THE

CLASSICAL MUSEUM,

.o

A JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY, AND OF

ANCIENT HISTORY AND
LITERATURE.

VOLUME THE THIRD.

LONDON:
TAYLOR AND WALTON, UPPER GOWER STREET.

M.DCCC.XLVI.




157

XI.

PROFESSOR VOEMEL'S «DEFENCE OF THE GENUINE-
NESS OF THE DOCUMENTS IN DEMOSTHENESS
SPEECH ON THE CROWN, AGAINST PROFESSOR
DROYSEN.”! .

Tz fourth and last part of this Defence is at length arrived,
and may demand some notice here, in pursuance of the discus-
sion on the same subject, inserted in the second Number of
the Classical Museum.

To mediate between scholars so full of erudition as the two
professors here engaged, would be an arduous, and perhaps an
unprofitable task ; for if the umpire were competent to survey
the strife from a position higher than that of the combatants,
even so he might find it impossible to guarantee to his readers
the value of his own decision. No attempt will here be made
to cope with Professor Voemel on the field of learning, pro-
perly so called. Nevertheless, it is possible, on other grounds,
to form a legitimate opinion concerning the success of Professor
Voemel’s attempt, and I intend here to assign reasons which
seem to me to deprive his arguments of practical validity.

In strictness, perhaps, he might be said rather to have at-
tacked Droysen than to have defended the documents. He
taxes him, more than once, with a wilful desire to set aside
their authenticity; while it is hard to deny that there is in
Voemel at least an equal unwillingness to admit that Droysen’s
objections can ever be valid. As one illustration, I adduce the
following (11. p. 9) :—

“ Although I believe that I have here set aside every objection
alleged by Droysen against this decree, yet I do not think its general
tone to be that of Demosthenes ; and if any one regards as spurious
this one document, which is the last of those in the oration for the
Crown, I have nothing to say against it.”

1 Professor Voemel’s Die Echtheit der | Prof. Droysen, was published in four
Urkunden in des Demosthenes Rede vom | separate programs, Frankfort, 1841-4,
Kranze vertheidigt gegem dem Herrn | 4to.
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In his final summing up (1v. p. 13), he distinctly admits that
this decree is * perhaps fabricated " (vielleicht fingirt), yet
with no more definite reason assigned than before. If Droysen
had rejected the decree on the bare ground that the tone was
not that of Demosthenes, Voemel might have replied, as else-
where, “ To this subjective judgment of improbability, I oppose
my subjective judgment of probability.” One might have ex-
pected, or even required, that when he agreed with Droysen in
the conclusion that the decree was spurious, he would either
have observed a respectful silence concerning Droysen’s argu-
ments, or have at least shewn more diffidence in rejecting them.

No one, on reading the title which Voemel has prefixed to
his treatise, will easily guess what is the position for which he
is actually contending. By the genuineness of the documents,
all that he means is, that they are not fabricated wantonly, but
are real transcripts (more or less corrupted) of what was once
in the Athenian archives, though perhaps having nothing at all
to do with the matter for which they are adduced in the speech.
But on this important point the reader must hear his very
words :— '

L p.7. “It must here be repeated, that these documents are not
those which Demosthenes himself gave [to the notary] to be read
aloud; but that, as Boeckh has made very probable, they have been
introduced—in part at wrong places — out of a collection of decrees
and protocols, which was taken from the archives. This I here once
more mention, because Droysen in many places, and especially upon
this accusatory speech by Eschines, goes on the supposition that the
present opinion is, that Demosthenes himself had searched out the
documents, and had set them forth to the reader in the protocol-form
in which we find them.”

L p. 10. “Concerning both of the decrees which now lie before
us [§ 1647, I believe that they, as well as that which is set in § 29,
have been introduced at & wrong place, all three decrees extant rela-
ting to Athenian embassies to Philip. That of § 29 belongs, as Boeckh
saw, to Olymp. 110, 2, when Philip, in difficulties before Byzantium,
entered into treaty for peace, although the peace did not come to pass.
The two others, however, as I suppose, refer to earlier affairs, perhaps
when Philip made attempts upon Megara.”

It is, then, admitted by Voemel that the documents were
introduced by some unknown person, who has certainly done
his work very clumsily, and has probably fabricated at least
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one decree ; and yet he will not allow that this throws the least
discredit on them as a whole! This may beseen in the follow-
ing comments on Droysen (1v. p. 13):—

< ¢ Nothing essential,” says Droysen, ‘appears to apply against tkis
decree, but the other documents must at least stir up suspicion.” What!
also against this? Again: ¢The suspicious character of the rest
thereby so mounts up,’ (¢Aereby, i.e. that Droysen thinks he has pointed
out the spuriousness of the majority), ¢ that we hold as decided the
spuriounsness of all the documents presented in this speech.” But wky,
then, does not a similar sentence fall on ALL the documents found in
authors # [iberalle bei den Schriftstellern vorkommende Urkunden].”

The last words, here denoted by italics, will be read by most
persons, it is believed, with extreme surprise. It might seem
too obvious to need insisting on, that until the opposite is
proved, we must rest in the supposition that the documents of
this speech come from one and the same hand, and have been
liable to the same influences. So far as those influences reach,
suspicion will extend, and no further. Voemel, however, as-
sumes that, after all his admissions, the credit of the documents.
is 80 unimpaired, that hypothetical solutions of difficulties on.
his part suffice. When a gross contradiction is met, he insists
that this goes to prove the simple-heartedness of the compiler,
and rather accredits the documents (1. p. 10). On the con-
trary, it seems more reasonable to impute stupidity, especially
if it be allowed that one document is convicted of forgery prin-
cipally by its vapid nonsense; but that alternative does not
seem to have occurred to Professor Voemel, though elsewhere
he confesses that there has been great carelessness.

It is a peculiarly perverse kind of carelessness which he
ascribes to the compiler, in so many places to have turned
notaries into archons. Such a corruption would indeed have
been malicious, if this man had foreseen how much trouble it
would cause to commentators in these days. But, once more,
the reader must listen to Voemel's own account of this unfor-
tunate jumble :—

IIL p. 4. “No one any longer regards as archons these names
which were a great while entitled pseudeponymi, but, with Boeckh, as
notaries of the Prytaneum ; and these were sometimes found with
their fathers' name annexed.”

L p. 4. “To Mr. Droysen, Boeckh’s hypothesis ‘appears, how-
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ever subtly conceived and laboured out, yet to oppose all probability.”

* * * Bat why should not the collector of the decrees have set
the superscription of the archon’s name once only to the chapter which
contained the documents of one year, without repeating it before each
separate document ; while he furnished these barely with the name of
the notary of the Prytaneum, also without once repeating éypapudreve
or ypappdrewg? Out of such a collection, not directly out of the
archives, the missing documents in the speeches of Demosthenes were
completed.”

It may be hard to express an opinion of this argument, with-
out seeming to despise the reasoning powers, not only of Pro-
fessor Voemel, but also of Boeckh. Great men have their
paradoxes, and as such perhaps we may regard this. A set of
documents are found to have false names of archons. Boeckh
acknowledges the blunder, but kindly volunteers to re-write
the documents, as they certainly (or at least probably) were in
the Athenian archives. We have but to change &pyovroc a
dozen times over into ypauparedovroc, and all will be right !
Many things are possible, and, it must freely be admitted, so is
Boeckh’s hypothesis; but it remains, that its falsehood is at
least as possible as its truth. It is one out of a hundred or a
thousand conceivable contingencies; and we submit, that the
entire burden of proof rests with him who espouses its defence.
Voemel has convinced himself, on the contrary, that a man is
unreasonable who does not adopt the possibility asa fact. For
myself, I would by no means assert that every one of these
documents is a pure scholastic fabrication ; but, from the mo-
ment we are convinced that several of them have no place in
Demosthenes’s speech, and have false names and dates, the
external authority of all is shaken. It is then necessary to
begin the whole question anew, just as if now, for the first time,
some scholar found them in manuscript, in the drawer of an
old monastery, disconnected from the speeches of Demosthenes.
If any of them bear severe examination, let them have the cre-
dit of it; yet, even so, should any of their companions be con-
victed of forgery, a deep suspicion will inevitably rest on all,
and none can be quoted as an authority in proof of any doubt-
ful point. On the other hand, to tamper with the text in order
to save their credit, is contrary to every just principle of rea-
soning.

This, nevertheless, is what Voemel feels that he has a right
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to do, not only in serious questions, as in this about the ar-
chons, but even in cases so gratuitous as to make the contro-
versy one, not of erudition, but concerning the first principles
of evidence. Thus, in the decree which he himself feels to be
spurious, he is actually at the pains to suppose that five names
of ambassadors have dropped out of the text (11. p. 9), in order
to rebut Droysen’s objection, that whereas Demosthenes had
said there were ten ambassadors, the decree gives but five.
This is a fair specimen of medicinam mortuo.

A striking example of Voemel’s mode of defence is found in
reference to Cottyphus the Pharsalian, who is wrongly called
“ Cottyphus the Arcadian,” in one of these confessedly garbled
pieces. To sustain the anonymous authority, Voemel unhesi-
tatingly adopts Winiewsky’s conjecture, that ®apadAiov, in the
speech of Aschines, is to be altered to Ilappdoiov (what more
could he do, if these documents were indisputably genuine and
authoritative 7) ; and then he argues, that the Parrhasians were
not only Arcadians, but also Argives; and, in the latter cha-
racter, might possibly have been admitted into the Amphic-
tyonic council.

Nor, indeed, is it possible, from Professor Voemel’s treatise,
to gain any clear idea how far he has fulfilled the limited ob-
ject of refuting Professor Droysen. The latter had adopted an
arrangement which, he said, “ was most convenient for the
examination ;” words which Voemel sarcastically interprets,
“convenient for proving the spuriousness of the records.”
From words of Droysen, quoted incidentally (1v. p. 13), it
clearly appears that he does not lay equal stress on all his
arguments, and that he thinks many of them to be valid in
combination which are not decisive singly. Now, by dissolving
this combination, and answering them one by one, Voemel has
made it difficult or impossible to know what is the real value of
his reply. Indeed the fallacy appears to me to pervade his
whole dissertation, of supposing that it suffices to deal sepa-
rately with every unusual phrase. It very often happens that-
words and phrases ezist in a language long before they become
the standard mode of speech. They are avoided by the earlier
writers as vulgar—or as poetical—or as technical slang ; or for
some other reason, they are unusual, and do not readily offer
themselves to the mind; yet perhaps they are to be found by
searching. The later style, then, is distinguished from the
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older by the greater abundance of such phrases ; and it may be
a valid proof of the recency of a document, that in ten lines it
has five modern phrases. In such a case, it is a most insuffi-
cient reply to adduce, by laborious searching of indices, similar
expressions out of old writers. The question is one of degree,
and that is wholly evaded by Voemel’s method of reply. When
to this we add, that in extreme cases he cuts the knot either
by altering the text arbitrarily (as, for Wwdexouévwe, 1. p. 14,
he conjectures, i rév dvdexopbvwy), or by ruling, we cannot tell
why, that the objection goes for nothing (as when he confesses
(xv. p. 12) that peudeporpeiv is not current earlier than Poly-
bius), it appears that Droysen had no chance of proving any
thing, even had the case been stronger in his favour. Never-
theless, having said thus much, I will not shrink from adding,
if it concern any one to know, that Droysen appears to me to
have grasped at too much, and weakened his cause by over-
stating his objections. But I am aware how easily, under the
circumstances, I may misconceive the relative stress which he
intended to be laid on his arguments.

But we bave not yet got to the end of the arbitrary inven-
tions required by Boeckh’s and Voemel’s hypothesis. * Five
documents,” according to the latter, “ are attached to a wrong
place, four are full of gaps, one perhaps imperfect, and one
forged.” Such is his final summary. But, as he states five to
be out of place, it is his business to assign their right place.
Accordingly, he ascribes those which bear the name of Mnesi-
philus to Olymp. 110, 2, and 109, 2; i. e. to the years B.c.
338 and 342. Yet even on this he has not made up his mind,
for he adds (111. p. 9): “ Or else, both belonged to the same
year, Olymp. 110, 2; then this is one more example that one
man might be several times in the year notary of the Pryta-
neum.” (If I rightly understand, this means that the notary
did not change every month.) It is surprising that Professor
Voemel should be so confident that the document is not forged,
when he is doubtful what is its real date. He may seem to
forget that as, by his own shewing, it has not a particle of
external support, it can only stand by strong internal proofs of
congruity. To doubt about the date, is to doubt whether it is
8 mere fabrication or not. But let this pass, for more is to
come. We know from Demosthenes. the extreme anxiety he
felt in the year B.c. 346, concerning the oaths of peace, which
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Philip had not yet taken, and how he despatched an embassy
to get them. Now, in order to sustain the credit of the docu-
ment (p. 2335, Reiske), txl dpxovroc Mynaipfiov, we are required
by Boeckh and Voemel to believe that the same thing happened
a second time in B.c. 338, or else in B.c. 342—in which year is
uncertain; but that it was in one or other, they request that
we will not doubt. We will here transcribe the pith of the
decree :—

¢ Demosthenes, &c. spoke. Since Philip, having sent ambassadors
about peace, has made with the Athenian people a treaty which has
been approved, it is decreed, in order that the peace may be accom-
plished which was voted in the first assembly, to choose instantly five
ambassadors; and that those who are elected should go abroad with-
out any delay, wherever they may hear Philip to be, &c. &c.”

It will be observed, that all the circumstances are precisely
the same as in the year B.c. 346, except that five ambassadors
are found for ten, and that “the firs¢ assembly” should be
(apparently) “ the former assembly.” Such a recurrence of
events would be like a dream. The same trick played by Phi-
lip a second time would inevitably have been commented on
by Demosthenes. Voemel, however, is so unmerciful towards
incredulous minds, as to lay on us the new burden of believing
that the events of the second decree, ixt Mynatpidov also came
twice over. The circumstances of this were likewise peculiar,
and are known also from the oration wepl IlapawpeoCelac (p.
368, Reiske.) Callisthenes passed the decree to bring the whole
country population into the city, on the sudden panic which
seized the Athenians when Philip began to raze the Phocian
cities to the ground. It would be strange if| in the year B.c.
342, Callisthenes had proposed a similar decree in a similar
panic. Such a thing is possible, no doubt. If we had valid
testimony to the fact, we might suppose Callisthenes to be an
alarmist, ready to take the lead on such occasions. But more
words are not wanting, to insist on the inadmissibility of these
coincidences on mere arbitrary conjecture; and if even one
duplicate event is improbable, the combination of the two du-
plicates cannot be received by any cool and impartial mind.
To admit, with Voemel and Boeckh, that these documents,
headed with the name Mnesiphilus, do not belong to the events
of the speech to which they are annexed, is virtually to admit

I1I. N



164 VOEMEL ON THE DE CORONA DOCUMENTS.

that they were forgeries. Nor do we here need to go back to
the topic, that they are over and above burdened mth the false
archon’s name.

In a like spirit Voemel confesses that the decrees wh:ch bear
the name of Heropythes (p. 283, Reiske), and another to which
he refers as in § 20,—which I cannot be sure of, by reason of
the different divisions of different editions,—are interpolated in
wrong places (1. p. 10). That of § 29 he places, with Boeckh,
in Olymp. 110, 2 (or B.c. 338) ; but the two others somewhat
earlier, “ perhaps when Philip was making attempts on Me-
gara.” What has been already said will again, in part, apply.
Not that the facts alluded to in the decrees émt ‘Hpowéfiov
occurred at the time to which they are referred in the speech;
but this does not relieve the difficulties. Philip is in them said
to have taken certain cities aorvysfrovag to Athens, to have
plundered others, and to be preparing to invade Attica. To
imagine that Philip-did all this before the war of Byzantium,
and before he was called in against the Amphissians and seized
Elatea, appears tp me in flat contradiction to the notorious
facts of the history. In the earlier period, he intrigued and
did many things by his partisans, but he did not head a great
army in his own name on the confines of Attica. In the Pho-
cian war he was ostensibly acting for the confederates and in
the sacred cause of the temple; and we have every reason to
feel assured that that was the only occasion, previous to his
seizure of Elatea, on which he came with an army south of
Thermopyl®. Besides, the second decree complains, that Phi-
lip is intending to alienate the Thebans from Athens; while, if
there is a word of truth in Demosthenes’s statements, the Athe-
nians and Thebans were in mutual enmity all along, down to
the time when, after Philip had seized Elatea, Demosthenes
performed ‘the eminent service of recouciling the two cities.
Without pursuing the subject any farther, enough has been said
to shew the difficulties in which the hypothesis of Boeckh, which
Voemel has so learnedly and zealously defended, is involved.

I turn to a more grateful subject, that of using the learning
of Professor Voemel to assist in replying to various questions
which were proposed in the former article on these documents.
It may be most convenient to the reader to be referred to the
pages of the Classical Museum, Vol. 1.

P. 1562, Kémpiog is corrected to Kéwpioc by Boeckh, who (it
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seems in his Seewesen, p. 384) has established that there was a
Siuoc called Kéwrpogc. No doubt, then, Kérpioc is the word
which the firet writer of the document intended.

In proof that the celebrated Eubulus was an Axaphlystian,
Droysen refers to Plut. Polit. Prec. cap. 16. Whether this
proves any thing is uncertain ; for Voemel regards it as clear
that Plutarch quotes our documents as genuine ; and if so, he
may be indebted to this spurious sonrce for his information.

In p. 155 a difficulty is started, concerning the five hundred
drackmas. Voemel’s explanation is, that the people might at
discretion lower the penalty of one thousand to five hundred.
In proof that five hundred was a common fine to impose, he
refers to Demosth. contra Fuerg.ct Mres.§43(p. 1152,10), which
certainly states that five hundred drachmas was the highest
fine which the senate could impose at will on a man who had
struck a public officer; also to Isocrat. contra Lochit. § 3 (p.398),
which says, that a man who used against another scandalous
terms of reviling (7t r&v awoppfirwy) was liable to a fine of five
Yundred drachmas. These instances justify, in Voemel’s opi-
nion, the article rd¢ xevraxoefac, although the case before us,
of Patrocles, was quite different from these.

On the question in p. 163 (C.M.), concerning Charidemus,
who was awosralsle sic Zalauiva, and was concerned in the
&l 7oV worapob udxn, Professor Voemel offers the following
explanation (1. p. 18) : ¢ Charidemus, the Athenian, from the
Attic Salamis, whither he was ordered, in conjunction with
Diotimus, after the battle on the Cephisus against Philip (there-
fore Olymp. 110, 3), armed, from his private means, eight
hundred men. It does not appear that any well-founded ob-
Jection can be made against the possibility of this supposi-
tion.” The reader must judge whether the Greek can bear this
meaning.

In p. 166 it has been inquired, how old are the titles and
the distribution of functions at Athens; & ¢l rév SxAwy, 6 ini
rii¢ Srouchioewe, & imt rov irmlwy. In Voemel (1 p. 11) it is
stated, that such phrases are found in the time of the Cesars,
and, to judge by Athenzus (Deipn. lib. v. p. 213, E), in that of
Mithridates. Rather more to the purpose, in regard to chro-
nology at least, is his reference to Dinarchus contra Philoclem (in
initio), arparmyde ¢’ Suév il Tiv Movwwxfav xal 1d vedpa
xexeporovnuévog.

N 2
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In 1. p. 12, he adduces, with another object, an inscription,
¥l Avorlpov dpyovrog, which has the expression fxrp per’ eixd-
dag, instead of wéumry awfovroc. The difference of eixddac and
elcdda perhaps is not to be pressed. If this Diotimus is the
archon of B.c. 354, the antiquity of the expression is established.
Voemel's reference is to Hall. Archeol. Blatt. 1836, No. 43.
He adds, that Meier, the editor, refers the inscription to the
year B.c. 286 or 285, which certainly might affect its value for
our present purpose.

In p. 168, the phrases Svﬂv,.monmu di6r and avrcﬁafvew are
remarked on, I have since observed 3iér: for 8r in Aristot.
Nic. Eth. v1. 9. 5; and in 1. 13. 16, he says, évavriotuevor r¢
Adyy xal avriBaivov, without, it seems, intending to be poeti-
cal. Voemel quotes &ér for 8, from Crito Comicus, apud
Athen. 1v. p. 173, C.

The plural wpea€evral has crossed my path in Demosth. in
Timocr. 703, § ¢&. It is not in the index, and I cannot find it
again.

To justify the phrase, 4o tva Bonfioy, to which Droysed
also has objected, Voemel quotes from Thucyd. v. 36, ¢8éovro
8rwe wapaddoovar.

- It must finally be stated, that in taking his leave of Droysen,
Professor Voemel is careful to express himself in terms of much
honour towards his learned opponent. I wish it had been
possible for me here to lay Voemel’s own dissertation more
completely before the reader ; but as it consists of details, there
was no choice but to translate it entire, or to comment on it as
I have done.

F. W. Newman.
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