Explain the Differences in the Portrayal of Philip II in Demosthenes and Aeschines


	
	When looking into the differing portrayals of Philip II in the writings and speeches of Demosthenes and Aeschines, it is helpful to look into their respective childhoods and pasts. By doing this, we can attempt to come to and understanding of why they might view Philip II the way they do and why they were seemingly so passionate in their vilification or defense of Philip II and his actions. Demosthenes had a long standing history of his fight against injustice and of things being taken away from him. On the other hand, Aeschines had turned to politics in a young age and later to acting, where it is possible that he could have learned greater empathy from his studies and work in an artistic field. When explaining the differences in portrayals in their various texts, it is also important to focus on some of the language used to try to interpret any deeper meanings that may be prevalent in their works. 
	As a young man, Demosthenes was already fighting injustice on a smaller scale against his guardians who neglected to give him his full inheritance after his father’s death when he was a child.[footnoteRef:1] He was born to an incredibly wealthy father who ran a large estate worth around 14 talents. Despite this wealth, Demosthenes was only given an inheritance worth approximately 70 minae, an amount just over 1/14th what he was owed.[footnoteRef:2] It is understandable that he would have viewed this as a huge injustice and therefore it is easy to believe that he would have been incredibly passionate about fighting against the loss of rights, property, and freedom. Aside from the numerous examples and points that Demosthenes states as I will talk about later, a natural distrustfulness is understandable in his portrayal of Philip II. [1:  Jaeger 1938: 22]  [2:  Jaeger 1938: 24, Waterfield and Dewald 1998: 593] 

	Fairly similarly to Demosthenes, Aeschines and his family had lost their property during the Peloponnesian War.[footnoteRef:3] The main significant differing factor is that his property was lost during a time of war, rather than a personal injustice from a legal guardian such as Demosthenes faced. Working as a juror clerk, secretary to the assembly, and later as an actor, he would have been exposed to a varying amount of people and been made familiar with court cases in his younger life.[footnoteRef:4] As mentioned earlier, Aeschines’ work in his early life as an actor may have made him a bit more empathetic and therefore susceptible to trusting the words of Philip II more quickly. [3:  Edwards 1994: 50]  [4:  Edwards 1994: 50] 

	Demosthenes was not shy in his hatred of Philip II and often spoke out against him, very passionately and consistently. The language that Demosthenes used was strict, purposeful, and intense. Statements such as, “Philip’s… violations of the peace” (Dem. Phil 2. 6.1.), and “… ambition and desire of universal dominion.” (Dem. Phil 2. 6.7.) demonstrated powerful stances on Philip’s actions. Demosthenes was sure to use every word to be outspoken against Philip so that no citizen of Athens could ever confuse his words for support. He used very deliberate, rousing language and used rhetorical questions to engage the audience and pull them into the speech he was giving. In his words, “Beware, lest seeking to be rid of war, you find a master” (Dem. Phil 2. 6.25) he was urging the people not to give in to Philip’s words and instead look at his actions and the lack of freedom that Athens would face if they readily allowed Philip to take control of them. Demosthenes targets Philip as a man whose words constantly contradict his actions, something that it is understandable that Demosthenes especially would find offensive when keeping his childhood in mind. He was quick to urge Athens against trusting Philip and encouraged them to attempt to imagine what other poleis must have felt when Philip conquered them.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Dem. Phil 2. 6.20.] 

	On the contrary, Aeschines was fairly supportive of Philip’s claim and trusted Philip’s words when he attempted to sue for peace. His was a much less negative approach and portrayal of Philip II and believed there was fairly moderate treatment of the Athenians by the Macedonians.[footnoteRef:6] He was in stark contrast to Demosthenes who never appeared to trust a word that  [6:  Aes. Against Ctesiphon. 3.57.] 

Philip II said. Instead of condemning Philip for his actions against Athens and their allies, he appeared to view Philip as an opportunist and someone who was not to blame for the misfortune of others, and someone who merely accepted the possibilities presented to him. While favouring Philip extremely, Aeschines did seem to place the thoughts and wellbeing of Athenians first, he simply trusted Philip more than Demosthenes did. He cannot be faulted for his beliefs or the methods of which he chose to present his case to the public. 
	In terms of Demosthenes versus Aeschines, their personal distaste for one another cannot be considered when evaluating their stance of the incoming rule of Philip. Demosthenes clearly had a personal distrustfulness for the man while Aeschines seemed to tolerate him more as their strife continued. It is significant to account for the personal beliefs of men throughout this period as this can give us insight into the daily lives of the people living through this time. Whichever way we view it, it is apparent that Philip II was a force to be reckoned with who was very polarizing and significant. Both men did their work to bring others to their side which is a fight which can only be commended. 
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