“What are the main case elements in Antiphon 6 On the Choretus?”

In this essay I will be identifying the main case elements in Antiphon’s speech 6 On the Choreutes and providing the necessary context to be able to support the relevant information which the text provides.

As to context, the speech explains that the accused “was appointed Choragus for the Thargelia” (Antiph.6.4) which meant that he was expected to act as supervisor over the preparations for this festival (Christ, 1990:147). Having had previous matters to attend to though, the Choragus had arranged for the supervision of the chorus to be taken over by his brother-in-law (Antiph.6.13) as well as three others (Antiph.6.14). It was however, during this time that one of the chorus boys Diodotus, had been given a concoction to “improve his voice” Maidment (1960:238) but it had unfortunately lead to his death instead Maidment (1960:238). It should also be mentioned that this speech was written in response to the second time the defendant had been accused of this boy’s death, as this case had been brought to the court twice, following the initial withdrawal of the charges by the accuser Maidment (1960:240). This does mean though that the text contains references to the original accusations, the contemporary charges and the perceived motives of the accuser in all cases. 

The title On the Choreutes by Antiphon would suggest that Antiphon himself was the defendant but that was not the case. He was however a logographos “composing speeches for others to deliver in both the law-courts and the Assembly” Maidment (1960:3) and had thus composed this speech for the accused Maidment (1960:240). The impeached party was actually another citizen but the name of whom is still unknown Maidment (1960:237).
In regards to the matter of the accuser, as “homicide was legally a matter of concern only to the victim’s family, whose responsibility it was to bring charges against the accused killer” Gagarin, 2003 it was Diodotus’ brother Philocrates Maidment (1960:238) who officially incriminated the Choragus. It was however, very much believed by the defendant that this was merely as a result of the bribery and scheming of those who wished to ruin his reputation and standing to hide their own wrong doings (Antiph.6.21).

As to the charges brought against  the Choragus, there had been some debate amongst the prosecution as to whether he had been immediately or indirectly responsible for the death Maidment (1960:242), however they concurred that he was “responsible for the death of Diodotus as having instigated the act which led to it” (Antiph.6.16).
The Choragus defends himself against the accusation of being ‘immediately responsible’ by his having been “not even present when the poison was administered” Maidment (1960:244). As to the charges of being indirectly responsible he retorts that that he had no hand in the poison being ingested as he “did not tell the boy to drink the poison, compel him to drink it, give it to him to drink, or even witness him drinking it” (Antiph.6.15) and thus he could not be blamed.
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