Explain the differences in the portrayal of Philip II in Demosthenes and Aeschines.
Multiple examples of efforts have been worked to examine the life of Philip II of Macedon, although his son’s achievements far overshadowed him, and drawn greater attention from scholars both modern and ancient. However, due to the attention drawn to his son, several attempts at biography and sources have been preserved to be published on his life. The most complete of these contemporary ancient sources being the rhetoric speeches composed by the Athenians in opposition to the reign of Philip at the time. The chief most examples of these being Demosthenes and Aeschines, and within this piece there will be in-depth research into the speeches composed upon Philip II, this will look into the timeline of events that lead towards the speeches, why they were composed in the way they were, and when, and also the relationship and rivalry ongoing between these two orators at the time of these speeches.
 This is due to the fact that while all these instances may not seem to run parallel or connect, but they do in fact intertwine with the narrative of the speeches and why Philip II is given the characterization within the speeches that they write. Due to lack of other contemporary works which describe Philip II during his reign it is necessary to use this sparsest collection of information, but even then we can draw conclusions upon Philip II and his life through these speeches and thus historians and scholars both ancient and modern can make basic assumptions of the date, provenance, and characterization of Philip through this, however by nature the ancient historical scholarship  is more or less speculation, assumption, inference and hearsay, including what is most likely rather than certain. This is why it is important to outline that surviving source material on the subject is sparse and why we need to discuss whether using ‘enemy’ texts to infer Philip’s character is worthy of drawing lengthier debate and studies on the subject to give genuine insight on Philip’s personality as a whole.
To start, this quote on the nature of Orators by Nancy Worman seems like the best way to describe the process in which Athenian orators, such as Demosthenes and Aeschines compose: “It is abundantly evident that Athenian orators made frequent and quite creative use of character assassination, both in forensic cases and the Assembly. They claimed things about their opponents that were not only openly slanderous but often hilariously exaggerated, drawing upon gossip and hearsay and deploying it strategically until it mounted incrementally to the most serious accusation.”[footnoteRef:1]  This quote is just one of many that are composed by modern scholars when referring to Athenian Orators on speeches and their value as historical evidence/sources in their own right, this is even without looking into the backgrounds and purposes of the speeches themselves as a whole, which are key factors to distinguish why they portray their victims in such ways, however we must also take into account that when wider ancient sources are not available, we must use character assassinations in order to draw truths and lies about an individual through them. In the case of Demosthenes and Aeschines in particular she refers to both in this manner, stating they were unbecoming of behaviour of Athenians when referring to their cases.[footnoteRef:2] She describes Demosthenes as a “piping chatterbox” and Aeschines as a “voluable shouter” in the extremes[footnoteRef:3], but does mention that both must use their character themselves when orating their speeches for their audience[footnoteRef:4], which brings in fact to question the nature of the speeches, the question of the audience, and also the characterization of themselves due to both also playing their own acting roles. [1:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp1-2.]  [2:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp1-2.]  [3:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp1-2.]  [4:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp1-2.] 

For further background on the orators themselves, there appears to be a rivalry between them which stems back to their speeches on Against Timarchus and their use of rhetoric, they publicly condemn and counter each other, as we see in the example of Aeschines and his rhetoric when referring to Demosthenes after the latter had received civic awards for his portrayal of Philip II and the discussion of the embassy of Philip.[footnoteRef:5] This is due to a difference in oratory styles, while Demosthenes is particularly (Apparently) outspoken against the dangers of techniques in inappropriate tone, language, and literary devices which capitalise on humour to get the speech and characterization across, Aeschines is proficient in these devices and capitalises on them much in his rhetoric[footnoteRef:6], hence the longstanding dispute between both ancient scholars despite the same topics of oration: this is without mentioning the court cases between the two orators. Both, however scrupulous in their rhetoric still employ their devices in order to portray Philip in their own orations. To add to the ambiguity between the two orators, there is ongoing debate whether they were supplied with bribes and falsehoods[footnoteRef:7], Demosthenes accuses Aeschines of taking bribes[footnoteRef:8], yet to juxtapose it is mentioned in Plutarch’s Demosthenes 18[footnoteRef:9] that despite the criticisms of Aeschines taking bribes, these were also offered to Demosthenes by the King of Persia to write more about him as a figure in Athenian Politics. This sheds some light upon the Athenian orators and how they are perceived in the Ancient Worlds, and by modern scholarship in particular and outlines the issues in which their value as sources are read; not only that but also gives us a background on the ongoing rivalry in which Demosthenes and Aeschines orate, and how their opinions will differ due to this throughout the comparison. This calls into question whether they have a write to be taken as sources as a whole, and how their differing views will affect the outcome of their orations and the portrayal of Philip II in their speeches. [5:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp3-4.]  [6:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp1-2.]  [7:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp8-10.]  [8:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp8-10.]  [9:  http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Plutarch/Lives/Demosthenes*.html ] 

Secondly, to comment on the speeches and portrayal within, we need to discuss the timeline of events juxtaposing the orations of the speeches, to give clues as to how and why the portrayals of Philip will be given. Firstly, after Philip II’s involvement with in Olythia and the power struggle that followed with the betrayal, and then counter betrayal of those who aided Philip, by Philip, and the problem of Generals and their actions against Philip[footnoteRef:10] which then sparked the speech Philipic I by Demosthenes in 351-350, which slandered the character of the King of Macedon, referring to him in inflammatory ways.  He proposed counter-attacks and urged his countrymen against Philip and the true nature of their enemy. This was countered by Aeschines whom was part of the Peace Embassy, and contradictory to Demosthenes he defended Philip against the slanderous terms Demosthenes used, in his speech his speech to the assembly in 346-347[footnoteRef:11]. He claimed that Timarchus had forfeited the right to speak and spoke of the problems of generals, where Demosthenes[footnoteRef:12] had written of the problems of blaming generals when the true enemy was Philip II of Macedon.  These juxtaposing views are what lead the portrayal of Philip, as both sides are argued against each other for the portrayal of Philip II.   [10:  T Buckley. (2010). Pp480.]  [11:  Chisholm & Hugh. (1911). Pp. 271]  [12:  Chisholm & Hugh. (1911). Pp271] 


Secondly, after the Embassy in 343, both Demosthenes and Aeschines release speeches in the same year following Philip’s actions in the North with the razing of Olynthia, and the conquering of Chalcidice, and the peace is discussed and then broken with Philip’s campaigning. Demosthenes comments in the assembly of Philip’s character yet again with the comments of treachery, false diplomacy and being a war-lord, an attack on his character. Following this he writes a speech against Aeschines and the ‘False Embassy’ and a court case ensues.  Aeschines is not idle in this time and orates his own speech to the People’s Court with ‘On the Embassy’[footnoteRef:13], he starts with the accusations of Demosthenes of treason, and defends Philip’s character, as well as the third member of the Peace Embassy Philocrates whom was accused of being bribed by Philip by Demosthenes without evidence for the crime, this speech mainly is to counterattack the court claim and accusations rather than a defence by Philip but he does use the same terminology when referring to Philip as he did prior[footnoteRef:14]. This yet again outlines the debate between the two orators on their key subject but also emphasises the rivalry between the two is ongoing, hence their differing views in the portrayal itself, this helps us to understand later why the portrayals of the two differ so greatly. [13:  H Chisholm. (1911). Pp271]  [14:  H Chisholm. (1911). Pp271] 

During this year of the court case, Demosthenes realised another oration oh Philip II (343-344) called Philipic II, during which he condemned Philip’s actions of conquering, further insulting the character of the Macedon King.  He spoke of misconduct, designs for Greek states, and increased wrongs towards the Greeks and their democracy however during this year there were calls from the Lacaedonians about Demosthenes conduct[footnoteRef:15]. After this, in 341 he released his speech On the Cheronese in the People’s Court in response to Philip’s Formal Complaint against the Athenians, he commented on Philip’s conduct in Cardia and referred back to the previous case against the generals as well as commenting on the infighting between politicians and orators, and how Philip is the true enemy, he further slates Philip’s character throughout. While, as the same year he also released Philipic III, which he tied into On the Cheronese, and into the previous speeches and the conduct of other Orators such as Aeschines, and the cases against Athenian Generals being brought to Court for actions against Philip[footnoteRef:16].   [15:  T Buckley. (2010).  Pp. 480.]  [16:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 30-31.] 

Lastly, Aeschines fought back against these with the release of his speeches against Ctesiphon and On the Crown[footnoteRef:17], on which he comments on the awarding of a golden crowd towards Demothenes and how this should not be given to the orator due to crimes towards the state[footnoteRef:18], of which he received overwhelming support for, resulting in a ‘win’ per se. So, even without mentioning explicit context within the speech itself we see a pattern of context, and connection throughout, a series of action and reaction by both orators in their rivalry and the actions taken towards each other. And how, even with the portrayal of Philip II in their speeches, the context of the speeches was down to an oratory rivalry which had no place within politics and clearly clouded both their portrayals of the characterization of Philip II in their literature. We see also how Philip’s actions in the states around Athens clouds their judgement, without this context however, we cannot go on to further analyse their speeches and draw comparison correctly.  [17:  H Chisholm. (1911). Pp271]  [18: H Chisholm. (1911). Pp271] 

On Demosthenes, we see recurring words throughout his speeches, with references to the word “tyrant” [footnoteRef:19], “tyranny”[footnoteRef:20] and being associated with “tyrants”[footnoteRef:21] in both On the Chersones and Philipic III, and throughout we get the description of a war-lord[footnoteRef:22] as events are recounted through Demosthenes gaze, within he also references the words “evil”, “hostile”[footnoteRef:23], “ill-disposed”[footnoteRef:24], “troublesome”, “treacherous”[footnoteRef:25], “destructive”[footnoteRef:26], “plunder”, and “without peace”[footnoteRef:27] when commenting on Philip’s character, he describes him as being bent on ruin and destruction of democracy which is both an insult and a political device to turn those against him, as this is also used when referring to the Persians and Spartans in earlier literary texts when Athens faces a foe [19:  Demosthenes. Phil 3. 26-27.]  [20:  Demosthenes. Phil 3. 26-27.]  [21:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 36-37.]  [22:  Demostphenes. On Chersones. 30-31.]  [23:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 39.]  [24:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 39.]  [25:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 65.]  [26:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 41.]  [27:  Demosthenes. On Chersones. 30-31.] 

. His narrative presents Philip II as an almost fictitious sort of villain in his description, with no scruples on any other features accept the destructive nature in which he describes.  He even describes Philip II as a “petulant knave” in Philipic III[footnoteRef:28] which seems slightly unprofessional as a historical source, or even in a political sense entirely. It appears that despite the earlier argument that occurred about the differences in oratory style between Aeschines and Demosthenes and their use of laughable language[footnoteRef:29], even Demosthenes is a hypocrite in that sense and offers no valuable insight into the characterisation of Philip in a historical sense at all. Demosthanes would have us see Philip II as a barbarian monarch with no place in Greek society as a whole with the sole ambition to enslave the Greeks,[footnoteRef:30] which entirely contrasts Aeschines’ depiction of Philip II in a more moderate sense, he does not demonise the character oh Philip but rather uses words such as “humanity” and moderation”[footnoteRef:31] being used to describe the portrayal of Philip. This is a complete opposition to what Demosthenes writes as a whole.  Aeschines continues with mentions of Philip II as moderate in view of the defeat at Chaeroneia in lieu of Macedonia[footnoteRef:32] and goes on to mention that the treatment of the Macedonians and Philip II by Demosthenes was incorrect and improper, which as previously mentioned was a chief complaint mentioned by the Lacaedonians also.  Aechides is also more critical when mentioning the engagements with Philip being the fault of the Athenians, their Generals, their lack of initiative when politicking with other Greek states rather than the fault of Philip as a whole also[footnoteRef:33], which is more fair while Demosthenes rather blames Philip for merely being first on the field.  [28:  Demosthenes. Phil 3. 293-335. 141-146. 19. 9. 31.]  [29:  N. Worman. (2004). Pp8-10.]  [30:  Demosthenes. Phil 3. 20-25.]  [31:  Aeschines. Against Ctespian. 57.]  [32:  Aeschines. Against Ctespian. 57.]  [33:  Aeschines. Against Ctespian 58.] 

In conclusion, the only thing which both orators can agree on is the opportunistic nature of Philip II[footnoteRef:34],  and also of the political intrigue that Philip Ii would use to disguise peace and politics as underhanded war strategies which led to conflict as shown by the isolation of Thrace by allying with Athens.[footnoteRef:35] However, unlike Demosthenes, this is shown as almost a positive quality when referring to Philip, and his ability to seem like he wishes to make peace yet continues to act with aggression.[footnoteRef:36]  This more analytical approach to the language used in both Aeschines and Demosthenes shows a complete opposition to the characterisation of Philip Ii in both, on one hand Philip is a powerful and undefeatable threat, only hostile, always the first to make the moves politically and not opposed to using treachery and underhanded politics to get his way- Yet, on the other, he is an unexpected safety, able to move in both martial and political fields, able to convince enemies of peace while still being aggressive (in a positive way), and also gracious to his enemy when he wins and prone to moderation and humanity.  These are completely different people, it seems. The only comparison between the two being the ability to manoeuvre politically in catspaws and manipulative ways. But ongoing within the narrative there is still the air of hostility between the two orators completely encasing Philip II within the subject of their hatred for each other and the ongoing disputes in court between them both.  This should in fact negate both orators as a source for historical comparison, but due to the sparsity of material, this actually gives more insight into the different minds of the Greeks, both for and against Philip amongst his enemies and therefore gives at least a small characterization of the man without the interference of later texts associating with Philip and Alexander as almost heroes post-Alexander. The public rhetoric does give us a timeline, and how the diverging opinions were swayed over the course of time, and the slow decline of Athens as a military power and political rival, as well as a small glimpse into the political factions within Athens at the times and the views they held, and how the Assembly and People’s Court were used for propaganda and politics rather than judicial proceedings alone. The Modern Scholarship, as mentioned before is very sceptical in the belief that Orators are a good historical source to use, and very scathing in their opinion, if not a giving characterisation of Philip II at least it does give an idea of the importance of Orators as a whole in the society. [34:  Aeschines. Against Ctespian. 65/ Demosthenes. On Chersones. 65.]  [35:  Aeschines. Against Ctespian. 65/ Demosthenes. On Chersones. 65.]  [36:  Aeschides. Against Ctespian. 148.] 
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