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Foreword

Athanasios Efstathiou and Konstantinos Stefou

Rhetoric & Science started in April 2019 as a follow-up activity of the International
Conference ‘Mapping the Rhetoric of Science Writing in Antiquity and Beyond’ held
at the History Department of the lonian University in March 2019, yet its first issue,
due to the Coronavirus crisis, eventually sees the light of day in the autumn of 2021.

The main impetus for its foundation came from Laurent Pernot’s inspiring
comment, who in his 2000 work La Rhétorique dans I'Antiquité observed that Ancient
Rhetoric was still a largely unexplored field of research, in the sense that some critical
questions awaited answers.

One of these questions is the following: are we entitled to speak of a rhetoric of
ancient scientific discourse? At the intellectual core of this journal lies the seminal
1997 paper ‘Towards a Rhetoric of Ancient Scientific Discourse’ by Philip van der
Eijk, who dealt with some formal characteristics of Greek medical and philosophical
texts, having established a very specific definitional framework right from the outset.
Rhetoric & Science draws on that framework, making use of the term ‘rhetoric’ with
reference to formal techniques and procedures geared towards producing oral or
written texts with the ultimate aim of achieving certain communicative purposes, and
of the term ‘science’ to refer to the study and understanding not stricto sensu of the
natural world, but, more generally, of the nature of things. Within this framework,
under the heading ‘scientific’ can be subsumed not only texts on medicine,
mathematics, geography, astronomy, optics, harmonics and whatever else one might
regard as representative of ‘ancient science’, but also philosophical treatises,
historiographical texts, or even non-scientific works containing sections designed to
communicate scientific knowledge.

Yet, Rhetoric & Science does not confine itself to investigating the formal traits
and the rhetorical, authorial or communicative structures and strategies of ancient
scientific-technical texts. Rather, it also sheds light on the ancient orators’ approach to
and use of scientific-technical knowledge, achievements, practices or terminology for
their own purposes, as well as foregrounding the moments when they launch into a
kind of scientific thinking or reflection, but the most important question that it seeks
to answer is ‘to what extent (if at all) are ancient science writers required to be
rhetorically cultivated, and ancient orators to be scientifically cultured?’

Rhetoric & Science, thus, aims to cover all aspects of the interaction between
rhetoric and science in Greek and Roman Antiquity and Byzantium; yet it welcomes
contributions also from scholars working on similar issues in modern science and
rhetoric as well as on the reception of ancient rhetorical theory and science writing.

lonian University






The Rhetoric of Wounding

Eleni Volonaki

Abstract

The behavioural pattern of violence is widely used in forensic oratory to portray one’s
opponent negatively, to undermine his credibility and diminish his argumentation
case. Accusations of violence related to charges of wounding (trauma), injury (aikeia)
and homicide (phonos) constitute part of the rhetorical strategy of persuasion,
contrasting extreme modes of éthos between litigants and arousing hostile emotions,
such as anger, disgust, contempt and shame. This chapter approaches the rhetoric of
violence, which entails in all its forms a typical Athenian comic element, through the
rhetorical technique of deinasis, aiming at underlining motivation and unacceptable
civic behaviour both in private and public life. Moreover, it approaches the correlation
between rhetoric and medical terminology (science) to appeal for justice in forensic
trials as a mode of therapy.

1. Introduction: violence, emotions and ethos
In forensic oratory accusations of violence, i.e. assault, wounding, and any kind of
inappropriate physical behaviour, including damage of one’s property, or threat
against the members of a man’s oikos, are common rhetorical topoi used for the
negative portrayal of one’s opponent in court. As will be shown, these arguments are
mostly employed in the narrative sections of speeches aiming at creating very lively
and persuasive stories for trials of premeditated homicide or wounding (trauma ek
pronoias) and injury (aikeia), as an integral part of the speaker’s rhetorical strategy.
Character assassination is essential for ethos argumentation in court, in order to
present an opponent as being guilty of the alleged crime based on his ‘bad’,
‘disgraceful” and ‘violent’ character. Moral character is connected with the
trustworthiness or the credibility of the speaker,® and, therefore, persuasion is
achieved by the reliability of the character as he is depicted throughout the speech
rather than by a preconceived idea of the speaker’s character. To this end, accusations
of physical attacks could be manipulated to portray an immoral character in order to
arouse hostile emotions in the judges, on the precondition that the slight used was
presented as unjust and undeserved.? In this context, the detailed presentation of the
wounding as causing pain to the victim to a such an extent that it might even result in
his death can be used to attribute motivation for the assumed illegal conduct, to make
a persuasive case for the immorality of the criminal’s character, and also to arouse the
judges’ emotions of anger, shame and revenge. It is widely accepted that the
audience’s emotions, such as pity, anger and resentment, are purposely manipulated
for purposes of persuasion both in private and public trials. Thus, the rhetoric of

! See Avrist. Rh. 1.2.3-4, 13564, on éthos as moral character.
2 Aristotle (Rh. 1378a31-33) defines anger as painful desire for revenge caused by a perceived
undeserved slight against oneself or one’s own.
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wounding can be included among rhetorical techniques of arousing hostile emotions
against one’s opponent by constructing an unfavourable portrayal of him and by
victimising the speaker for having unjustly suffered pain and humiliation.

Aristotle (Rh. 1.2, 1356a14-15) classifies three modes of proof (pisteis), firstly the
arousal of the audience’s emotions (pathos), secondly the presentation of one’s
character and personality (éthos) and finally rational argumentation (eikos). Aristotle
(Rh. 2, 1378a-1388b) recognises the following emotions for his purposes of
persuasion: love, anger, fear, hatred, shame, pity, envy, benevolence or kindness
(charis), and indignation. Moreover, the judgements of the audience can be influenced
accordingly and differently with reference to the arousal of emotions; for example,
they can be made feel either friendly or hostile.* In the context of character
argumentation (ethos), pity and anger are employed as the fundamental emotions for
defendants and offenders respectively.” Ancient rhetoricians emphasised the
importance of anger in the attacks against one’s opponent.® The methods and
strategies of characterisation (éthos) are closely connected with emotional appeals of
enmity and disgust against enemies of the city and friendship or epieikeia for
benefactors of the city.” There is no explicit word to denote the emotion of ‘disgust’,
but, as Fisher points out, speakers in Athenian courts used to arouse anger or hatred
against the ‘horrible’ and ‘disgusting’ opponent; thus, ‘disgust’ was indirectly
involved in the arguments from pathos appealing for the punishment of the accused.?
The emotion of disgust can be traced in the vocabulary used to depict the bad
character of one’s opponent, but also in the intention to ‘dehumanise’ his victims.”

The present paper examines the rhetoric of wounding as a strategy of persuasion
employed mainly in the narrative sections of forensic speeches, usually in a detailed,
lively depiction of the event and its aftermath, in order to create an unsympathetic
persona and to invoke hostile emotions, such as anger, shame and possibly disgust. To
this end, the language and vocabulary as well as the narration of the wounding itself
will be taken into consideration to explore the rhetoric of violence in both private and
public cases. As exemplary cases, scenes of wounding from forensic speeches of
Lysias, Demosthenes and Apollodorus will be analysed in terms of circumstances
(time and place) and rhetorical strategy. The approach to these scenes will be based,
particularly, upon the rhetorical technique of deinosis, ‘the emotional amplification

¥ Modern scholars have argued that the audience’s emotions (such as pity, anger, resentment) are
manipulated both in private and in public trials, see Fisher (2003) 181-215; Konstan and Rutter (2003);
Sanders (2012) 359-87; Rubinstein (2013) 136-65; Lateiner and Spatharas (2017).

* Arist. Rh. 1.2, 1358a13-18. As Konstan (2007) 41125 (particularly, 413) mentions: “Gorgias in
his Praise of Helen (EAévyc éykauov 8 and 14) attests the extraordinary power of words to arouse
emotions”.

> For the pair pity-anger, see Konstan (2007) 420ff.

® Rh. 1378a19-29; [Rh. Al.] 1440a26-1440b3, 1442a10-15.

’ For the methodology on character construction in Athenian legal cases, see Adamidis (2017) ch.
4,

® For examples of appeals against the opponent’s disgust, see Fisher (2017) 103—24; here, 105-1086,
and on the relevant vocabulary used to denote disgust, 106-109.

% For the theories concerning the emotion of disgust in ancient and modern sources, see Lateiner
and Spatharas (2017) 1-42.
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which aims to “appal”;*® deindsis is also described as ‘the inflaming of the
audience’s emotions in order to bring them to take sides against the opposing party’.11
Thus, deinosis is used in physically aggressive scenes of forensic narratives in order
to exaggerate acts of violence, blackening, in this way, the opponent’s character and
encouraging emotions of anger and repulse.

All the cases that will be explored, in this chapter, involve injury from trauma ek
pronoias or assault. The legal term trauma itself as used in trials of trauma ek
pronoias reveals a ‘therapeutic’ intention on behalf of the orators to restore and cure
trauma on a forensic and legal level, in the same way medicine intends to do in real
time, or at least to present it that they do so. Medical terminology is rhetorically
employed by orators in graphic details to emphasise the need for therapy and therefore
the demand to enforce justice through punishment and conviction. Thus, the aim of
this chapter is to illustrate the ways in which rhetoric and science are interrelated to
appeal for justice as the ultimate form of therapy in court.

2. Lysias Against Simon (3) and On a premeditated wounding (4)
Lysias’ speeches Against Simon (3) and On a premeditated wounding (4) involve
trials of ‘wounding with premeditation” (trauma ek pronoias), meaning that there was
the intention of wounding which might result in killing and as such it could also be
taken as ‘attempted murder’. Trauma ek pronoias was an offence similar to phonos ek
pronoias and therefore modern scholars suggest that the same procedural rules applied
to both crimes and the cases were heard by the Areopagus; according to this view,
trauma is regarded a subspecies of homicide.'? The legal classification of trauma ek
pronoias in the realm of homicide cases may also be reflected in the rhetoric of
wounding, which aims at establishing the offender’s intention to hit as violently as
possible, implying that he may have wanted his victim dead in the first place. With
reference to the criteria of distinguishing trauma ek pronoias (‘premeditated
wounding’) from trauma (‘assault”), Todd suggests that the possession of a weapon or
an object used for wounding could constitute evidence for premeditation.*®

The case of Lysias’ Against Simon (3) involves the quarrel between the speaker
and Simon, because they were both in love with a young man from Plataea named
Theodotus.* Their dispute included many fights and instances of brutal behaviour,
according to the story as narrated by Lysias. The speaker’s name is not known to us
and he is the defendant in this case, since Simon has prosecuted him on the charge of

19 Lausberg (1998) §257.3; cf. §438. According to Aristotle (Rh. 2.18.4), deingsis is a rhetorical
topos common to all kinds of rhetoric, ‘for all men employ extenuation or amplification whether
deliberating, praising or blaming, accusing or defending’. (trans. Kennedy [2007])

1 1bid. §438.

12 Carey (1989) 109; Todd (2007) 281-84. Further on the legal procedure and the question whether
it was a dike or a graphé or whether these two co-existed for intended wounding, see a brief account of
the scholars’ views in Kremmydas (2020) 211-29, on this issue particularly: 225-26, nn. 29 and 30; for
the procedural features and the penalty in this case, see Kremmydas (2020) 226, nn. 31 and 32.

" Todd (2000) 42. For a study about trauma ek pronoias, see also Phillips (2007) 74-105; Phillips
argues that the physical element in cases of trauma ek pronoias is the use of a weapon, the mental
element is the full intention of wounding (premeditation) and he finally supports the view that the
procedure was a graphé and not a dike. For the view that both graphe and dike could be used for
trauma ek pronoias, see Hansen (1983) 307-20.

% More details about the case, cf. Carey (1989) 87-88, Todd (2000) 42-44; Todd (2007) 275-86.
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intentional wounding (3.28: Aéyet 8" m¢ Muelg fHABopev ént Vv oikiov TV TOVTOL
dotpakov &yoviec, Kol O¢ NIElOLY adTd £y® AMOKTEVELV, Kol MG TOVTO £0TV 1)
npovoua), in particular the accusation of premeditation is established upon the use of a
piece of broken pottery by which the speaker allegedly threatened to kill Simon.

The orator’s strategy is to present the speaker, the defendant, as a wealthy citizen
(3.47), a politically active member of the elite (3.9), and also a respectful and old man
who did not want to have his personal life exposed in public to court out of shame. On
the other hand, the prosecutor, Simon, is represented as an arrogant lawbreaker (3.5),
and a poorer man, even though the speaker implies that he must have lied about his
wealth (3.21-26). The contrast between the two characters lies in their behaviour and
actions, since the speaker is supposed to be the calm and reserved wise man, whereas
Simon appears to be the violent and irritable person; thus, the impression created, at
least for the reader, is that the speaker used kindness to win the boy, but Simon used
force and failed at the end.™

The narrative offers an extensive and lively account of different and subsequent
stages of the quarrel between the two litigants. Repeated acts of violence are
attributed to Simon to prove his ruthless character and add plausibility to the speaker’s
case, thereby arousing emotions of resentment for the accuser and compassion for the
defendant.

At first, Simon invaded the speaker’s house in his first attempt to recover the boy.
Such an action was itself unacceptable and inappropriate, but it obtains a more
dramatic and serious tone by Simon’s disturbance of the female members and the
orphans of the oikos (3.6-7):

[6] mvO6pEVOC Yap 8T1 TO pepdxiov v mop duot, EMOGV &l TV oikiav TV &unv
VOKTOpP pedvov, ékkoyag tac B0pag cichilbev gig v yovakwvity, &voov
00o®V THC 1€ AdeAQT|g TG €ufg Kol TAOV ASEAQOGV, oi OoVT® KOoUImG
Befrokacty Bote koi VO TV oikelwv dpdpevon aicydvesdor.[7] ovtoc Toivuy
gic ToDt0 NAOev BPpemg Bot’ 0O mpdTepov MOEANGEY Amelely, Tplv adTOV
Nyovpevol deva Tolelv ol Tapayevopevol Kol ol pet’ antod A06VTES, &ml Toidag
KOpag kol dppavag eiciovia, E€qracav Pig. Kol TocoVTOL £0éNCEV QDT
petaperfjoor v vPpropévev, dote EEgupav oD Edeumvoduey dTOTOTOTOV
Tpaypo Kol dmotdtatov Enoincey, €l U Tig €10&in TV TOVTOL paviay.

He found out that the young man was staying with me, and came to my house
drunk one night. He knocked down the doors and made his way into the
women’s rooms, where my sister and my nieces were-women who have been
brought up so respectably that they are ashamed to be seen even by relatives.
Simon, however, reached such a level of arrogance (hubris) that he refused to

> Much emphasis has been placed upon Lysias’ characterisation techniques in this speech and not
much of a discussion has been raised concerning the reliability of the case and the narrative. Carey
(1989) 90-91, 95-96 has disputed the reliability of the speaker’s case and tends to the view that both
litigants share the same degree of responsibility and involvement in the offence of intended wounding.
Kremmydas (2020) 215-23 has presented a new method of exploring the reliability in both this speech,
Lysias 3, and Demosthenes 54, since they are similar in terms of narratives and characterisation, and he
employs a criteria-based content analysis to conclude that in both speeches the degree of reliability
proves to be very high.



THE RHETORIC OF WOUNDING 11

leave, until the men who were present, together with those who had
accompanied him, realized that by entering the rooms of young orphaned girls
he was behaving unacceptably, and threw him out by force. Far from
apologizing for this outrageous conduct, he found out where | was having
dinner and did something that was extraordinary and (unless you know his
criminal insanity) unbelievable.'®

Simon’s intrusion is depicted in detail and exaggeration so that the speaker constructs
from the beginning of the narrative the portrayal of a disrespectful, unrestrained and
arrogant man. Simon’s drunkenness adds a reason for his sudden and violent entrance
in the speaker’s house, during the night, by knocking down the doors and witnessing
his sister and nieces; he caused such an embarrassment (dewva moteiv) to the female
members of the oikos that he had to be forced out of the house by passers-by,
neighbours and even his own associates.” The women’s decency (kooping
BeProkacty) is emphatically contrasted to his own hubris, arousing thereby the
hostility of the judges, which is further stressed with the reference to his paviav,
implying not only Simon’s irrational behaviour but even his criminal insanity, since
he immediately rushed to the place where the speaker was dining (3.8). The term can
also be taken as a medical term denoting unstable state of mind that needs to be cured
through punishment. As soon as the speaker came out of the house, Simon
immediately started to hit him, and then he threw stones at him (ev6vg pe TomTEY
gneyeipnoev: Enedn 6¢ adTov NuLVVAUNY, ékotog Eparié pe AiBoig); the stones could
be taken to show intention of wounding and therefore an attempt against the speaker’s
own life.

The rhetoric of wounding in this scene entails a comic element, which is purposely
used to add plausibility and precision in the portrayal of an irrationally violent
character; the humorous description of how Simon missed the speaker but
accidentally hit his own companion Aristocritus with a stone, splitting his forehead
(1cod pod pév apaptavet, Apiotokpitov 88, Oc map” us RAOe pet’ ovtod, Barav AMOw
cuvpifet 10 pétomov),'® adds plausibility, vividness and precision to the narrative,
but also emphasises Simon’s viciousness and criminality. Nevertheless, Simon’s
ridiculous miss of the speaker and accidental injury of his own friend contain a comic
element and minimise, as Carey argues,™ the seriousness of the incident. Hence, the
speaker subsequently explains that he did not seek revenge for Simon’s illegal and
arrogant behaviour, but instead preferred to leave Athens and take the boy along in
order to avoid further trouble and embarrassment (3.10-11). He will, however, return
to this incident in his refutation of intended wounding, outside the doors of Simon’s
house (3.29), in order to indicate that such an action cannot take place in the daylight,
in the presence of many people, even though Simon had behaved in an appalling
manner during the night and while drunk.

18 The translation of passages from the speech derives from Todd (2000).

7 For the rhetorical strategy in the scene of intrusion, see Carey (1989) 97.

'8 For the view that intended wounding involved the physical injury of forehead, face, hands, or feet
(Lys. 6.15), see Todd (2007) 316.

19 For the use of comic element in the narrative and its effects, see Carey (1989) 89.
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Immediately after their return to Athens, the second incident took place (3.11-14);
the speaker and the boy went to Lysimachus’ house, which was close to the house
Simon is said to have rented. Simon had called on some friends to act as look out on
the roof so that they could seize the boy when he came out; they were eating and
drinking while waiting (3.12). Drunkenness and the seizure are rhetorically stressed to
describe unstable and violent behaviour, but also Simon’s plan and intention to use
force in order to get the young man. An attack was made just as the speaker and the
boy came out the house of Lysimachus (3.12: pebvovieg éknnddoty £¢” fudc); Simon
together with three other persons, Theophilus, Protarchus and Autocles, started
dragging the young boy off toward Simon’s house (3.12: eiAkov 10 pepdxiov); the
boy managed, however, to escape by throwing off his cloak (3.12: 6 6¢ piyoag 10
ipatiov dyeto eedymv). The young boy’s reaction seems clever but also entails a
humorous tone, showing again in a comic manner Simon’s failure to get him. At the
end of this fight, the speaker tried to avoid them out of shame and left the boy there
(3.13); his behaviour, which may be taken to show fear and weakness, still adds to the
plausibility of the case concerning Simon’s brutality and violence. The speaker
presents the whole scene as an act of conspiracy on Simon’s part to steal the young
man away from him. According to the speaker, Simon must have claimed that a fight
occurred, but the speaker affirms with the evidence of witnesses that nobody on either
side had his head cut open or suffered any other injury (3.14: olte katedyn v
KEPAATV 00TE BALO KOKOV 0VOEV EAAPEV).

The third fight of the narrative involves many instances of violence and wounding
of all the persons present (3.15-20). The young man ran into a fuller’s shop, where
Simon and his friends followed and started dragging him off by force but the boy
began yelling, shouting and calling out for witnesses (3.15); the participles Po@®vta
Kol kekpayota kol paptopduevov emphasise the violence used against him by
Simon’s associates, adding vividness to the scene. The hyperbolé of the boy’s reaction
entails a comic tone, reflecting the noise of fight scenes from everyday life. Many
people got angry and intervened in the fight and Simon beat up Monon the fuller and
several others who tried to protect Theodotus (3.16). The speaker, while trying to
defend the young man, fell a victim himself and was beaten up by them (3.17:
apépevot 6¢ Tod veaviokov Ervmrov £ué). Afterwards, a big fight started (3.18: pdyng
d¢ yevouévng), the young man was defending himself and was throwing things at
them (3.18: tod pepoakiov PAAAOVTOG AOTOVG Kol TEPL TOV GMOUATOS CGLLVOUEVOD),
they were throwing things at the speaker and his associates and were still hitting the
young man as they were drunk (3.18: kai tobt@v Nuag PaArovTov, £TL 68 TVATOVI®V
avtov vro Thg néBnG), and at the end in this noise they all got their heads split (3.18:
&v T00T® T HopOPw cuvrpiopeda Tog keParag dmavreg). This passage consists of
successive genitives absolute and lacks details concerning the objects used to be
thrown at each other, whereas the speaker intentionally gives the impression of a
whole crowd getting involved.” The intentional vagueness aims at strengthening the
charge of wounding and distracts from the actual cause of injury. The fight reaches its
climax at the final phrase cuvtpiBoueba tac keparac Grovieg, implying a large
number of injuries, a hyperbolé that also includes a comic tone of ridicule, adding

2 For the syntax in this passage and its rhetorical effect, see ibid. 100-101.
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implausibility to the accusation of intended wounding. To the same effect,
drunkenness is again employed to arouse emotions of disgust and resentment for
Simon and his friends. Moreover, it is interesting that only the speaker and the young
man were supposedly hitting in defence, while Simon and his friends are implied to be
the assailants in this fight.

In his recapitulation of proofs concerning Simon’s arrogant behaviour, the speaker
says that Simon beat up both him and the boy, was going around and singing, battered
down the doors, and entered by night into the presence of freeborn women (3.23:
VPpilov 6¢ kol TOMTEV GU’ AUEOTEPOVG MUAS Kol kopalov kol Tag Bvpag EKPAAAmY
Kol vOKTop giotav ml yovaikag Elevbipac). Subsequently, the speaker will underline
the fact that Simon and his friends were dragging the boy by force and, when he
attempted to take the boy without touching them at all, they were hitting him (3.37:
KataAaPovieg T pepdxiov 8k g 680D fyov Big, dvivyav & &yd TovTOV pEV oY
NrTouny, tod peipakiov & dnedauPovouny: odtol 8¢ Ekeivov te fyov Big koi &ud
gromtov). Violence against the young boy and injury of the speaker are intentionally
interwoven to make a persuasive case for the victimisation of the speaker, even
though he did not actually suffer from any kind of intentional wounding. It is striking
that toward the end of the speech, the speaker will explicitly state that his head had
been split open by Simon (3.40: dA\a moALG VPpLopuévog VIO TinmVoc Kol KATOYELS
TV Ke@oAnv v avtod), but, nevertheless, he still did not wish to bring the issue to
court and risk exile.

On balance, in Lysias’ speech Against Simon, the rhetoric of wounding includes
the narration of vague accusations of hitting, throwing objects (or stones),
drunkenness and intrusion into citizens’ houses, embarrassment of women and
orphans, criminal insanity, and fights involving crowds of people in a rather comic
tone of ridicule so that the opponent’s case is undermined. Intentional wounding is not
clearly depicted but the exaggerated narration of many people fighting with each
other, using force and beating their heads up strengthens the portrayal of forceful,
arrogant and repeatedly brutal behaviour arousing resentment, hostility and even
disgust deriving from the shame caused by Simon. The language vaguely depicts
wounding with premeditation and violence: hitting (tomtewv), dragging with force
(fyov Bia), throwing stones (Bai)é pe Aiboig), splitting the head open (katayeig v
kepainv), breaking down doors (tag 0vpag ékBarimv), hubris in connection with
wounding (vBpilov 6¢ kai ToTT®V), intrusion into a citizen’s oikos and embarrassment
of its female members (voktwp eiciov énl yovaikog €levbépoag), and hitting in
drunkenness (tvrtovtov avtov Omo Tig néng). In all the battles the behavioural
pattern of violence is repeated to make a persuasive case for wounding and arouse
contempt, resentment and possibly disgust, due to the repeated attempts to get the
boy, the plans shared by many of Simon’s associates and their drunkenness. The
speaker’s excuse that he did not take any of these cases to court out of shame
effectively attributes shame to all of Simon’s actions and turns him into a ruthless and
brutal man chasing a young boy.

Lysias 4, On a premeditated wounding is also a speech about wounding with intent
and presents many significant resemblances®* with Lysias 3, to such an extent that

2 For legal and circumstantial parallels between the two speeches, see Todd (2007) 347-48.
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most scholars regard it as a rhetorical exercise written by a student of rhetoric, based
on Lysias’ speech Against Simon.?? Lysias 4 also involves a love quarrel but the
object of the dispute here is a slave woman and the question is whether she belongs to
the opponent or, as the speaker claims, jointly to both parties.?® The speech, however,
does not offer details about the fight but rather constitutes an account of the charge,
the issue of premeditation and the challenge made by the speaker to torture the slave
in order to give evidence about who gave the first strike. According to the speaker, the
prosecutor accuses him of violent intrusion into his house during the night (4.5: Biq
eig mv oikiav giocfAbov), of drunkenness while seeking the company of slaves and
flute girls (4.7: vdv 8¢ Ooporoyodueba mpog moidog Kai avAnTpidag kol puet’ oivov
EMBOvVtec), and of an attack with a piece of broken pottery (4.6: dotpix® ¢not
mAnyfvar). The story seems to be as follows: the speaker was invited to the
prosecutor’s house, where the slave woman must have resided, they got into a fight,
the speaker acting in defence hit the prosecutor with a piece of broken pottery, the
prosecutor was in a terrible situation, since he was allegedly injured so badly that he
was placed on a litter and was exposed to common view.?* The speaker cannot deny
that he attacked the prosecutor with a piece of broken pottery, but he does not accept
the accusation that he went to the prosecutor’s house with the intention to kill him; the
argument is that he must have found the ostrakon somewhere there in the house, since
it would have been unlikely that he brought it with him. Consequently, the prosecutor
brings a graphe traumatos against the speaker aiming at having him removed far away
from his property and the woman by his exile (4.20).%

In order to distract from the actual use of violence or wounding, the strategy of the
speaker is to define premeditation based on circumstantial evidence and use
arguments from probability in order to prove that he himself cannot be charged with
intentional wounding. He then suggests that someone can be killed only by a knife
and surely not if punched by a fist (4.6), to undermine any possibility of premeditation
on his part against the prosecutor. As persuasive as this contrast between a knife and a
fist may be, this argument from probability still does not refute the charge of
intentional wounding. The speaker rejects any sort of premeditation by the use of a
knife or any other sort of weapon, except for a piece of broken pottery or a fist, in
order to prove his innocence.?® In support of his case, the speaker attempts to portray
his opponent as a man easily involved in fights, and, particularly, he depicts the
prosecutor as lovesick, too quick with his fists, and prone to drunken violence (4.8:
V10 TG AvOpdTOL TapOELUUEVOG OEVYELP MOV KOl TAPOIVOG EGTLY).

22 On the shape and structure of the speech in connection with its authenticity, and particularly for
the lack of proem and narrative and the view that it must have been written as a rhetorical exercise by a
post-Classical author, see ibid. 349-51.

% For a full account and an individual treatment of the speech concerning matters of law and
rhetoric, see Spatharas (2006) 87—-104.

2% For the reconstruction of the story, see ibid. 90-91.

% For a full analysis of the legal argumentation with reference to the procedure used and the offence
of trauma, see ibid. 101-106.

% |t is striking that the piece of broken pottery is used as proof of premeditation by Simon in his
charge against the speaker in Lysias’ Against Simon (3.28), but the speaker himself does not refer to
any specific object in his description of all the battles between him and Simon, where he implies that he
was the victim of intentional wounding; the emphasis is placed rather on the splitting open of his head
than on the weapon of wounding.
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Similarly to speech 3, the orator employs the comic element to dramatise with
exaggeration the opponent’s persona and in this manner to persuade the judges of the
speaker’s case; thus, he narrates that after their fight, the prosecutor was not ashamed
to call a black eye a ‘wound’ and to be carried on a litter pretending that he was in a
terrible condition (4.9: 6 & e&ig tobto Papvdorpoviag fKel, AOTE OVK AIGYVLVETOL
tpovpat  ovopdlov T0 VTOMO Kol €V KAV TEPLPEPOUEVOC Kol  dEvdG
npoomolovevoc). The terminology used to describe the medical condition of the
prosecutor reflects the emergency of the situation, and consequently the necessity for
a recovery, both physical and mental, by the enforcement of justice through
punishment. The use of comic element with hyperbolé adds plausibility to the
prosecutor’s pretence and lies rather than reflecting reality.?” The judges would easily
believe that the prosecutor could not have told the truth, since arrogant behaviour and
violence from drunkenness have been ascribed to him. The characterisation of the
prosecutor as a shameless, aggressive, obsessive and intemperate man arouses hostile
emotions of contempt, resentment and disgust.

The litigants were involved in an antidosis case, concerning the exchange of their
property, which suggests that they were both wealthy, but most probably personal
enemies, since the prosecutor must have accepted the challenge to exchange his
property with the speaker, involving the movable elements.?® Nevertheless, they must
have reached a reconciliation agreement, since, as the speaker argues, they jointly
owned the slave woman, and this relationship caused their dispute over her. The
speaker devotes the rest of the arguments (pisteis: 4.10-17) to rhetoric about his
challenge for the torture of the slave, in order to reveal the truth and give evidence
about their fight and the alleged injuries on each part.”® The argumentation
emphasises the fact that the prosecutor declined to have the slave woman tortured for
evidence, which is taken to imply that he was guilty of not allowing the truth to be
revealed.® It is to be noted that the status of the woman and her relationship to both
men is an issue that requires a careful reading of the speech, since it appears that the
woman stayed in the prosecutor’s house, and so she may have had greater affection
for him rather than the defendant; moreover, she most probably was a free woman
rather than a slave, as this is implied to have been the prosecutor’s position
concerning the challenge for torture.

In sum, Lysias 4 was most probably a synégoria speech, and as such it does not
include a narrative. Therefore, it does not provide details about scenes of wounding or
violence; what can be implied from the proof section involves dramatic
characterisation (ethopoiia). In this context, the rhetoric of wounding entails elements
of arrogance, violence, drunkenness, excessive sexual behaviour, aggressiveness,
obsession, all underlined by a comic tone of hyperbolé and deinosis.

2" For the commonplace of exposing one’s injured body to secure witnesses, also employed in
Avristophanic and New Comedy, see Spatharas (2006) 102 with n. 48.

%8 Further on their challenge for exchange of properties, see Todd (2007) 351-53. Also, for a full
discussion of the exchange of their properties and their reconciliation, see Spatharas (2006) 88-90.

2% For the rhetoric of torture of slaves and relevant arguments from probability, particularly in
Antiphon’s speeches, see Gagarin (1996) 1-18, and more generally see Mirhady (1996) 119-31.

% For the reconstruction of the sequence of events narrated in the speech, see Todd (2007) 348—49.

31 For the weakness of the speaker’s case, the contradictory arguments and the illogical points, see
Spatharas (2006) 91-101.
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3. Demosthenes Against Conon for battery (54)

Demosthenes 54, Against Conon, concerns a trial for battery (dike aikeias) brought by
Ariston, a young man, against Conon, a man in his fifties.*> The debate started two
years before the trial, when Conon’s sons, who had camped near Ariston on garrison
duty and were constantly drunk (54.3: &mwvov ékéotod’ ovtor Thv fuépav), attacked
Ariston’s slaves and assaulted Ariston himself.

The behaviour of Conon’s sons while on garrison duty is described as being very
impertinent and arrogant. With the pretence that Ariston’s slaves had annoyed them
with the smoke coming up from their cooking and their insulting words, Conon’s sons
started beating them, emptied their chamberpots over them and urinated on them,
leaving out no kind of disgraceful and outrageous act (54.4: pncavteg yap komvilew
a0TOVG OWYOTMOLOVIEVOLS TOVG TToidag 1| Kak®dG Aéyety, & TL TOYOEV, ETVTTOV KOl TOGC
Gpidag KateoKedAVVLOV Kol TPOoceovpovy, Kol dcelyeiag kol HRpemg ovd’ OTIODV
(’méksmov).33 At first, Ariston did not react, but when Conon’s sons continued to
mock (54.4: mg 6" éylevalov Nuag kai ovk émavovrto), Ariston and all of his men
together reported the whole story to the general.

Demosthenes portrays his client as a moderate and respectful young man, who
tolerated Conon’s sons’ disgraceful and violent behaviour and did not provoke any
more fighting; however, when they continued their abuse, Ariston appears as a lawful
citizen who uses legal means to deal with this horrible situation. To strengthen the
case for brutality and excessive violence, the speaker emphatically indicates that his
report to the general did not stop Conon and his sons from abusing and reproaching
him and all the men in his camp, insulting them and finally throwing some punches at
Ariston himself (54.5: minyag évétewvav époi); the noise was so extreme that the
general and the taxiarchs came and intervened, ‘preventing Ariston and his men from
suffering some irreparable injury, or indeed inflicting it in response to the drunken
violence of these people’ (54.5: olnep EkdAvcav undEv NUAG dvikesTov mabely und’
a0TOVG OGO TTOPOIVOVUEVOVG VIO TOVTMOVI).

The story in the camp is used as a precedent to prejudice the judges against the
violent character of Conon and his sons. Interestingly, drunkenness plays the major
role in their outrageous behaviour and extreme acts of disgrace and humiliation, such
as urinating on people; violence is here interconnected with vulgarity and continuous
abuse. The comic element in the description of extreme acts of shame is aimed at
underlining Conon’s dramatic characterisation. In effect, emotions of disgust,
resentment and hostility are stirred up against Conon and his sons. It is difficult to
believe that Ariston did not himself provoke a counter-fight at all but only suffered
such a humiliation. Nevertheless, Demosthenes effectively portrays him as a
moderate, law-abiding citizen and as a respectful young man toward a senior.

Ariston did not take any action then at the camp or until one evening some time
afterwards, when Ariston and his friend Phanostratus were walking in the agora and
encountered one of Conon’s sons, Ctesias. Ctesias was drunk and shouted out at them
(54.7: xotdmv & Muag kol Kpavydcog, kal dtdexdeig T Tpog adtov obTOg OG av

%2 On assault and dike aikeias, cf. [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 52.2. See, also MacDowell (1978) 124-25; Todd
(1993) 269-70; Lanni (2006) 92-93. On the legal procedure and the personalities of the speech, see
Carey and Reid (1985) 69—74; Usher (1999) 245-47; Bers (2003) 66-67; Carey (2012%) 78.

%% The translation of passages from the speech derives from Carey (2012?).
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uebvwv); drunkenness appears to be his steady habit, which leads him to excessive
violence. Ariston and Phanostratus continued with their walk, but Ctesias went and
called Conon and Conon’s friends, who were also drinking nearby (54.7: &mvov &
ap’ évtadba). This group of drunken people, among whom was Conon, met Ariston
and Phanostratus on their way back and set upon them. While Phanostratus was held
by one of them, Conon, his son Ctesias and another attacked Ariston, stripped him of
his cloak, dumped him in the mud, and beat and jumped on him, using abusive
language. Ariston nearly died from his injuries.?* The speech Against Conon is a
remarkable example of skilled éthopoiia, where Demosthenes portrays Conon as a
brutal and arrogant person, drinking and abusing both verbally and physically out of
rage. Drunkenness is emphatically stressed before the incident that took place in the
agora after the attack at the camp, not only as a circumstantial condition but as a
consistent element of their life style (54.7). The actual scene of Ariston’s wounding
reaches a dramatic climax of shameful and shocking behaviour (54.8):

Kévov 6’ 001061 kol 0 viog antod Kol O AvOpoprévous vidg ROl TPOSTEGOHVTES
10 pév mpdrov EEEduoay, £10° dmookehicavteg kol patavteg eic OV PopPopov
oUtm 01EnKay Evarropevol kol VPpilovteg, MGoTE TO HEV YETAOG SLOKOYL, TOVG
O 0pBaApovg ovykAeiocor oVT® 0 KOK®DG &yovta KatéMmov, Bote UNT
avaotiivar punte eB&yEacOor duvacOat. keipevog & avT@VIKOVOV TOAAL Koi
dEWva AEYOVTOV.

Conon, here, and his son and the son of Andromenes attacked me and to begin
with stripped me and then tripped me up and knocked me down into the mud,
and they reduced me to such a state, by jumping on me and outrageously
assaulting me, that they split my lip and closed up my eyes. They left me in
such a poor condition that | could neither stand up nor speak. And as | lay there
| heard them saying many dreadful things.

The description presents an extremely violent attack which is stressed to such an
extent to show that Ariston may have well died. As Carey suggests,* presumably two
of them held Ariston, while a third one stripped him. The picture of a naked man who
is beaten up and thrown down into the mud emphasises that he was defenceless and
fell a victim, one alone attacked by three at least. Moreover, the act of jumping on
Ariston and assaulting him implies not only that they intended to humiliate him, but
that they took advantage of his nakedness and vulnerability to kill him. The result was
that Ariston was beaten up so heavily that his lips and eyes were injured and he could
not even move, whereas they in contrast continued to abuse and shout at him. The
extreme form of violence is meant to reveal premeditation and arrogance (hubris), but
on the other hand the description adds a dramatic element to the whole scene, where
Ariston was almost killed.*® The orator draws on comic motifs and scenes for the
metaphor encountered at 54.9, where Conon imitated the victorious cocks and
‘flapped his elbows against his sides by way of wings’ (54.9: 18e yap ToOVg
AAEKTPLOVOC UIHOVUEVOC TOVG VEVIKNKOTOG, Ol 0& KPOTELV TOIC Ayk®dowv adtov nEiovv

% For a rhetorical analysis of the case, cf. Carey and Reid (1985) 70-74.
% See ibid. 83.
% For the use of drunkenness and nakedness in a comic context of characterisation, see ibid. 83-84.
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avti mrepvywv Tog mlevpdg); cock-fighting, here, adds a dramatic tone and stresses
emphatically Conon’s hubris. The women’s reaction with shouting (54.9: kpavyr xoi
Bor| tig unTpog Kkai tdv Bepamovidwv) for Ariston’s wounding, when he was returned
to his house, aims to paint a picture of a really repulsively injured person, arousing the
judges’ sympathy for Ariston, but simultaneously disgust and contempt for Conon.
Ariston was then taken to the doctor, who confirmed that his condition was so serious
that he needed medical care. Again, the detailed report of his condition in medical
terms adds plausibility to wounding with premeditation and to the victimisation of
Ariston, thus presenting Conon and his sons as even more brutal and vicious.
Moreover, the precision in the use of medical terminology and the empathic
description of how Ariston was almost killed make the need for punishment and
revenge imperative.

The narrative says that Ariston suffered from swelling round his eyes and mouth,
and cuts and bruises elsewhere on his body that might have caused an illness related
to the lungs or the ribs (54.11-12). The rhetorical strategy, here, is to offer an account
of wounding that is consistent with contemporary medical experience. The more
detailed the medical account is the more brutal the injuries appear and the more
repulsive is the picture for the judges, who are thus invited to feel disgust, hostility
and contempt for Conon. In the fights between Ariston and Conon with his friends
and sons, the prevailing elements are drunkenness, assault with violence (e.g. jumping
on others), humiliation and shouting, which are all interconnected with a dramatic
element of Conon’s persona. Wounded litigants often use their injuries as visual proof
against their aggressors. Demosthenes, here, describes the injuries in such graphic
detail to prove that Conon was capable of using excessive violence, and even kill his
opponent, whereas Ariston did not actively or intentionally participate in any fight,
but fell a victim of humiliation, acting from self-defence.

4. [Dem.] Apollodorus Against Evergus and Mnesiboulus (47)

The speech Against Evergus and Mnesiboulus ([Dem.] 47) was composed by
Apollodorus for a trierarch, who is the prosecutor at a trial for false witnessing
deriving from an original trial for assault (diké aikeias), in which he was the
accused.®” The contested testimony involves a challenge to interrogate a slave woman
under torture (proklesis eis basanon), regarding who struck the first blow in a fight
that broke out between the unnamed speaker, a trierarch, and Theophemus, an ex-
trierarch. The original suit was a dike aikeias initiated by Theophemus against the
speaker, where the latter was convicted to pay a large penalty.

The speech consists for the most part of narrative sections. The first narrative
(47.18-46) involves the events before the diké aikeias and the dispute between the
speaker and Theophemus over the return of the naval equipment in order for the
speaker to proceed with his trierarchy.®® A number of unsuccessful attempts on behalf
of the speaker to get Theophemus to hand over the equipment of the ship (47.25-33)
indicates the speaker’s frustration and also Theophemus’ disrespect toward the
decrees and the laws of the city. At first, the speaker found out where Theophemus

37 For the case, legal procedure, challenge and the argumentation, see Scafuro (2011) 290-98. For
the case, the people involved and the speech, see also Fisher (2020) 186-88.
% For a rhetorical analysis of the first narrative section, see Fisher (2020) 191-95.
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lived (47.34-35) and went to his house in order to collect the naval equipment. He did
not find Theophemus there, met a woman slave —the one who was later challenged to
be tortured for evidence— and asked her to call Theophemus. When Theophemus
returned home, the speaker demanded the ship’s inventory by showing the relevant
decree of the Boule (47.35-36). Theophemus refused, threatened and ridiculed the
speaker (47.36: fneilel kai €élodopeito), and the speaker ordered his attendant to
summon witnesses (47.36). The speaker requested Theophemus either to make a
claim before the magistrates that he was not liable for the equipment or to hand it
over; he then said to Theophemus that if he did not comply, the speaker would seize
security in accordance with the laws and decrees (47.37). Since Theophemus did not
agree to do anything, the speaker seized the slave girl, but Theophemus stopped him,
then the speaker entered the house, knowing well that Theophemus was not married
and so his presence would not embarrass any female members (47.38: koi énemvounv
avtov OtL ovk €in yeyaunkmc). At that moment Theophemus, according to the
speaker, struck him with his fist (47.38: maiet & 0 Oedenpog 10 otdéua), and the
speaker called for witnesses and defended himself (47.38: xoi éy® €muaptopdpevog
TOVG TAPOVTAG NUVVAUNY).

It is obvious that Apollodorus portrays the speaker as a reserved, law-abiding
citizen, respectful of one’s 0ikos, acting in accordance with the decrees and the laws,
and as a man who does not provoke others with violence but simply acts in defence.
Nevertheless, it is not clearly explained how he defended himself, and whether his
intrusion into Theophemus’ house was made in a calm manner, as is implied, or
involved a physical fight. Apollodorus’ strategy to arouse the judges’ hostile emotions
against Theophemus is best reflected in the description of the speaker’s condition,
when he appeared before the Boulé to report the events. He showed his wounds and
explained what he had suffered from Theophemus while attempting to get the
equipment back, and the Boulé got so angry with what they saw that they regarded
Theophemus’ action a hubris not against the speaker but the Boulé itself, the Athenian
démos and the law prescribing the recovery of the equipment (47.41: é\Bwv &ig Vv
BovAnv Tég e mANyag Ede1éa kol & memovOmE NV eimov, Kol &1L eloTPATTOV T} TOAEL TO
okelN. Gyavokthcoca & 1 Poudny 8¢’ olg &y®d &memdvOstv, kai idodod pe OC
dexelpuny, xoi Mynoapévn VPpicOar ovk Eué, GAL’ Eavtnv kol TOV Sfpov TOV
YNOoGuevoV Kol TOV VOUOV TOV GvayKacovto giompdttey ta okevrn). The public
exposure of the speaker’s wounds arouses hostility, resentment and contempt against
Theophemus for his arrogant and offensive behaviour toward the whole of the city.

The second narrative section describes the aftermath of the trial for assault, in
particular it informs the judges in detail about the invasions of the speaker’s house
made by Theophemus and his relatives, Evergus and Mnesiboulus, the men accused in
the second trial for false testimony (47.49-73).* This narrative describes the
sufferings of the speaker and as such it creates emotional appeals to the judges; to that
effect, a variety of rhetorical techniques and devices are used to make the story more
attractive, such as direct speech, graphic language, and dramatic scenes. Apart from
the fact that this section of narrative is the most fascinating in terms of intrigue and
action, it is also very significant since it aims to add to the éthos argumentation and

% For an analysis of ‘the raids and their consequences’, see ibid. 195-202.
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portray Theophemus, Evergus and Mnesiboulus as violent, cruel, scheming and
devious. Such a representation of their characters would enhance the speaker’s case
for false testimony and arouse hostility against his opponents.

For the purposes of exploring the rhetoric of wounding, this discussion will focus
on the repeated acts of cruel violence, theft, criminality and greed. These acts took
place at the time when the speaker had undertaken a second trierarchy, after coming to
a mutual agreement with Theophemus to delay the payment of the large fine imposed
on the speaker at the diké aikeias (47.49-51). When the speaker called Theophemus to
go to the bank and receive the money, he is said instead to have seized fifty sheep,
slaves and some objects (47.52-53); at the same time, Evergus and Mnesiboulus
intruded into the speaker’s house, while he was absent, and seized all the furniture,
even though the speaker’s wife was trying to prevent them from taking her dowry and
asking them to go to the bank and receive their payment (47.53-58). The depiction of
the speaker’s wife, an Athenian woman, who desperately struggled to keep her only
possession, which was her dowry, enhances the shameless behaviour of the accused,
showing disrespect to social institutions and civic rights. Thus, the accused are
exposed in both private and public life as men who broke the law and abused private
and public ideals. The most violent and brutal episode involves the seizure of a small
cup from an old nurse who was defending herself but was beaten almost to death
(47.58-59):

[58] tadta 8¢ Aeyovong TG Yovaukog ovy dntmwe Eméoyov, AAAG Kol Thg TithTig TO
Koupiov AaPovonc mapaxeipevov avth, & ob Emvev, koi &vOsuévne eig
TOVKOATTOV, Tva pry ovtol AdPotev, meidn eidev Evdov dvtag otolg, KaTdoVTEg
av TV oUTe d1€becay apalpodevol TO Kuppiov Oedenuoc kol Ebepyog adeApog
avtod ovtooi, [59] dote Veapor pev ol Ppayioveg Kol ol Kopmoi TdV YEPOV
aOTig &yEvOovto AmOGTPEPOUEVIG TA YElpe Kol EAKOUEVNG VIO  TOLTWV
apoipovpévev o Koupiov, apoxag 8’ &v 16 Tpayfilm elxev dyyouévn, TEMOV 8
70 o1ij00c. cic Todto &’ HAOov movnpiog dote, Eng dpeilovto TO kvpiov &k ToD
KOATTOVL OOTHG, OVK ETAVCAVTO dyYOVTES KO TOTTTOVTES THV YPOV.

In spite of my wife’s words, not only did they not stop their rampage but when
the nurse took hold of the small cup that was set before her from which she had
been drinking and when she put it in her bosom to prevent the men from seizing
it since she saw they were inside the house, then the men — Theophemus and
Evergus his brother —caught sight of her and treated he so brutally as they were
wrenching the small cup away from her [59] that her arms and wrists were all
bloodied from having her hands twisted and pulled this way and that by them as
they wrenched the cup away, and she had bruises on her throat from being
strangled by them, and her chest was black and blue. Indeed, their meanness
was such that they didn’t stop throttling and striking the old woman until they
had yanked the cup free from her bosom.*

This constitutes a very dramatic scene of brutality and disrespect, adding plausibility
to the villainy and criminality of the accused. Their cruelty and viciousness is

“ The translation of this passage is from Scafuro (2011).
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underlined by the fact that they would not stop beating her until they had taken the
small cup out of her bosom. This negative portrayal of the opponents is further
strengthened by Theophemus’ refusal to find a doctor for curing the old nurse,
resulting thus in the old woman’s death (47.67).

If we look at the details of this scene the contrasts in terms of age, gender and the
object of the fight underline Theophemus’ cruelty and inhumanity, but also add a
comic undertone to the struggle. The blood on her arms and wrists confirms a forceful
fight against the old nurse. The detailed account that both hands of the nurse were
twisted and pulled underlines her victimisation and thus magnifies the offence of the
defendants; moreover, in practical terms, since the nurse was not in the kurieia of the
speaker, she ought to be respected and not touched at all as a stranger to the family.
The whole struggle, however, was for a small cup and this makes their crime even
more horrendous. This is an attempted attack with forceful strangling, bruises and
blood which might cause the death of the woman and reflects rage and enmity; apart
from the fact that the scene may be exaggerated in order to lay responsibility on the
opponents for the murder of the old woman, the description of brutality may also
reflect the prejudice against freedwomen. It is striking, of course, that it takes such an
effort to pull a small cup from an old woman that they need to strike and strangle the
woman and make her bleed; it is likely a dramatic exaggeration so that the speaker
will invite the disgust and resentment of the judges against Theophemus and his false
witnesses. The emotional appeals to the judges are divided in the two narratives of
two different trials, involving thus different groups of people. In the second narrative,
hostility is stimulated together with disgust and resentment requiring an immediate
recovery, which could only be secured by the punishment of the accused.**

5. Conclusions

The rhetoric of wounding includes a variety of rhetorical topoi, commonly used for
character assassination: a repeated behavioural pattern of violence, drunkenness, rage
and verbal abuse, cruel beating of the head, the face and the rest of the body, cuts and
bleeding, stripping one’s clothes off, nakedness and assault, intrusion and invasion of
one’s house and property, disrespect and humiliation of female members of the 0ikos,
young and old, in the absence of their kurios. The language is mostly visual and
includes verbs and nouns of beating, arrogance and various forms of humiliation (e.g.
stripping off one’s clothes); stones, pieces of pottery, fists and physical attack cause
the wounding of specific parts of the body, such forehead, head, hands and wrists,
neck. Medical terms concerning the injury of specific parts of the body, the
intervention of doctors in order to offer means of healing and the legal term of trauma
implying the necessity of therapy are all rhetorically manipulated to persuade the
judges of the guilt of the accused and the serious nature of the offence in question.
Rhetoric and science are interrelated for the purposes of the specific case and
emphasise the importance of healing and therapy in a forensic context, where
punishment and revenge are required. The scenes of wounding are either narrated in
physical detail or contain vague descriptions of assault to add to the dramatic
characterisation. The object of dispute varies from love rivalry over a young boy or a

*! Further on the emotions of the jury in the two narratives, see Fisher (2020) 200—202.



22 VOLONAKI

woman slave and personal enmity to the seizure of a small cup. Intention is the
motivation connected with private or political rivalry. Litigants and opponents are
contrasted on account of their age, origin and wealth, manners, behaviour, respect for
the law and the city’s interests, motivation and financial greed. Lifestyle and social
status dictate civilised or uncivilised behaviour. Emotional appeals are closely
associated with the victimisation of the speaker and the hostility toward the offender.
Fights and attacks are always an essential part of wounding scenes, which raises the
question of who actually struck the first blow, who was the aggressor and who acted
in defence.

In the cases of trauma ek pronoias, the rhetorical strategy lies in the plausibility of
premeditation or its absence and to that end argumentation exploits excessive and
outrageous violent behaviour. The cases of trauma ek pronoias we have discussed are
related to disputes over love affairs, the one with a young boy demanded by two
citizens and the second with a slave or free woman owned by two men. In the context
of claiming their object of love, the aggressors are motivated by erotic passion,
drunkenness, brutality and viciousness. Shame becomes an issue of significance since
the specific affairs may cause embarrassment not only for the victims but even for the
judges to listen to these stories. To justify their public dignity the injured parties
exaggerate the attempts of wounding and scenes of criminality to undermine their
opponents’ case and add a comic tone in the description of injuries. Thus, the
humorous depictions of repeated attempts of wounding in a situation of drunkenness
and obsession, by throwing stones against the wrong persons or the representation of
serious injuries by parading on a litter displaying publicly a terrible condition are
drawn from comic exaggeration and dramatic characterisation. The cases of trauma ek
pronoias involve the death penalty and this may explain the absence of graphic details
about the injuries and the preference for vague expressions of violence and
aggression.

In the two cases of assault, the one of dike aikeias against Conon, and the other
originally starting with a diké aikeias against the speaker by Theophemus and
resulting in a dike pseudomarturion by the speaker against Theophemus’ false
witnesses and close relatives, the offence of battery is depicted in a more graphic
detail concerning the physical abuse and the terrible condition of the victim’s body
suffering cruelty leading almost to death. The emotional appeals for hostility in the
form of resentment and disgust become more effective with the details of physical
reproach, humiliation, continuous mockery, shouting, abuse and vulgarity. The
depiction of bruises, swollen parts of the face, coloured signs of strangulation and
disarticulation and blackened chest from beating and struggle enhances the liveliness
and precision of the story, thus adding plausibility to criminality and dramatic
characterisation. It is interesting that in these two cases, the victims are restrained in
their defence and ask for witnesses, while referring the case to the authorities (i.e.
generals, Boule, etc.).

All cases of wounding and violence employ similar patterns of rhetorical strategy
and persuasion. Comic or dramatic elements are characteristic for deingsis in order to
amplify and exaggerate the offenders’ abusive and outrageous behaviour. Ridicule in
the episodes of the victims’ humiliation makes the horrible acts and conditions more
easily presentable to the judges while arousing emotions of contempt and disgrace.
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All scenes of violence display the same rhetorical technique with the use of specific
patterns for credibility, such as the repeated and continuous beating, shouting and
mockery, continuous drunkenness, insanity and impulsion out of rage, passion or
revenge, and finally noise with the gathering of a crowd of people, friends,
neighbours, or passers-by, who end up being involved in the fights and themselves
becoming victims of attack.

Time and place are also essential to scenes of wounding and violence. Normally,
all the incidents of attacks and battle occur during the night and the places are either
the marketplace (agora) or the houses of the people in dispute, so combining the
private with the public realm of Athenian life. Consequently, violence appears to
affect the whole of the city as well as its constituent institution, the Athenian oikos.
Thus, justice in court appears to function in a therapeutic manner for legal cases of
trauma, injuries with or without premeditation occurring in fights between citizens in
an analogous way to how medicine in modern times has the purpose of offering
therapy and cure for diseases and sicknesses.
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Doctors and Drugs in the Attic Orators

Mike Edwards

Abstract

The medical profession has been admired for time immemorial, and for a similar
period human beings have relied on whatever drugs have been available to treat
ailments. Equally, however, doctors and drugs are suspected when their treatments are
not efficacious, and inevitably doctors and their medicines have been the subject of
controversy in legal settings. In this essay, | shall examine passages in the corpus of
the Attic orators (fifth to fourth centuries BC) which mention doctors and drugs, and
consider how speakers exploit them rhetorically.

During the fighting at Troy, Patroklos meets the wounded Eurypylos. No medical help
is at hand because of the two doctors in the Greek army one, Podaleirios, is lying
wounded in his tent and the other, Machaon, is fighting the Trojans. Patroklos
therefore takes Eurypylos back to his tent and himself performs surgery:
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Patroklos laid him there and with a knife cut the sharp tearing

arrow out of his thigh, and washed the black blood running from it

with warm water, and, pounding it up in his hands, laid on

a bitter root to make pain disappear, one which stayed

all kinds of pain. And the wound dried, and the flow of blood stopped (Homer,
lliad 11.844-8).

Of course, not all doctors are heroic like Podaleirios and Machaon.? Indeed, as
Caroline Petit observes, ‘L’aura de 1’art médical, savamment construite par les
médecins au cours de I’histoire, n’aura pas brillé avec un succe€s constant ... la
médecine est volontiers pratiquée par des charlatans’.®> Nor are all drugs efficacious:
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! Trans. Lattimore (1951).

2| hasten to add that, as | write this piece, the world is suffering from the Covid-19 pandemic, and
no one will doubt the heroism of doctors, and the caring professions in general, in these difficult times.

3 Petit (2018) 2.
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from him (Lichas) Deianira learned about lole, and fearing that Hercules might
love that damsel more than herself, she supposed that the spilt blood of Nessus
was in truth a love-charm, and with it she smeared the tunic. So Hercules put it
on and proceeded to offer sacrifice. But no sooner was the tunic warmed than
the poison of the hydra began to corrode his skin; and on that he lifted Lichas by
the feet, hurled him down from the headland, and tore off the tunic, which clung
to his body, so that his flesh was torn away with it (Apollodorus 2.7.7).*

A similar ambivalence towards the medical profession and its treatments may be
observed in the corpus of the Attic orators, which abounds with doctors and drugs
both good and bad. My purpose here is to look at some passages in the orators where
medicine is a factor either for or against the speaker/litigant, and how the orators
exploit doctors and drugs rhetorically.”

The surviving speeches of Antiphon are all concerned in different ways with
homicide, and not surprisingly medicine is often associated in them with murder. Two
of the three courtroom speeches originate in the drinking of a potion that had fatal
consequences. In Antiphon 1, Against the Stepmother, the unnamed speaker is
prosecuting his stepmother for the homicide of his father.® In his version (§§14-20),
the stepmother persuaded the mistress of her husband’s friend Philoneos to give the
two me