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Preface

The most recent commentary in English on Demosthenes’ Philippics appeared in
1907; it has been out of print since the 1960s. In part because of the lack of a
modern commentary, what are arguably the finest deliberative speeches from
antiquity are not often read these days in American colleges and universities.
I hope that the present volume will correct that lack and will encourage more
study of Demosthenes. The commentary is aimed at advanced undergraduates
and first-year graduate students, and it addresses rhetorical and stylistic matters,
historical background, and grammatical issues. In the rhetorical analysis T rely
primarily on the theories of ancient rhetoricians, especially Hermogenes, who was
particularly interested in Demosthenes. I have prepared a commentary for the
First Philippic only; for each of the other two speeches I have provided a brief
historical introduction, an outline, and an essay emphasizing its differences from
Philippic 1. T have organized the book in this way because it seemed to me that
in some courses only one of the speeches, most likely the first, would be read.
If students, having already been introduced to Demosthenic language and rhet-
orical technique and the historical background, then wanted to read the second
and third Philippics, they could, I felt, manage on their own if provided with some
general guidance about structure, argument, and style.

I have chosen not to treat Philippic IV. There has always been some contro-
versy about its authenticity, and, in any case, a very thorough commentary
appeared in 2002: Istvain Hajdu, Kommentar zur 4. Philippischen Rede des
Demosthenes (Berlin).

I would like to thank many friends who have unfailingly given me support,
encouragement, and sustenance of various sorts during the last few years as I
worked on this project: Francis and Helen Barlow, Niko Endres, Allan Gurganus,
Jane Holding, Sharon James, Sara Mack, Harriet Horwitz and Rick Meyer,
and Daisy Thorp. I would also like to thank Galen Rowe, now deceased, who
read my first analysis of Philippic I, and in particular Bill Race, who encouraged
me from beginning to end, meticulously read many versions of the manuscript,
and gave me many invaluable suggestions. Everyone should be so lucky to have
such a good colleague and friend. Finally, I want to express my gratitude to Victor
Bers and Harvey Yunis, who, like the mythical heroes who made two trips to the
underworld, read the manuscript not once but twice and gave me many useful
suggestions, to the members of the Publications Committee of the American
Philological Association, in particular to the chairman of that committee, Justina
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Gregory, who has been encouraging, helpful, and extremely professional through-
out the process of submission, to the staff at Oxford University Press, who have
been wonderful to work with, and to Mary Bellino, who did a superb job of
copyediting the manuscript. I also want to thank the University Research Council
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill for their financial assistance in
the publication of this book.

George Kennedy has been kind and generous to me since the beginning of
my career almost forty years ago. He has been a good mentor and a good friend,
and it is to him that I gratefully dedicate this book.
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Introduction: Philippic 1

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Philip and Athens Until 351

In 359, Philip succeeded his brother Perdiccas, who had been killed fighting
the Illyrians, as king of Macedon. Two years later, when the Athenians were
preoccupied with the outbreak of the Social War, Philip attacked Amphipolis
and captured it." Athens had established Amphipolis as a colony in 436. In the
winter of 424/23, Brasidas had come to the aid of the pro-Spartan faction in the
city, freed it of Athenian control, and established a Spartan garrison there.
Three years later, according to the terms of the Peace of Nicias, the Spartan
garrison was removed and Amphipolis was given back to the Athenians, who,
nevertheless, failed to reassert their control over the city, although they never
gave up their claim to it (Griffith, 231-33).

The kings of Macedon had been interested in Amphipolis for two reasons.
First of all, it enjoyed a very strategic location; it sat on the route from east to west
across the Strymon River and gave access to the passage along the river into the
interior of Macedon. The city, therefore, could act as a fortress protecting the
eastern parts of the kingdom. Second, it was near the gold and silver mines of
Mount Pangaeum and thus an important source of income. Perdiccas had put a
Macedonian garrison there in 360. Philip had withdrawn it in 359, when he was
trying to assert his control over Macedon, in an effort to appease the Athenians
and to keep them from interfering in the north. Two years later, when his position
was stronger, Athens still had not taken advantage of the opportunity to occupy
the city, and Philip took it back. When Amphipolis felt threatened by Philip, the
city had appealed to Athens for help; Philip forestalled Athenian intervention,
however, by sending Athens a note claiming that he intended to take the city only
to return it to its rightful owner, that is, Athens. He never did (Griffith, 233-40).

Soon after the fall of Amphipolis, Philip took Pydna, which, like Methone
(see below), had been secured for Athens by Timotheus in 364. It seems that

L All dates are B.C. 1 intend for this historical background to be only a bare outline, giving just
enough information to place this speech in its broad historical context. I will explain some of the
facts presented here in more detail in the commentary itself when they become relevant to the
argument of the speech. To the reader who wants more continuous historical background, I highly
recommend Sealey, 3-136, particularly 88-136.
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Philip wanted to eliminate any possible base of operations that Athens might
use in its attempt to regain Amphipolis (Griffith, 242). The Athenians declared
war (Diodorus 16.8.3). Philip realized that an alliance between Athens and the
towns of the Chalcidian League, which were beginning to look on Philip as a
threat, could be formidable. Therefore, in order to keep the Chalcidians from
allying with Athens, Philip offered to give them Potidaea, knowing that as long
as this bone of contention existed between them they would never join together
against him (Griffith, 244-47). Potidaea, originally a Corinthian colony, had
joined the Delian League but revolted in 432. It was destroyed by the Athe-
nians after a long siege of two years, and the area settled by Athenian colonists.
At the end of the Peloponnesian War, in 404, it had come under the control of
the Chalcidian League but was retaken for Athens by Timotheus in 363 and
repopulated with Athenian colonists.

In 356 Philip laid siege to Potidaea. The Athenians voted to send an expe-
dition to relieve the town, but Philip took it before the expedition could be sent
out. He let the Athenian settlers there go free, which indicates that he was
trying to be conciliatory toward Athens (Diodorus 16.8.3-5).2 Philip needed to
protect himself, but he clearly did not want to provoke Athens unnecessarily.
Late in 355, he attacked Methone, Athens’ last base on the Macedonian coast,
which surrendered the following year. Athens made no attempt to relieve the
town (Diodorus 16.31.6, 16.34.4-5).

Preoccupation with the Social War might have dampened the Athenian
response to these attacks on their possessions or former possessions in the
north. Or they might not have perceived these areas to be vital to their interests.
Amphipolis gave access to timber in the Strymon valley, which the Athenians
needed for their ships. But although they had not controlled Amphipolis in over
fifty years, they still had the largest fleet in the Aegean. It is clear that they had
worked out some means of obtaining timber in the north, probably through
trade. The loss of Pydna, Potidaea, and Methone seems to have done no harm—
except to Athenian prestige (Sealey, 110-12; Griffith, 231).

The factors of undoubted importance to Athenian security and well-being were
the defense of Thermopylae, which gave access to central Greece, and the
protection of the grain routes from the Black Sea. Philip’s actions in the north
from 357 to 355 had threatened neither (Sealey, 111). Once Methone had been
taken back, however, Macedonia was free from the threat of an attack by a foreign
foe from within its own territories. Moreover, Philip’s enemies in the north and
northwest had been soundly defeated. Philip soon, therefore, began to look south

2 Philip had acted similarly two years earlier. When he was trying to establish his power, Athens had
supported a pretender to the throne named Argaeus and had sent him to Macedonia accompanied by
three thousand mercenaries and an Athenian general. Philip handily defeated the force near Methone
but returned the prisoners to Athens without ransom (Griffith, 211-12). We do not know exactly who
this Argaeus was (cf. Borza, 296-97); however, as Borza notes, “it surely must have stuck in the new
king’s mind that the first Greeks to oppose him at the moment of his accession were Athenian” (201).
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and east. In 353 he moved an army into Thessaly in support of his allies, the cities
of the Thessalian League, against Lycophron of Pherae (Diodorus 16.35.1). The
kings of Macedon had traditionally been interested in Thessaly for three reasons.
First, a strong and united Thessaly could have been a threat to Macedon. Second,
Thessaly had the best cavalry in the Greek world. And, third, it could act as a
buffer against Thebes, which had occasionally threatened Macedon in the first
half of the fourth century. Philip himself, in fact, had been taken to Thebes as a
hostage after one of these incursions (Griffith, 205, 219, 226).3

When Philip moved into Thessaly, the Pheraeans sought help from Ono-
marchus and the Phocians, who were engaged in the Sacred War, primarily
against Thebes. In the late summer or early fall of 353, Onomarchus and his
Thessalian allies defeated Philip, who withdrew from Thessaly (Diodorus
16.35.2). He returned the following year, however, and in 352, at the battle of
the Crocus Field, Philip and his Thessalian allies defeated Onomarchus and the
Pheraeans (Diodorus 16.35.5-6). It was probably after this battle that Philip
was made archon of the Thessalian League (Sealey, 122). He had thus extended
his power to the south and was approaching central Greece. After settling
affairs in Thessaly, he did, in fact, move toward Thermopylae in pursuit of the
Phocians. Athens sent out a force to block the pass, and Philip withdrew to
Macedon (Diodorus 16.37.3, 16.38.1-2).

Philip was still at war with the Athenians, although they had inflicted no
damage on him. In Thessaly he had found allies against them. Athens sup-
ported Phocis in the Sacred War; therefore, Thebes and the cities of the
Thessalian League were enemies of Athens. And the search for allies against
the Athenians may have been one of the reasons that had taken Philip south in
the first place (Griffith, 263).

Meanwhile, in the east, Cersobleptes, an ally of Athens who ruled the eastern
part of Thrace, was trying to unify the eastern Thracians; in the process, he
sometimes threatened Greek cities (Borza, 215). Late in 352, Byzantium and
Perinthus called in Philip to protect them against Cersobleptes. During this
campaign Philip laid siege to Heraion Teichos on or near the Propontis. The
Athenians voted to send a relief force; however, before the ships could be
dispatched, news reached Athens that Philip had fallen ill. This was probably
true, for he abandoned the siege and returned to Macedon at the end of the
winter (D 3.4-5).

This is the general situation in which D delivered the First Philippic, probably
in the late spring or summer of 351 (Griffith, 297). Although Philip had begun to
show interest in areas that were vital to Athenian security, he had been blocked at
Thermopylae in the summer of 352 and had withdrawn from the Propontis in the
winter of 351. Most Athenians probably did not perceive a crisis (Sealey, 125-26).

3 R M. Errington argues that most of Philip’s military activity in the 350s was aimed at the
establishment of security for Macedonia; “Review Discussion: Four Interpretations of Philip II,”
American Journal of Ancient History 6 (1981): 82.



