came with his choice of the medium — writing.
Nevertheless, he probably did not intend to give up on a wider audi-
ence. It is not without reason that his work is referred to by scholars
considering the concept of a universal audience.”® W.R. Johnson, cited
by David Douglas Dunlap, believes that psycho-physical limitations
that prevented Isocrates from interacting with his audience in Athens
directed him to an audience beyond the limitations of time and space.?
The opening to audiences other than Athenians, mainly in the context
of Panhellenism, is analysed in depth by Kathryn A. Morgan, who also
draws attention to a subtle game Isocrates plays with the audience by
conjuring them up and creating bonds between himself, the speaker,
and the audience.”’

The thought of a broader audience was probably in Isocrates’ mind,
but it should not be forgotten that in his treatises he considered cur-
rent issues and wished to advise his fellow citizens. There is no doubt
that he wanted to have some influence on the course of events and the
decisions made by the Athenians. The two intentions are not mutually
exclusive, but taking the second into account leads one to read the in-
tentions of the author of On the Peace quite literally and consider the
citizens of Athens as the primary target audience of the treatise. It was

24 Serafim writes primarily about forensic oratory, but some of the remarks are gen-

eral in nature and can also be applied to advisory speeches, see Serafim 2017: 20.
% For example: Perelman 1968; Perelman, Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969.
26 Dunlap 1993: 466—467; Johnson 1976: 224.
¥ Morgan 2003: 181-190, 203-207.
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perhaps no less important that other recipients of the treatise perceive
its author as a citizen speaking out with concern about issues important
to his own country.

The fact that in reality Isocrates’ statements could only reach
a much narrower audience does not invalidate the intentions of the au-
thor who probably wished to be heard and well understood by the ma-
jority of his fellow citizens. One must realize, however, that — unlike
Demosthenes — Isocrates does not see such an audience, nor does he
have to deal with it. He does not stand before the Athenians at an as-
sembly meeting, nor does he confront them in public debates.

In the passage above, the first person plural could be easily mistaken
for the plural maiestaticum but the participle ékkAncidcovteg seems
to emphasise belonging to the community of citizens. The expressions
used by the author are also undoubtedly intended to build a situational
frame and create the impression that the speech is being delivered at
an actual gathering.?® It can be argued that Isocrates intended to reach
with some of his concepts a wider audience than Athenian one, but here
he clearly emphasises a connection to the citizens of his own city. The
inclusiveness of the first person plural allows the author to emphasise
his membership in the group.

The following sentences make us understand why Isocrates deploys
phrases in the first person plural and emphasises his membership in the
civic community. Paragraph 3 begins with a strong contrast between
the speaker’s persona and his audience: 0p® & Vpag ovk & iGov TV
Aeyovtav TV AKpoOacty Tolovpévoue — Isocrates, consistently using the
second person plural, reproaches the Athenians for preferring speak-
ers who flatter their listeners and for pressuring speakers to deliver
opinions pleasing to their fellow citizens (paragraphs 3—-5: didkelcbe,
nemokate, Nobfoecbe). However, in paragraph 6, dealing with expec-
tations of the audience towards the speakers advising on war and peace,
the author neatly switches to the first person plural, standing in line
with the rest of the citizens — ‘you’ changes to ‘we’: oi u&v yap mpocdo

2 Tt is worth noting that Demosthenes, in the speeches cited above, does not feel the
need to make the situational framework of his speech so explicit; it is obvious to his
audience (Olynthiac 1-1V, Philippic 1-1V).
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Kiowv Eumolodotv MG Kal TOC KTHOELS TOC &V TOIG TOAEST Kopovpueda, Kol
v dOvapY avarnyopeda Taiw, fiv TpOTEPOV ETVYYAVOLEY EYOVTEG.

Isocrates continues speaking in the first person plural in paragraph 7,
pondering the frailties of human nature, but starting in paragraph 9
he moves on to addressing the audience in the second person plural,
speaking of their confusion and advising them to listen to speakers who
preach views contrary to the expectations of a praise-hungry audience.
In paragraph 12, Isocrates reverts to the first person plural, remind-
ing the audience that the Athenians, of whom he himself is one, have
always come out well from listening to the advice of speakers recom-
mending peace: Boopdalm o0& TdV te TPeSPLTEPOV, €1 UNKETL LVILLOVED
0VG01, Kol TOV VEMTEP®V, €1 UNOEVOC AKNKOUGLY, OTL 10, LLEV TOVE TAPOIL
vobvtag dvtéyeabot Thg elpnvNg 00OV mmToTE KaKOV EmdBopegy, 610 6
€ TOUG PYSiG TOV TOLELOV OPOVUEVOVG TOAANIG TjOT| KOl PLEYAAOLG GVLL
Qopuic meprenéoopey. Gv Nuelg ovdepioy morovpueda pveiov, AL’ €10
inog Epopev, Undey gig Tobumpoctev NUIV adTOIC TPATTOVTES, TPINPELS
TANPODV Kol ¥pnudtemv gicpopg Totelchat kai fonbelv kol moAepelv o
i v TOympev, Gomep &v dALOTPig Tf TOAEL KIvdVLVEDOVTEG.

Paragraph 13 is another transition to a phrase in the second person
plural: Isocrates directly reproaches his fellow citizens for not seek-
ing the advice of wise men in state matters, although they are able to
seek such help in private matters. In paragraphs 14—18, Isocrates most
directly emphasises his separateness from the audience: he will pre-
sent his opinion, although he realises (¢y® &’ 0ida) that this may draw
resentment from his listeners — freedom of expression does not apply
equally to everyone. For Isocrates’ technique, paragraph 15 is symp-
tomatic. Starting with a declaration in the first person singular, it ends
with a shift to the first person plural.

[15] Bumg 8¢ koi TovTV VmapydViov ovK v amosTainy Gv
drevonOnv. maperinda yap od yoproduevog DRIV 0VOE yEpOTOVIAY
UVNoTEVC®V, OAL’ GTOPAVOVUEVOG O TLYYAV®D YIYVOOK®OV TPMTOV
H&v mepl v ol mputdvelg mpotidéacty, Enetta mepi TV GAAOV THV THC
TOAEMG TPUYUATOV: 0VOEY Yap OPeAOC EoTal TOV VOV TTePL THC ElpNvNg
YVOGOEVTOV, v 1N Koi TEPL TOV AoV 0pHdg fovievedpedo.

166



£yd, Nuels, vueic — Constructing Identity of a Speaker...

Subsequent paragraphs (especially 17—19) offer a similar blend-
ing of declarations and announcements in the first person singular with
a smooth transition to the first person plural.

However, a passage containing a very strong criticism of the Athe-
nians’ actions is of particular interest for our brief study. It is one of
Isocrates” most pointed comments on the policies of his home state.
What is striking about the construction of this statement is the consist-
ent use of the first person plural. Isocrates thus emphasises that he is
not reproaching his countrymen from the position of someone superior,
untainted by responsibility for bad and harmful decisions. Even if Iso-
crates never supported similar actions, he will not let his listeners feel
such an attitude. Isocrates juxtaposes the famous deeds of his ancestors
(third person plural, ‘they’) with the foolish actions of his Athenian
contemporaries (first person plural, ‘we’). With Wolpert’s insights in
mind,” we can assume that Isocrates is addressing his contemporaries
as he recalls events of the preceding dozen years, most notably the war
with the allies. This treatment certainly brings Isocrates closer to ad-
dressing a historical audience. In Isocrates’ view, the contrast between
the valour and sacrifice of previous generations and the deeds of con-
temporaries is vast: previous generations defended Hellenes against
barbarians, contemporaries fight against other Hellenes with the help of
barbarians (o1 p&v yap vrep tdv EAMvav toic BapPdpoic torepotvieg
dtetédeoav, Nuelg 8¢ ToVg €k Thg Aciag tov Plov moptlopévoug €keibev
avaotioavteg €nl tovg "EAAnvag fydyopev). having liberated other
Greeks, previous generations were deemed worthy of leadership,
contemporaries enslave other Greeks and act quite differently from
their ancestors, but are outraged at the lack of respect (kdkeivol pev
€levbepodvteg Tag morelg tag EAAnvidag kai Ponbodvteg avtoic tig
Nyepoviag NEwONcav, MUES 0 KOTAOOVAOVUEVOL Kol TAVOVTIO TOTG
TOTE TPATTOVTES AYOVOKTOUDEY, 1 LT TV QOTNV TIUTV EKEIVOLG EEOPEY).
Contemporaries significantly deviate from the fame of previous gen-
erations, while those who abandoned their homeland fought for the rest
of Hellada and won; their descendants do not take action even in their
own interests (ol tocodtov amoiereippeda Koi toig Epyolg Kol taig
dtovoiong TV Kot EKEIVOV TOV YPOVOV YEVOUEVMV, OGOV Ol LEV VTEP TG

# Wolpert 2003: 538-539.
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@V EAMMMvev cotmpiag TV t€ Tatpida Ty a0TtdV EKMTEY £T0AUN oY,
Kol poyopevol Kol voopoyodvteg Tovg BapPapovg éviknoav, queis &
o0vd” vmEp Ti|g NueTépog avTdV TAcoveSiog Kvdvvevely aStodpey).
They want to rule everyone, but do not intend to undertake military ex-
pedition, and while they declare war on everyone, they do not prepare
themselves to fight but hire poor value mercenaries, ready to go to the
side of the enemy for a higher salary (Gpyewv pév andviov {ntoduey,
[44] otpatevecbol &” 0Ok €0Ehopey, Kol TOAELOV HEV LKPOD SETV TPOG
drovtog avOpdmovg avarpodpeda, Tpog o€ Todtov ovy MRS adTOVG
aokodpev, AAL’ AvOpOTOVG TOVG HEV ATOMAG TOVG & OOTOUOAOVG
TOVG & €K TV GALOV KAKOLPYIDY GUVEPPUNKOTACS, O1C OTOTAVY TIG S8
mieio pichov, pet’ éxelvov €@ Mudc dxolovdnocovoty). Isocrates an-
grily reproaches the Athenians for their willingness to take responsi-
bility for crimes committed by these mercenaries (Spwg obtmg AHTOVG
ayom@dpev Go0’ Hmep pEv TV Toidmv TOV NUETEP®V, €1 TEPT Tvag
g€apdptotey, ovk av Eé0ehqoalpey dikoc Vooyely, VIEP O Thi¢ Ekelvav
apmaytic kal Biog kol mopavopiog LEAAOVTOV TOV EYKANUATOV £ UaG
fi&ewv ovy dmwg dyavaktodpeyv, AL Kol yaipopev 6tav GkoVG®pUEV
a0Tovg To1oDTOV TL dromenpaypuévous). The foolishness of the Athenians
makes them fund mercenaries, hurt allies and rip off funds from them
to pay common enemies (&ig To0to 6& pwpiog EAvBapey, dGot’ avtol
HEV EVOEETC TV Kb MUEPOY EGUEV, EEVOTPOPETY O EMIKEYEPNKALEY,
KOl TOVG GUUUGXOVG TOVG NUETEPOVS aVT®V 10lovg Avpavopeda kol
dacpoloyodpev, ivo tolg amdviov aviporwmv kowolg £xOpoilg Tov
puioBov ékmopilmpev). The ancestors declaring war themselves, al-
though the treasury was full; contemporaries suffering from a short-
age of finances send mercenaries into the field (éxeivot pév el moepeiv
TPOC TVOG YNOPIcoVTo, UECTHG obong dpyvpiov kol ypvciov Tig
GKPOTOAEMG OUMC VTEP TAOV O0EAVTOV TOTG ANTMY GMOUUGY (DOVTO OETV
Kwdvvevey, NUElg 6 gig Tocavtny dmopiov EAnAvddTeg Kol T0G0DTOL
10 A00g dvieg domep Paciievg 6 péyog pobmtoig ypopeda Toig
OTPATOTEDOLG).

Even a cursory comparison of the texts of Demosthenes and Iso-
crates chosen as illustrations for this article shows that they both,
though very different, have quite a bit in common: they move with
equal fluency from emphatic declarations in the first person singular
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to inclusive use of expressions in the first person plural, and they both
are able to address their audiences equally directly in the second person
plural. These seemingly obvious statements point to an ability to con-
sciously form a relationship with the audience. Both authors have per-
fected it, but each in a slightly different context. The differences in the
proportions of expressions in each person, captured in a simple table,
indicate that Isocrates refers to the first person plural much more often,
and uses the second person plural less often. It is difficult to insist that
such a simple juxtaposition allows us to draw irrefutable conclusions,
but based on it we may be tempted to make a working hypothesis:
according to our knowledge about Isocrates’ situation and views, we
can surmise that he consciously exercised great caution in expressing
critical opinions about his own state. Without intending to keep silent
about what he considered wrong in the conduct of his fellow citizens,
he found a way to foreground the most serious accusations and at the
same time to avoid being called an enemy of democracy.

W.R. Johnson, not unreasonably, called Isocrates an ‘orator with-
out an audience’,’® but it is hard not to admit that the author of On the
Peace made a constant effort to make the above statement incorrect.

It seems that, unlike Isocrates, Demosthenes could afford more
freedom: standing in front of the fellow citizens, he did not have to
continually emphasise his membership in their body, while his political
activity proved that he was not afraid to take responsibility for the state.
He stood opposite the Athenians at the rostrum and was not afraid to
mark the distinctiveness of his opinion in his speech.

It is difficult to say authoritatively whether the differences in the
propensity to use the inclusive first person plural really originated
in a specific situation in which Isocrates found himself by choice, or
whether the directness evident in Demosthenes’ political speeches was
characteristic of all speakers of the time, or perhaps flowed from the
character of the politician in question, but these traits seem to be an
interesting clue in interpreting the work of both authors.

30 Johnson 1976: 224.
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