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The connection between Isocrates and
Aristotle, two outstanding educators and
rhetorical theorists of the 4t century BCE
Athens, is a matter of interesting long-
lasting discussion dating back to Greco-
Roman antiquity. There is an opinion,
based on doxography and anecdotes (cf.
Philodemus II, 50, 21 (Sudhaus), Cic.
De oratore 111, 141, Quintilianus III, 1,
13—14), that Aristotle, after he had arrived
to Athens in circa 367 BCE, first attended
the school of Isocrates, but later, under the
priority of stylistics, moved to Academy
and started his pedagogical career by giv-
ing public lectures on rhetoric; on the basis
of these lectures the dialogue Gryllus (ca.
362 BCE, now lost) emerged, in which he
supposedly attacked Isocrates?. About ten
years later (ca. 350 BCE), Aristotle wrote
Protrepticus in defense of the Academic
concept of philosophy as a response to
the Isocratean view presented in Antido-
sis3. Biographical data recorded in ancient

! The article is prepared on the basis of my paper
presented at the international workshop “Translating
and interpreting Aristotle’s Rhetoric”, held on April
28-29, 2011 at University of Tartu.

2 See, e.g., Keith V. Erickson, “The lost rhetorics of
Aristotle”, Landmark Essays on Aristotelian Rhetoric,
ed. Richard Leo Enos and Lois Peters Agnew, Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1998, 3-6.

3 Jakob Bernays, Die Dialoge des Aristoteles in
ihrem Verhdltniss zu seinen iibrigen Werken (Berlin,

sources testify their competitive rivalry
and perhaps certain enmity to each other*.
The latter assumption occupies even more
attention in recent studies of early Greek
rhetoric and education, focusing on the
similarities and dissimilarities between
educational programs, ethical and political
views, attitude towards rhetoric and theory
of styled. Both of them are credited origi-

1863), 116 sqq.; Anton-Hermann Chroust, “A brief ac-
count of the reconstruction of Aristotle’s Protrepticus”,
Classical Philology, Vol. 60, No. 4, 1965 (October), 229,
238 n. 42; Brad McAdon, “Reconsidering the intention
or Purpose of Aristotle’s Rhetoric”, Rhetoric Review,
Vol. 23, No. 3, 2004, 220, 227. A more detailed com-
parison of the two works (Protrepticus and Antidosis) is
presented by Doug S. Hutchinson and Monte Ransome
Johnson in their document intended as a component of
the forthcoming edition of Aristotle’s Protrepticus “The
Antidosis of Isocrates and Aristotle’s Protrepticus” pub-
lished in the web: http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&
pid=explorer&chrome=true&srcid=0B432Ae6vnCINZ
DUSOTMxZjQtZjkyZS00Y2RmLThINDUtZTE2YTFj
ZDgxMmY l&hl=en_US

4 Beside the Aristotelian dictum “it is shameful to
be silent, while allowing Isocrates to speak™, there is one
more frequently cited evidence concerning their rivalry
in Numenius’ fragment (fr. 25 Places; Euseb. Praep.
evang. X1V, 6, 9-10) which mentions Cephisodorus, a
student of Isocrates, who made an attempt to attack Ar-
istotle for his critique towards Isocrates, but instead at-
tacked Plato with whom he didn’t wish to quarrel at all.

3> The early stage of the research of the dichotomy
of the Isocratean and Aristotelian rhetorical tradition is
briefly reflected in Friedrich Solmsen’s several times
reissued article “The Aristotelian tradition in ancient
rhetoric” (first published in American Journal of Phi-



nality: Isocrates, for instance, for connect-
ing rhetoric with ethics, emphasizing a well
educated personality able to make proper
decisions and contribute to the prosper-
ity of the state (his idea that good speech
reflects good soul later was picked up by
Cicero and Quintilian)®, and Aristotle for
paralleling rhetoric with dialectics, for em-
phasizing argument; for him, rhetoric is a
counterpart and necessary completion of
dialectics, which is “mostly absent in ordi-
nary human communication”. However,

lology 62 (1941) 35-50 and 169—190; our access to it
was secured due to a photo-copy from the collection of
articles Landmark Essays on Aristotelian Rhetoric, eds.
Richard Leo Enos and Lois Peters Agnew, Mahwabh,
NIJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1998; I am very grateful to Dr.
Janne Lindqvist-Grinde for lending this book). This
trend of research based on the comparison of the two
rhetorical traditions has recently intensified, especially
since the last decade of the 20™ century, when a num-
ber of American scholars concentrated on Isocrates, not
Aristotle, as a focal figure and “a whetstone for our own
reflections on contemporary humanistic education and
its relation to the theme of civic virtue” (David Depew
and Takis Poulakos, “Introduction”, Isocrates and Civic
Education, University of Texas Press, Austin, 2004, 2).
Articles by David Depew (“The inscription of Isocrates
into Aristotle’s practical philosophy”, 157-185) and Eu-
gene Garver (“Philosophy, rhetoric, and civic education
in Aristotle and Isocrates”, 186-213) from the just men-
tioned book constitute a good introductory basis for the
further study of the convergence and divergence of the
views of the two Athenian thinkers.

6 Cf. George A. Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric in
the Roman World, 300 B.C. — 300 A.D., Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1972, 509 sqq.; Joy Connol-
ly, “The new world order: Greek Rhetoric in Rome”, 4
Companion to Greek Rhetoric, ed. by lan Worthington,
Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 2007, 158.

7 Cf. Samuel Ijsseling, Rhetoric and Philosophy in
Conflict: A Historical Survey, (translated from Dutch by
Paul Dunphy), The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1976, 29.
According to Eugene Garver, Aristotle “claims original-
ity for his rhetoric’s emphasis on argument”; moreover,
“Aristotle’s originality in the rheforics extends to mak-
ing deliberation the center, and therefore to the idea of
rhetoric as civic activity” (cf. Eugene Garver, Aristotle s
Rhetoric: An Art of Character, Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1994, 45-46).

in his rhetorical theory, Aristotle inevitably
makes use of inventions of previous rheto-
ricians, not excluding Isocrates. The same
(the just mentioned reliance upon earlier
authors) is true about Isocrates. However,
the attitude of these two thinkers towards
each other’s literary production is still rel-
atively little explored. Therefore, the ques-
tion follows: how much did Aristotle de-
pend on Isocratean rhetoric and Isocrates
on Platonico-Aristotelian dialectics?® The
purpose of the following discussion is not
to answer this complex question; instead,
it will contribute only to the first half of the
question, dealing with the aspects of Iso-
cratean quotations in the Aristotelian the-
ory of eloquence as it is read in the three
books of his Art of Rhetoric.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
TOPIC BY OTHER RESEARCHERS

Our research has been stimulated by
several recent studies on the connection
between the two teachers of rhetoric and
their opposition. Ekaterina V. Haskins
sees Isocrates and Aristotle as two original
thinkers gravitating to different dialectical
positions, the more socially oriented
rhetoric being postulated by Isocrates and a
primarily instrumental one represented by
Aristotle®. Their views are also carefully
juxtaposed by David Depew and Eugene
Garver who, inter alia, arrive at such

interesting statements as the inversion of

8 The latter side of the question is slightly touched
upon by David Depew, 184, n. 7: “There are no allu-
sions in Isocrates’ texts to Aristotle, although there are
plenty of them to Plato’s Academy”.

9 Ekaterina V. Haskins, Logos and Power in Iso-
crates and Aristotle, University of South Carolina Press,
2004, 5-6.



Isocratean virtues into vices in Aristotelian
ethics'® or “Aristotle’s separation and
Isocrates’ unity of theory and practice”,
generating different models
The
Isocratean and Aristotelian theories of

of civic

education!!. difference between

rhetoric is even more emphasized by
Manuela Dal Borgo in her recent article
(“Philosophy or Techne”), whose abstract
is available in the website of the American

Philological ~ Association'2.  However,

there is another approach to the two
philosophers, which tries to reconcile their
views, showing that Aristotle and Isocrates
produced quite a number of similar ideas
not only concerning philosophy and
politics, but also in the field of theory of
eloquence. Such an aproach, although not
a predominant one'? and usually silently
lurking in margins and footnotes of various

10 Depew, op. cit., 173.

I Garver , op. cit.(2004), 210.

12 M. dal Borgo states enmity between the two
teachers and enumerates fundamental differences be-
tween Isocratean Adywv madelar and Aristotelian
téxvn onroowkn: for Isocrates, értioTrun is unattain-
able (thus, he stresses the reliability of d6&x), for Ar-
istotle it is attainable; for Isocrates, the purpose of rhe-
torical education is to become an “able man of affairs”,
experienced in grasping kairos; for Aristotle, doxa and
kairos are merely tools to be used for the purpose of
persuasion; for Isocrates, his moudeia is indivisible into
separate parts, while for Aristotle “rhetoric is an ac-
quired skill”.

13 The usual characterization of Isocrates and Ar-
istotle as the two rivals is also encouraged by William
Benoit’s account, despite his concentration on both of
the differences and similarities of their lives, training,
views on rhetoric and knowledge. Cf. William Benoit,
“Isocrates and Aristotle on Rhetoric”, Rhetoric Society
Quarterly, Vol. 20, No. 3 (Summer 1990), 251-259. The
polemic aspect of the relations between the two peda-
gogues is also emphasized in some (scanty though they
are) Lithuanian commentaries, cf. Antanas Rybelis, “Pa-
aiSkinimai [Nikomacho etika. DeSimta knyga]”, Aristo-
telis. Rinktiniai rastai, verté Jonas Dumcius, Marcelinas
Rocka, Vosylius Sezemanas; sudaré Antanas Rybelis,
418, n. 12.

studies and articles'®, is a sort of spiritus
movens of our research.

Among the articles that deal directly
with the subject of Isocratean references
in Aristotelian Rhetoric, there is one study
which deserves special attention: Jeremy
C. Trevett’s “Aristotle’s knowledge of
Athenian oratory” (Classical Quarterly
46 (i), 1996), which is perhaps the
first attempt to systematically examine
citations in Aristotelian Rhetoric, and
it presents a useful background for
further investigations. Trevett’s research
discloses a very interesting fact that of all
canonical orators only Isocrates is quoted
both explicitly and implicitly. Antiphon,
Andokides, Lysias and Isaeus are not
mentioned by names's. Demosthenes and
Aischines most probably are not the names
of canonical orators here!. However,
Trevett pays little attention to Isocrates
himself and, to our view, accordingly fails
to complete his argument concerning the
circulation of forensic and deliberative
speeches in Aristotle’s school. Trevett
emphasizes Aristotle’s primary concern
with epideictic rhetoric and promotes
a rather bold assumption that Aristotle

14 Cf. Benoit, op. cit. passim; Stanley Wilcox
“Criticisms of Isocrates and His ¢ptAlocodia™, 132, n.
49 (possibility of Aristotle’s silent abstention from criti-
cism of Isocratean rhetoric); Mcaesa B. U., Aumuynas
I'peyus 6 3epkane pumopuxu. Mcoxpam, Mocksa: Ha-
yka, 1994, 102 (their consensus concerning the depen-
dence of the power of persuasion on the orator‘s charac-
ter and reputation); Depew, op. cit., 158: “in criticizing
Isocrates, Aristotle pays him a backhanded compliment.
He cooptively incorporates within his own philosophy
of human affairs the meanings that Isocrates (but not
Plato) assigned to key terms, notably phronesis”.

15 Trevett, op. cit., 371. The same remark concerns
Aristotle’s contemporary anti-Macedonian orators Hy-
pereides and Lykurgos.

16 Ibid., 371-372.



didn’t keep to hand any written forensic
and deliberative speeches and that “most
of the political and forensic quotations in
the Rhetoric derive from oral tradition™!”.
In our opinion, Trevett neither did refute
conclusively the opposite view stated by
Kenneth James Dover!®, nor did he affirm
his own argument which could have been
more convincing, had he built more on
the evidence of Isocrates whose one of
the forensic speeches is also quoted in
Aristotle’s treatise (see below, section 1.2.
of this article). Moreover, the classification
of Isocrates’s should not be
oversimplified. The method of applying
“the term epideictic in the Aristotelian

works

sense to denote any speech that was not
written to be delivered in the assembly
or in court, even if it is deliberative or
forensic in form™? should be revised
and supplemented by a couple of new
suggestions:
scholarship tends to classify Isocratean
speeches in a more careful way?%; on the
other, Aristotle never explicitly defined

on the one hand, modern

17 Ibid., 374.

18 On the discussion concerning the possible Lysian
references (i.e. examples of written forensic speeches)
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, see K. J. Dover, Lysias and the
Corpus Lysiacum, Berkeley and L. A., 1968, 25-26 and
Trevett, op. cit., 373-374.

19 Trevett, op. cit., 375.

20 See, e.g. Niall Livingstone, 4 Commentary on
Isocrates’ Busiris (Mnemosyne. Supplementum 223),
Leiden, Boston, Koln: Brill, 2001, 10: [...] “the tradi-
tional rhetorical genres as defined by Aristotle in partic-
ular, are awkward tools for interpreting the writings of
Isocrates”. Cf. also Yun Lee Too, The Rhetoric of Iden-
tity in Isocrates: Text, Power, Pedagogy, Cambridge
Classical Press, 46-47 (important observations about
Antidosis as puctog Adyoc); Krystyna Tuszynska-
Maciejewska, Izokrates jako twérca parenezy w pro-
zie greckiej. Mowy Cypryjskie w przektadzie Krystyny
Tuszynskiej-Maciejewskiej, Poznan: Wydawnictwo
Naukowe UAM, 2004, 96-99.
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the category of either Panegyricus, or
Philippus, or Antidosis. The frequent
quotation of speeches of “mixed” genre
makes it seem possible that Aristotle usually
referred to a collection of sample speeches
and sayings designed for teaching purposes.
Thus, Panegyricus, Philippus, or Antidosis
could be also labelled as chrestomathic or
exemplary speeches with the predominant
political or forensic content. Aristotle and/
or his closest successors were collectors of
various written and spoken sources?!, and
there’s no reason to deny the possibility
that what was hypothetically said about his
references to Iphicrates (that Aristotle had
a collection of his sayings or excerpts from
his speeches)?? the same could be true in
case of Isocrates?.

FIRST-SIGHT PICTURE
OF ISOCRATEAN REFERENCES

There are twelve occurrences of Isocrates’
name in Aristotle’s Rhetoric: one in book
I, four in book II, and seven in book III.
The real number of Isocratean references
is significantly larger. Some works are

21 When dealing with this question, one should
keep in mind that Aristotle’s own contribution to Cor-
pus Aristotelicum and the actual shape of his Rhetoric
in his lifetime is a matter of discussion, on which see,
e.g., Vita Paparinska, “Text tradition of Aristotle‘s on
rhetoric: From post-Aristotelian Athens to Rome”, Li-
teratiira, 51(3), 2009, 16—17; Brad McAdon, “Reconsi-
dering the intention or purpose of Aristotle‘s rhetoric”,
Rhetoric Review, Vol. 23, No. 3, 2004, 216-234.

22 Trevett, op. cit, 374.

23 The early use of excerpts from the gnomic antho-
logies is traced back to the first sophists, and Isocrates
in particular, as one of the authorities of the new system
of education based on selective reading (John Barns, “A
new gnomologium: with some remarks on gnomic an-
thologies, 11, Classical Quarterly, 45, 1951, 4-7; Denis
Michael Searby, Aristotle in the Greek gnomological
tradition (Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis. Studia Graeca
Upsaliensia 19), Uppsala 1998, 31).



referred to by their title, some by hint at the
main character, some are quoted without
any reference at all. There are a few
references based on scholarly speculations
on the differences between Aristotelian and
Isocratean rhetorical theory. The majority
of Isocratean references were identified by
the 19th 20th century philologists. Overall,
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric we can see around
40 (M. Dal Borgo counts 39) allusions to
the Isocratean rhetorical technique. Their
concentration seems to be highest in Book
III (20 definite references). The number
of occurrences could be reduced to 10
groups according to thematic patterns
which roughly coincide with the number
of chapters of Aristotle’s Rhetoric. These,
in turn, could be summarized according to
the tripartite structure of Aristotelian work:
as is generally held, books I and II deal
with heuresis??, chapters 1-12 of book III
are basically devoted to lexis, and chapters
13-19 of the same book mainly treat the
subject of faxis. After such a classification
is done, we can cautiously assume that
Aristotle refers to Isocrates in ten major
places of his treatise: four times when
discussing invention, three times in the
sphere of elocution, and tree times when
dealing with the speech composition.

MAIN POINTS
OF THE FURTHER ANALYSIS

The method of our analysis rests on the
consequent description of each of the

24 We take the term from the post-Aristotelian
technical rhetoric where it usually denotes the part of
rhetoric which is concerned with the invention of proper
arguments for the given case. On the discussion of the
origins of this tradition, see Friedrich Solmsen, op. cit.,
221-222 (and footnotes).

major ten groups of Isocratean references,
examination of their main subject and
establishment of their basic quality and
value (accuracy of quotation, positive,
negative or neutral in regard to the principle
it describes); this analysis doesn’t aim at
thoroughness due to limitation in time,
space and measures, but it could serve for
future research as a sketch of a synthetical
picture which could be later enlarged by
various details. In this account, we’ll
concentrate only on the major occurrences
of Isocratean references in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric. Many small and less evident
ones, hidden throughout the text, will be
left aside for now. A somewhat shortened
version of our analysis could be found in
the tables attached.

1. REFERENCES FROM
THE SPHERE OF HEURESIS

This sphere, which covers various methods
of discovering the sources of persuasion
for different
represented by four

rhetorical situations, 1is
or five clearly
discernible references? to the Isocratean
Each
described below, is defined both according
to its formal appearance (explicit or not,

exact quotation or not; the abbreviated

rhetorical technique. reference,

version of these data is also available in
the tables attached) and according to its
subject (theme). The thematic aspect is a
decisive one in the following arrangement

25 In order to make our discussion shorter, we take
several references of the same chapter under one head-
ing and treat them as a unit (block of references). This is
how the first two references from the sphere of heuresis,
the second and the third block of the references from
the sphere of /exis and each factual group of references
from the sphere of taxis are treated in this article.

11



of our material: each heading is named
in accordance with the basic principle to
which one or more Isocratean references
could be ascribed.

1.1. Two tricks in the analysis

of the subject and sources of epideictic
discourse: conversion of advice into

a praise and comparison for the sake
of amplification

The first clear?® encounter with Isocrates
and his rhetorical art is in book I, chapter
9 (Arst. Rhet. 1, 9, 1368 a. 5-7; 19-21)
which is devoted to the analysis of the
subject of epideictic speech and the most
convenient methods of its treatment.
Various aspects of beauty and a list of
virtues mentioned by Aristotle have certain
correspondences in Isocrates’ works, but
Aristotle is mostly attracted by the two
Isocratean tricks used in epideictic works:
first, the conversion of a symbouleutic
advice (or precept, UTTOOMKN) into a
praise (¢Ttawvoc); second, the comparison
of a person, being eulogized with other
famous people when there is a lack of
direct information about the person and the
skills of objective narration characteristic
of forensic speeches are not sufficiently
developed. The first trick, illustrated with
a popular fopos of Isocrates’ speeches,
has recently been clearly identified by
N. Livingstone in the commentaries of
Isocrates Busiris, although it was known
in the 19th century?’, but not always

26 Less clear and dubious references are briefly re-
viewed in the last section of this article, just before the
conlusions.

27 Cf. Edward Meredith Cope, Commentary on the
Rhetoric of Aristotle, Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1877 (comment to Book 1, chapter 9, sec-
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observed in German and French editions?8.
N. Livingstone calls this literary device
“the T1omog of taking pride in achievements
rather than (solely) in good fortune” and
finds it in four speeches of Isocrates®.
However, the place of Evagoras 45 most
exactly corresponds to the example given
by Aristotle; it may be reasonably regarded
as a source of Aristotle’s paraphrase3. As
regards the second trick — a comparison
(oVyKolowg) — Aristotle does not illustrate
it by Isocrates’ text; instead, he gives
some brief comments: Isocrates used
a comparison because of the lack of
proficiency in delivering speeches before
the courts (where a comparison does not
have any probative value)’!, but in an
epideictic speech this device reinforces
the praise, especially when a comparison
is drawn between a person and other
famous people) (det d¢ EOG €VdOEOLG
ovykotvewv): to show a person being
eulogized as a better one than serious people

tion 36): “The example, and probably the topic itself,
is taken from Isocrates, who in Panath. § 32 employs
it as a suggestion or piece of advice, and in Evag. § 45
converts it into a topic of laudation”.

28 See, e.g., Roemer’s and Dufour’s editions: Ar-
istotelis Ars Rhetorica, iterum edidit Dr. Adolphus Ro-
emer [...] Lipsiae: B.G. Teubner, MCMXIV (1914); Ar-
istote, Rhétorique, Tome premier (Livre I), texte établit
et traduit par Médéric Dufour, Paris: Les Belles Lettres,
1960.

29 Livingstone, op. cit., 122-123.

30 On the other hand, the use of the verb UTtcoxeLv,
which is present in Panath.32, suggests that Aristotle
was aware of more than one version of the same topos
and its context (Cope, op. cit. in comm. ad loc. even
notices that Isocrates himself used the same topos for
different purposes, both for praise and for advice), and it
is also not improbable that Aristotle had a collection of
such topoi at his disposal.

31 Cf. Rhet. 1,9, 1368 a19-21: k&v pn) ka8 adtov
€UTIOONG, TQEOG  AAAOLG  AvTimaQaBaAAev
[rtooorker—T. V.], 6mtep Tookpdtng émolet dux v
dovvrOelxv ToL dIKOAOYELV.



is characteristic of epideictic speeches
meeting the requirements of av&noig and
aesthetics of beauty (avEnTKOV YoQ
Kal kaAov, el omovdalwv PBeAtiwv).
To make this reference clearer, one could
add that Isocrates compared Euagoras
with Cyrus the Younger, paralleled Helen
with Theseus, Philipp with Herakles (Phil.
109-112) and the like. As regards the true
Aristotelian attitude towards Isocratean
professional competence, expressed in this
passage (whether Aristotle criticizes him
as ignorant of the principles of the forensic
Adyot, ornot), we cannot clearly establish it
now in view of discrepancy both in ancient
doxography and manuscript tradition32.
However, we shouldn’t doubt as regards
the positive evaluation of the Isocratean
practice in this particular case, i.e. in the
discussion of epideictic speeches.

Thus, here we have one implicit
paraphrase and one explicit, though not
exact, remark. The other three references
in this sphere are also explicit, but differ in
the degree of accuracy.

32 According to Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Aphareus, Isocrates’ adopted son, reported that Isocra-
tes composed no judicial speeches at all. On the other
hand, Aristotle himself makes remark about the numer-
ous bundles of Isocratean forensic speeches lying in the
bookstalls (fr. 140). In our opinion, Yun Lee Too (op.
cit., 118) is right when suggesting the possibility of dif-
ferent motivations for such contrary statements (esp.
that Aphareus maintained Isocrates’ good reputation),
but we cannot agree that Aristotle was primarily insist-
ing on Isocrates’“identity as a logographer”. The re-
construction of the original opinion of Dionysius is also
important here: “What he does not believe of Aristotle
is the hyperbolic extent, for he determines (on the au-
thority of Cephisodorus, who lived with Isocrates, beca-
me his most sincere disciple, and defended him against
Aristotle) that Isocrates had written such speeches, but
not many (Is. 18)” (Thomas N. Winter, “On the Corpus
of Lysias”, Classics and Religious Studies: Faculty Pu-
blications, (Lincoln: University of Nebraska, Classics
and Religious Studies Department) , 1973, 38).

1.2. Enthymeme based
on a fortiori argument

The second reference to Isocrates, an
explicit one, concerning heuresis (Arst.
Rhet. 11, 19, 1392b 10-12), deals with
a discussion of the common sources of
arguments (T Kowd&, sometimes called
Kkowol tomol)?3, in particular about the
first of them, — a correlation between the
possible and the impossible. In the long list
of possibilities, an example from Isocrates
emerges. It comes under the statement that
what is possible for the inferior, weaker
or less intelligent ones (Toig Xeipoot KAt
fttoot kat apooveotépolg), the same
is even more possible for their opposites.
Presuming that he himself is better than
Euthynus, Isocrates claims that it would
be surprising if he himself wouldn’t be
able to come up with what Euthynus has
invented. This piece of logical reasoning
is indeed an enthymeme (“rhetorical
syllogism”)3* based on the argument

33 For Isocrates, topos is a “subject-matter indi-
cator” or a “strategy of argumentation” (cf. Sara Ru-
binelli, Ars Topica: The Classical Technique of Cons-
tructing Arguments from Aristotle to Cicero, Springer
Science+Business Media, 2009, 69-70). The Aristote-
lian topos is rarely a “subject-matter indicator”; more
often it is an “argument scheme of universal applicabi-
lity”; when contrasted to idia, “indications of subject-
matter” of special arguments, necessary in arguing the
case. The Isocratean and the Aristotelian definitions
converge in the three “common material topics™: “The
More or the Less”; “Past or Future Fact”; “Possible and
Impossible”. However, Aristotle is original in his theory
of 28 “general topoi” (also called “formal topics”, cf.
Jeffrey Walker, “The Body of Persuasion: A Theory
of Enthymeme”, College English, 56 (Nr. 1, January),
1994, 53-54).

34 This definition is taken from James Allen’s ar-
ticle “Rhetoric and Logic”, A Companion to Greek
Rhetoric, ed. by Ian Worthington, Blackwell Publishing
Ltd, 2007, 355. For a more detailed discussion about
the meaning of the term and its relation to fopoi, see
T. Ed Dyck, “Topos and Enthymeme”, Rhetorica: A

13



(or topos) a fortiori®>, most probably on
its version, which is called “a maiore ad
minus”. It is possibly the only reference
speech  (ITpog
EvOvvouv aupaptugog, No. 21 of the
corpus Isocrateum) in Aristotelian Art
of Rhetoric, although, on the other hand,
the real source of the reference is not
yet clearly identified®®. There is some
evidence that both Isocrates and Lysias

to Isocrates’ forensic

wrote for the same lawsuit, — one for the
plaintiff and the other for the defendant?’.
Moreover, Diogenes Laertius mentions
an exercise in reply to Isocrates’ speech
written by Antisthenes (Laert. VI, 15, 11).
We don’t know which of these sources
were available to Aristotle, thus it remains
unclear where his argument concerning
possibility comes from. In our opinion, the
conjecture of Hermann Karl Usener38 is the
best for now as he presumes that Aristotle
has in mind here an argument from another
speech of Isocrates, namely Demurrer

Journal of the History of Rhetoric, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Spring
2002), 105-117 (p. 111: “An enthymeme is a syllogism
in which one or more premises are probable and a topos
replaces implication”).

35 On identification of this topos as a fortiori argu-
ment, cf. George A. Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and
its Christian and Secular Tradition from Ancient to
Modern Times, Chapell Hill: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1980, 71.

36 Cf. Mederic Dufour, op. cit., comm. ad loc.
(Vol. 2, 101 No. 3): “La phrase ne figure pas dans le
texte actuel du Contre Euthynous; mais il est permis de
supposer que le plaidoyer est mutilé a la fin”.

37 See Larue van Hook’s “Introduction” to the
speech in: Isocrates in Three Volumes, Vol. 111, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, Lon-
don: William Heinemann Ltd (The LOEB Classical Li-
brary), 1961, 350-351.

38 Cf. “Lectiones Graecae”, Rheinische Museum
fiir Philologie 25, 1870, 603; Adolphus Roemer in com-
mentario ad B. 19, 1392 bll in: Aristotelis Ars Rhe-
torica. Tterum edidit Dr. Adolphus Roemer, Lipsiae:
B. G. Teubner, 1914, 132.
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against  Kallimachos — (Ilapayoadn)
noog KaAAlpaxov) (Isocr. Call. 15).
On behalf of the defendant, Isocrates
expresses his surprise at the naivety of
Kallimachos® reasoning:  Kallimachos
denies the possibility that he might have
agreed to accept 2000 drachmae instead of
10000, and yet he naively believes that the
defendant (had he intended to lie) wouldn’t
have thought of the same thing and,
therefore, would have asserted that he had
given more. Here, the possibility is derived
in a similar way as in the reference provided
by Aristotle. Whether Usener’s conjecture
is right or not, we should not ignore the fact
that Aristotle quotes here a forensic speech
which was written at least 40 years before
Aristotle’s coming to Athens. (Both Against
Euthynus and Against Kallimachos were
written soon after the rule of the Thirty and
deal with the Amnesty of 403 BCE). Thus,
it appears highly unlikely that he could
reproduce it from memory without looking
at any written text. However, Trevett’s
opinion concerning the fact that Aristotle
used forensic examples, based only on
oral tradition, is still probable if we recall
that the case of Euthynus was popular, as
was indirectly pointed out by Diogenes
Laertius.

1.3. Topoi and enthymemes
based on previous judgement
and accepted opinions

The third explicit Isocratean reference is
found in book II, chapter 23, where the
sources of creation of argument-schemes

(topoi)® and enthymemes based on

39 Such a synonym we take from Sara Rubinelli,
op. cit. (passim).



authoritative opinions or decisions of the
past are discussed. Of the 28 Aristotelian
topoi, here we deal in particular with the
11th one*?, illustrated by seven examples,
three of them containing references to
Isocrates’ works that include authoritative
assessments: Helen was serious and
virtuous, because Theseus judged her in
such a way; so was Alexander (Paris),
since he was chosen by goddesses as a
judge of their beauty; and so was Euagoras
whose aid was chosen by Konon in the
moment of fatal misfortune (his defeat at
Aegospotami), turning down help from
all others (cf. Arst. Rhet. 11, 23, 1399a
1-6). Helen’s assessment through Theseus
is a very popular fopos from Isocrates’
speech Helen, which includes a large
digression about the eulogy of Theseus.
In this speech, Isocrates twice (Isocr. Hel.
22 and 38) explicitly states that a positive
assessment of a famous person (Theseus)
increases the reliability of the reputation of
the eulogized person. Another version of
this fopos — infallibility of the goddesses
in their choice of Paris as a judge of their
beauty — is also found in Isocrates’ Helen
(Tsocr. Hel. 46)*!. Finally, the probity of
the Cypriot tyrant Euagoras is supported
by the authority of Konon and by the fact
that after the Peloponnesian war it was the
land of Euagoras that was chosen by Konon
as a place of his exile. This example of
Euagoras is the first case of the Isocratean
work being explicitly quoted in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric (and it is one of the total of 26

400r 12th according to S. Rubinelli’s classification
(op. cit. 74).

41 Aristotle uses these examples (and most probably
doesn’t forget Isocratean Helen) also in Rhet. 1, 6, 1363
a 18-19.

quotations sensu stricto of Isocrates’
speeches). It is not precise and it doesn’t
fit the extant text of Isocrates. It seems that
the author or composer of Rheforic was not
obliged to quote examples literally here
because of the broadness of the material
itself and not necessarily because of the
lack of handwritten sources or due to the
principle of objective pragmatism and
economy in the exposition for the sake of
clarity.

1.4. Topoi based on identification
of analogous antecedents
and consequents

The fourth reference, also an explicit one,
appearsinthe same chapter23,inthe section
which deals with the 17th fopos out of the
collection of 28 argument schemes (Rhet.,
1399 b5-13), namely with the analogy
between antecedents and consequents (“the
identity of antecedents following from the
identity of results”). This reference was
identified in the 19th century by Leonhard
Spengel, and since then all editions follow
his emendation “Ilookpdtovg” instead of
the possibly erroneous “Xwkodtovg”,
which is, nevertheless, preserved in all
extant codices. Thanks to Spengel we have
one more explicit reference to Isocrates
and a pretty clear allusion to his words
in Antidosis (Antid. 173). The topos is
exemplified with Xenophanes’ assertion
that both sides are equally guilty of impiety,
i.e. not only those who assert that gods
are born, but also those who claim that
gods die, since in both cases there seems
to be an impious assertion that at some
point gods do not exist. The reference to
Isocrates appears as another example just
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after the generalization of the fopos: its
essence is to grasp (AapPavewv) the result
from each of its antecedent component
(particular, not universal one) always as
the same. The statement is illustrated with
the hint at Isocrates’ Antidosis (cf. Isocr.
Antid. 173): “You are about to decide, not
about Isocrates alone, but about education
generally, whether it is right to study
philosophy” (translated by J. H. Freese).
In other words, deliberation concerning
Isocrates’ profession (or pursuit)*? of
philosophy (by most scholars identified
as rhetorical education) should result in a
general assessment of philosophy in terms
of its public value; a single element of the
common phenomenon results in the same
final outcome. Aristotle here paraphrases
the loscratean thought and doesn’t quote
it exactly, thus once again evidencing his
own concern with the subject-oriented
narration. Moreover, Aristotle is very
grudging in his comments here, despite
his special involvement into a similar
discussion in his Protrepticus ending
with the conclusion that “one must do
philosophy”#3.

2. REFERENCES FROM
THE SPHERE OF LEXIS

The sphere of lexis, to which part of the
third book is devoted, contains quite
a considerable number of Isocratean
references. In contrast to the first two

421t is interesting to note a certain variety of shades
of meaning hidden in the word émitridevpa here. Me-
deric Dufour translates it as “une régle de vie”, Freese
puts it as “education generally”, Rhys Roberts as “the
whole profession”.

43 D. S. Hutchinson and M. R. Johnson, op. cit, 11
and 22.
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books, here implicit quotations prevail.
The manner how frequently Isocratean
examples are presented gives an impression
of a deep impact of the Isocratean
antithesis-based style on the Aristotelian
theory of persuasive (enthymeme-based)
discourse.

2.1. Timely use of poetic diction and
rare words (in the state of enthusiasm)

The stage for the first occurrence of
the
of style is set by the discussion about
nioémov and €dn g Aéews (Rhet.
111, 7, 1408a10sqq.). Aristotle considers
three modes of or conditions necessary

Isocratean references in sphere

to persuasion: TOIC UTMOKELUEVOLS
MEAYHAOLY AvaAoyov (correspondence
to the subject matter); maOnTkdv or
ntaOntkr) A€Ewc (pathetic or emotion-
based expression) and 10OV or 1O
A€ELC
All these conditions share the principle
of rational relevance (appropriateness,
nioémov): the manner of speech should fit

the manner of the subject, the manner of

(character-based  expression).

the feelings experienced and the manner of
the orator’s character and habits. Aristotle
stresses the importance of adequacy
between occasion and stylistic measures
(Rhet. 1408bl: 0 ' evkaipws 1) un
evkalows xonoOat). Here, he combines
the theory of style with the guidance
on performance, rhetorical
devices with physiological and theatrical
characteristics such as

facial expression. In this context, the quote

compares
intonation and
from Isocrates’ Panegyricus sounds as an

example of a rational use of more elaborate
words in the right moment, i.e. at the end



of the speech, in the state of enthusiasm,
when the speaker has already made the
audience overwhelmed with feelings and
touched their hearts with praise, blame,
anger, or friendliness. Such a pathetic
moment approves of the employment
of poetical devices, and a couple of
Isocratean references serves as an example
of their successful use. Aristotle’s words
“dn obtwg del” (Rhet. 1408b19) could
be interpreted as an indirect approval or
even praise of the Isocratean device, but
it is elegantly shadowed by an immediate
reference in the same sentence to a
variation of the same device based on other
authorities: the timely evoked enthusiasm
could also be softened with irony, as
Gorgias and Plato in his Phaedrus have
done (cf. Rhet. 1408b 20).

2.2. Examples of disjunctive and
antithetic clauses of the periodic style

The second reference to Isocrates in the
sphere of /lexis is the largest one and,
according to the number of quotations,
different designation,
e.g., a block or a cluster of references.
In contrast to the majority of the above

deserves some

discussed references, it consists of bare
quotations without mentioning either the
title of the work cited or its author. This is
the famous passage on rhetorical periods in
book III, chapter 9 (1409b.33—-1410a.23).
It deals with the types of the clauses of
the periodic style — the disjunctive clauses
(dmonuévn AéEic) and the adversative /
antithetic clauses (&vtucetpévn AEELQ);
the latter are subdivided and illustrated
from Isocrates’

with nine examples

Panegyricus; to these, a statement of the

anonymous author about Peitholaos and
Lycophron is attached. In contrast, Aé¢E1g
dmonuévn is provided only with one
example.

The subdivision of AéE1c dvTikeluévn
is quite simple, although the formulation
is somehow obscured with the use of
neutral adjectives and a number of datives.
Thus, the first group of antithetical clauses
consists of a pair of cola in which opposites
are brought close together (Rhet. 1409b36—
1410al: év 1) ékatépw T KWAW 1) IO
évavtiw évavtiov ovykertar); the
second group comprises a pair of cola in
which opposites are coupled with the same
idea or word (Rhet. 1410al-2: 1) ta¥TO
¢mélevkTal tolg évavtiowg)*. (In these
descriptions, one could notice a trace of the
concepts that a modern scholar could call
dialectical dyad and triad, respectively:
thesis and antithesis in the first group,
and thesis, antithesis, and synthesis in the
second). These examples are concluded
by the assessment of the periodic style,
which is an indirect praise of Isocrates.
“Such style is pleasant” (detax d¢ €0Tiv
N Towvtn A€ElG, Rhet.1410a 20-21);
since antitheses and parallels are easily
discernable and intelligible (tavavtia
Yvoolpwtata  kat  map’  &AANAa
HaAAov yvaoupa, 1410a 21-22), they
are similar to syllogism or denunciation
(¢owcev ovAAOYLOUQ@® O YoQ EAeyxog
OLVAYWYT] TV AVTIKEWLEVWY €0TLY,
1410a 22-23).

4 This is our literal translation of the just cited pas-
sage: “in which in regard to the two members (kola),
either a contrary thing / meaning is attached (lies close)
to a contrary one or the same thing / meaning is appen-
ded to the contraries”. Thus, in the first case one member
(kolon) simply contradicts the other, and in the second
case both members (kola) share some general idea.

17



As we see, Aristotle is interested in the
examples of Isocratean clauses primarily
from the stylistic and aesthetic points
of view. The assessment of their inner
(ethical, political or philosophical) content
is almost absent and has no clear allusions
in this passage (although we can speculate
upon some of them indirectly). The manner
Panegyricus is cited indicates a rather strict
pragmatism of the author of Rhetoric: the
quoted clauses often belong to longer
periodic sentences, but since these clauses
are intended to illustrate a particular
sentence structure, the rest of the Isocratean
period is excluded from consideration.
Thus, less understandable excerpts are
accompanied by
Rhetoric’s author. For instance, having
quoted the excerpt from Paneg. 41 (®ote

short comments of

KAl TOLG XONUATWV DeOPEVOLS KAL TOLG
anoAavoat BovAouévorg) (Rhet. 1410a
5-6), Aristotle adds a brief explanation:
AToOAaLOIS KToel dvTikertat (“con-
sumption [or “enjoying”] is opposed to
acquisition”) (Rhet. 1410a7).

In the mentioned chapter, only four
quotations out of the total ten exactly
correspond to the extant Isocratean text.
The remaining ones have varying degrees
of change: abridgements, lexical variations
or an inverted word order.

2.3. Pretty enthymemes based
on antithesis, metaphor, liveliness
and witty expressions

The third block of Isocratean references
expands in the 10th and 11th chapters
of book IIl. Here, quotations from the
works of Isocrates and other authors serve
to illustrate several modes of creating
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stylistically (icatax v AéEwv) pretty (or
urbane, elegant) enthymemes (&otela
évOvunuata): antitheses, metaphors,
liveliness and salt expressions (word puns).
These devices satisfy one’s intellectual
desire and thus are most pleasant®’. In
these chapters, we find eight references to
Isocrates (five in chapter 10 and three in
chapter 11); his name is mentioned only
twice (once in each chapter), and the rest
bundle of references consists of anonymous
quotations. As regards the main source
of references, in these chapters there
prevail two Isocratean works — Philipp
(five references) and Panegyricus (three
references).

According to Aristotle, stylistic (kata
v AéEwv) enthymemes may be created
in two ways: either on the basis of the form
of a sentence structure (T Hev OXNUATL)
or on the grounds of the selection of words
(toic ®' ovopaow). The first — “figura-
tive” — way is most effective when an
antithesis is used (éav avtikelpévwg
Aéyntar). This statement is illustrated
with the Isocratean quotation from Philipp
73 concerning the opposition between
war and peace, which is briefly explained:
avtikelrtat moAepog eipnfjvr). This ex-
planation should be supplemented with one
more opposition, namely the one between
public and private interests, since here the
general consensus on peace is opposed to
the opinion of individual orators engaged
in anti-Macedonian propaganda“.

4 It is said in the very beginning of the analysis of
these devices: T0 Y& pavOavewy oadiwg 110U pvoet
TAOoLY £€07Ti, TX d¢ OVOUATA oNuaivel Tt, WoTe doa
TV OVOUATWY TOLEL ULV HAOn oy, 1jdota (Rhet.
1410b10-12).

46 The picture as painted by Isocrates in Philip 73
contains a paradox: according to the contextual mean-



Aristotle
two ways to make speech pretty through
the use of words (tolc ovouaow): the
use of metaphors (¢arv €xn petadooay,
Rhet. 1410b31-32) and the method of
“bringing-before-the-eyes” (étL &l TQEO
1410b33-34),
which elsewhere is almost identified with
the concept of évépyewn (translated as
“actualization”,

particularly  distinguishes

OUHATWV TOLEL, Rhet.

“vividness”, “activity”
or “liveliness™)*”. The latter two devices,
together with the
antithesis, constitute the triad of the main
devices of a pretty (urbane) style*.

The further discussion of the metaphors

and the method of visualization (“bringing-

above discussed

before-the-eyes”) presents one more group
of Isocratean references. Having empha-
sised one of the four types of metaphors*®,
namely metaphors based on analogy, Ar-
istotle becomes generous with examples
(1411a2—-1411b20); some of them are pro-

ing, the concept of peace is replaced by the concept of
war. Isocrates criticizes contemporary orators who agi-
tate the citizens of their own noAeig to go to war against
Philipp, and notices that for each of them peace, which
is common to all Greeks, seems to be a war against
themselves.

47 Sara Newman identifies the “bringing-before-
the-eyes” device as “a lexical species of energeia and
one whose outcome is essentially sensory” (Sara New-
man, “Aristotle’s notion of “bringing-before-the-eyes’:
its contributions to Aristotelian and contemporary con-
ceptualizations of metaphor, style, and audience”, Rhe-
torica: A Journal of the History of Rhetoric, Vol. 20, No.
1 (Winter), 2002, 20).

4 Cf. Rhet. 1410b35-36: del dpa TOOTWV
otoxaleoOat 1oV, petadoeas avtibéoews
évepyeiag.

49 A more detailed classification of metaphors ap-
pears in Poet. 21, 1457b 7-9: transference from genus
to species; from species to genus; from one species
to another species; transference according to anal-
ogy (Hetadooa d¢ Eotv Ovopatoc dAAotgiov
ETPOQA 1) ATIO TOV YEVOUG €L €100G 1) ATIO TOD
£ldovg €mi 1O Yévog 1) Ao ToL eldovg Emi eidog 1)
KATX TO AVAAOYOV).

vided with additional notes, e.g.: TovTtO
Yoo peTaPod KAl TEO OUHATWYV
(Rhet. 1411a26), kal TOUTO TQEOTOV
TV HETAPoQX Kal TEO OUHATWV
(Rhet. 1411a 27-28), petadooa yaQ &v
T TAEOVTL, XAA” oVK del, AAAX TQO
OUMUATWV (Rhet. 1411b8-9). Among the
examples of metaphors based on analogy,
four examples belong to Isocrates: one to
his Philipp and three to Panegyricus.

All Isocratean metaphors found in the
mentioned section of Aristotle’s Rhetoric
could be summarized in the following four
statements: 1) Isocrates referred to the
participants of public festivals as “rushing
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together” (“co-runners”, “contestants”?)0,
perhaps alluding to their lust similar to
such phenomena as race, battle or accu-
mulation of liquids; Aristotle doesn’t
specify that, and he dismisses the whole
Isocratean discussion concerning the public
performances; this is one more case of a
free quotation in Aristotle’s Rhetoric; 2) in
the first of the three mentioned quotations
from Panegyricus’!, Isocrates attached
the verb upeAetav, denoting training
and education (or acquiring something
through training, e.g., knowledge, cf.
av&ewv T, Rhet. 1411b11), to the sphere
unrelated to training (or accumulating
knowledge), pucQov  Poovetv  (cf.
uwpodpooovvn coined by Plutarchus,

30" Cf. Rhert. 111, 10, 1411a29-30: kai Tookpdtng
TEOC TOUG CUVTQREXOVTAG €V TALG TAVIYVRETLY
[cf. Isocr. Phil. 12]. This example is in close relation
with the preceding metaphor taken from Cephisodotus:
Kndroodotog evAafeiobal €xéAevey U mMoAAAG
TOMOWOLV TAS OLVOQOUAS [ékkAnoiac] (Rhet.
1411a28-29).

SUCf. Rhet. 1411b11-12: kai ,mavta 10TV
ueov Goovelv peAetwvrtec” [Isocr. Paneg. 151]
TO YOO peAetav av&ewv Tt éoTiv.
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which means “pettiness”, “littleness of
mind”); 3) the second quotation from
a metaphor
based on an analogy between the truce

Panegyricus®® illustrates
and the postponement of war (armistice
is a metaphor of temporal peace); 4) the
third reference to Panegyricus>? alludes to
Isocrates’ analogy between the two signs
of victory — a trophy erected after a battle
and a peace agreement; the latter was
considered by Isocrates as a much more
important and beautiful commemoration
of victory. Isocrates used this metaphor to
highlight the victory of the Persian king
and the humiliation of entire Greece after
the Peace of Antalcidas (387/386 BCE)™.
However, Aristotle doesn’t mention the
subtlety of such a paradoxical use.

Finally, one more pair of Isocratean ci-
tations comes after the definition of visu-
alization (“bringing-before-the-eyes”)%,
which deals with the connection between
metaphor and actualization, or liveliness
(¢vépyewn). Aristotle gives some ex-
amples of live and lifeless metaphors: to
refer to a good man as a quadrangle is a
metaphor, but it doesn’t express liveli-

2 Cf. Rhet. 1411b13-15: ,,00 yQ dtaAvdpeOa
toU¢ TOAéHOVG AAA' avaPaAAopeda”  [Isocr.
Paneg. 172] apdw yao €otv péAdovia, kal 1)
AvafoAr) kal 1) TolaTn eigrvr).

33 Cf. Rhet. 1411b16-19: kai 10 &g oLVOTKAG
davat tedmaoV eivat TOAD KAAALOV TV €V Tolg
moAépoLg ywopévwv [cf. Isocr. Paneg. 180] tax pev
Y& UTtEQ HIKQ@V Kal Has ToXNG, adtat d' vTéQ
TIAVTOG TOV MOAEHOV* AU YAQ VIKNG OTLLEL.

54 Peace of Antalcidas, signed in 387/386 BCE.
The terms of peace were very unfavourable to Athens:
Ionia and Cyprus were abandoned to the Persians, and
the Athenians were compelled to cede their newly-won
territories in the Aegean.

35 Rhet. 1M1, 11, 1411b24-25: Aéyw 1) mQO
OUUATWV  TADTA TOLElV 00 €veQyouvTa

onNUAlveL
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ness, whereas such metaphors as found in
Isocrates’ Philipp are much livelier. This
time Aristotle mentions neither the author
nor the title of the work quoted; instead,
he provides only short excerpts that il-
(évéoyewr): aAAa
0 ‘dvBovoav €xovtog TNV AKpNV
EVEQYELR, KALTO ‘0¢ O woTeQ adetoV’
[éAev0egoV] évépyewa (Rhet. 1411b27—
29). In both examples, taken from Isocra-
tean Philipp (§10 and §127, respectively),
liveliness is highlighted through the mean-
ings of actions: the action of flowering
(avBovoav) and relaxation or releasing
from work and worries (&¢etog particu-
larly refers to the sacred animals devoted

lustrate liveliness

to gods and released from labour; it also
refers to the persons who are released from
public duties; also, to a loose sequence of
things, uncontrolled drift or vacant time-
span). The use of such short excerpts and
the author’s neglect of a more detailed ex-
planation possibly mean that the reader of
Rhetoric is well aware of either the context
(that in both cases the portrait of the physi-
cally strong and free-minded Philipp II of
Macedonia is implied) or the popularity of
the expressions quoted.

3. REFERENCES FROM
THE SPHERE OF TAXIS

All references to Isocrates in this small
section (chapters 13-19 of book III)
devoted to the arrangement of rhetorical
material are mainly either paraphrases (not
citations) or even broader references to
the Isocratean rhetorical technique. Some
examples of it have certain resemblance
to the examples presented in the first
two books of Stagirite’s treatise, and this



contributes to the problem of the interface
between an spheres of heuresis and taxis’6
which, however, won’t concern us for
now.

3.1. Methods of composing epideictic
proems: initial digression and psogos

The first reference to Isocrates appears in
connection with a discussion concerning
the composing principles of the initial part
of the speech, the proem (Gr. mpooipiov,
Lat. exordium), which is the subject of
chapter 14 (Rhet. 1414b19—-1416a3). The
proem of rhetorical speech is not only
paralleled with the preludes of poetry and
flute music (¢v mowmjoet MEOAOYOS Kl
&v avAnoel mpoavAlov), but also put
into a universal “technological” system:
TIAVTA YAQ AQXAL TaVT  €lol, kal olov
0d0ToMN oIS T ETOVTL (Rhet. 1414b20—
21) — “all these are the beginnings
(&oxa), as if paving the way for what
follows” (in speech or in melody). The
term 6domoinotg, used metaphorically, is
borrowed from the sphere of handicrafts
and non-verbal arts. The orator, like
avANTG, is presented on the same level
as an ordinary craftsman who cares about
the beginning as an essential condition for
the good issue. Aristotle adds a detailed
explanation of the resemblance between
nooavANnoilc and epideictic mpooipov:
“for as flute-players, after they started
(meoavAnjoavteg) playing  whatever
they can execute skilfully, they attach it to
the key-note (cuvnipav t@ évdooiuw),
so also in epideictic speeches should be the

36 On the Peripatetic and non-Peripatetic content of
taxis, see interesting observations by Solmsen (op. cit.,
221-223).

composition of the exordium; the speaker
shouldsay atonce (e0OU) whateverhelikes,
give the key-note and then attach the main
subject (évdovvat kat cvvdpau); this is
what all [speakers] do”™”. This description
implies the division of the proem into at
least two parts: improvisation of any kind
and évdoolpov (a key-note or some
hint at the main theme of the following
composition); one may even think that the
third, transitory, part is also implied here.
The example of Isocrates Helen is quite
instructive. As Aristotle notes, “the eristics
and Helen have nothing in common”
(ovBev yap KooV UMAQXEL TOIG
éowotkols kat ‘EAévn), Rhet. 1414b27—
28). Indeed, at the beginning of Helen,
Isocrates extensively (§1-13) criticises
his
philosophers, both practitioners of eristics
(M maoa g €odag Pprtroocodia) and
unpractical rhetoric based on paradoxical

contemporary  rhetoricians  and

subjects; according to Aristotle’s division,
this is actually the improvisatory part of
mpooipov; only in passage 14 the main
theme, a short praise of Helen, appears.
This is évdoowuov. A digression from
the subject in the proem is approved by
Aristotle, since it rescues the speech from
monotony (L) GAov OV AGyov OpoeLdN
etval).

Some that
Aristotle criticised the Isocratean proem>8,
but this can hardly be true. When Aristotle

scholars had claimed

57 This is the a literal translation by Warren Kirken-
dale from his article “Ciceronians versus Aristotelians
on the Ricercar as Exordium, from Bembo to Bach”,
Journal of the American Musicological Society, 32,
1979, 3.

38 Cf. Terry L. Papillon, “Isocrates”, 4 Companion
to Greek Rhetoric, ed. by Ian Worthington, Blackwell
Publishing Ltd, 2007, 73, n. 8.
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generalizes the principles of composing
the proems of epideictic speeches, he states
rather clearly: “del d¢ 1) Eéva 1) olkela
elval ta évdooua @ AOoyw” (“these
exordia may be either foreign or intimately
connected with the speech”), Aristotle
actually approves the Isocratean technique.
It is worth noting that here the term Tt
£vdooua is used not in the meaning of a
key-note, but rather is synonymous to the
term mpooipov.

Before generalizing the principles of
an epideictic proem, Aristotle gives one
more reference to Isocrates. It serves to
confirm Aristotle’s statement that proems
of epideictic speeches are composed either
of praise or of blame. The former case is
exemplified with the reference to Gorgian
OAvumikog Adyog and the latter with
the Isocratean Panegyricus (cf. Rhet.
1414b.30-35). Aristotle paraphrases the
main thought and merely states the fact:
Isocrates censures the custom of awarding
the athletes for brilliance of their physical
strengh and corporal excellence and giving
no prize to those who excel others by their
intellectual abilities®?.

39 Full quotation: T& HéV OOV TV ETUDEIKTIKQV
Adywv moooipx €k tovtwv, €E Ematvou, €k
POyov, €k mMEOTEOTNG, €€ ATMOTQOTNG, &K TWV
TEOG TOV AkQoatnV: del d¢ 1) Eéva 1) olkela elvat
T EVOOOIHa T AOYw (Rhet. 111, 14, 1415a5-8).

00 According to E. M. Cope (and Sandys) comm.
ad loc., “the problem here proposed by locrates — the
omission of the institution of prizes for intellectual
competition — is solved by Aristotle, Probl. XXX 117,
The lack of judges for the wise, potential hatred for the
judges, and the lack of the prize for the wise other than
wisdom itself are among the chief arguments in this so-
lution. However, there is no sound reason to suspect that
Aristotle criticises Isocrates in the mentioned passage of
Rhetoric. Moreover, the problem is older than Isocrates:
the contrast between the respect given to the physical
strength of athletes and &yaOr) codin was already
stated by Xenophanes (fr. 2 West; Athen. X 6, 1-24).
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Sometimes one more indirect reference
to Isocrates is being discerned in this chap-
ter. After a remark that the proem of epi-
deictic speech could be drawn from advice
(amo ovpuBovAng)®!, Aristotle gives two
examples which an anonymous commenta-
tor ascribes to Isocrates®2. Phrases “a0toc
Aplotednv émawvel” and “odtog yoQ
oLHPoLAgVel” refer to a speaker or an
author of speech, but it is not necessarily
Isocrates, although he was mentioned in the
previous example. Modern translators trans-
late these words neutrally, since the source
of this quotation has not yet been estab-
lished: no work from the Isocratean corpus
praised Aristeides or Paris in the proem.

3.2. Employment of accusation
in deliberative discourse and using
witnesses in praise

Another two references in the sphere of
taxis appear in chapter 17 which focuses

1 Rhet. 1414b35-36.

%2 Anonymi Rhetoris In Aristotelis artem rhe-
toricam commentarium, p. 229, v. 15-28: [b35] 7
Yivetar 0 mEOOIUIOV <ATO TLUPBOVANC> TTOoL
ovppovAevticdv, oiov  ovpBovAevel  eVOLG
&v t@ mootuiw 6 Tookeatng To deiv <Tovg
AyaBovg TipAv> €mel d¢ kai 6 AgloTeidng
ayaBog, ématvetéov avTOV: <OLO0 Kal avTOG>
0 'lookpdtng <émauvei> tov <AQLOTEIdONV> wg
AyaBov. 1) <ToLG TOLOVTOUG> ETIALVELY DEL, OlTIVES
<unTE €VDOKLUODOL> GAVEQWS KAl EmdelicvuvTaL
TV olicelav deTiv <unite PavAol> eiov, <AAA'
doot ayabol OVTEC> KQUTTOLOLV €XVLTOVS Kal
AaBelv omovdalovat. kal ToUTO &k CUHPBOVANG
TEOO{HLOV. Kat 6 OeoAdyoc ADavaolov Emavav
‘agetnv énawvéooual’. [b38] kat 6 <AAEEavdQOC>
QO ToL apmaar v ‘EAévnv ayaboc wv év dpet
EKQUTITETO, G UM DOEN TOlODTOC. KAl Yo Kal
<oUtoc> 0 lookatng <ovuPovAever> év Toig
TQOOLUIOLG EmMaLvelv <TOUG Ayabovg 1| Tovg
TOLOVTOVG, Ol UrjTe eDDOKIUOVOL Ur)te pavAoi>
elol. yoadetal 10 <oVTwe> Kal péya, <oltwg
YaQ> Kal KAt TovToV TOV TedToV O Tookpatng
<oVHPOLAgVEL> EmaVETlV <TOUG AyaBoLS> &V TQ
TIOOOLU{V.

03 See Rhet. 1414b36-37.



on argumentation (pisteis), the third part of
the popular fourfold partition of forensic
speech. Examples of Isocrates are referred
here to illustrate the principles and means
of argumentation relevant to deliberative
and epideictic speeches (accusation and
praise, respectively). After asserting that
political speeches are more complicated
than forensic ones® because of their subject
matter (aimed at future and not at past
events) and because of the lack of special
auxiliary means (such as referring to law
alone or making many digressions)®, in
order to escape a sticky situation, Aristotle
suggests folloning the practice of Attic
orators (ot AOrvnotL @nropec) and
Isocrates: using accusation in a political
discourse and praise in epideictic one. Of
political discources, two — Panegyricus
and Symmachicus (usually identified as
ITept elprjvnc) — are mentioned, in, which
Isocrates attacked Lacedaemonians and
Chares, respectively. Isocratean epideictic
discources are not specified; it seems
plausible that the mentioned Isocratean
practice of “bringing in” (£7teL00dLOVV)
people to praise as if using witnesses®® was
very well known in Aristotle’s epoch and
didn’t require any explanations.

3.3. Indirect self-characterization
(self-defence or self-praise) through
the words of another person

Finally, in the same chapter, one more
device of persuasive argumentation from

04 Cf. Rhet. 1418a21-22: O d¢ dnunyoQelv
XAAETWTEQOV TOV dukkeoDat.

65 cf. Rhet. 1418a.27-28: ovk &xel TOAAAG
dlxTQIPAG.

% cf. Livingstone, op. cit., 119-120: “The use of
‘witnesses’ may be seen as exemplifying another Isocra-
tean practice on which Aristotle remarks, that of ‘brin-
ging in’ people to praise [...]”

self-
characterization of the speaker (especially

the Isocratean practice emerges:

the one who makes a defence against his
prosecutor’s charges) through the words
of another person. According to Aristotle,
while speaking of himself directly, the
orator is at risk of bringing jealousy
upon himself, receiving reproaches for
speechmaking, arousing adverse opinions,
and while pointing directly to others he
can evoke charges of being rough and
abusive. Examples of indirect positive self-
characterization are reported in brief: “This
is what Isocrates does in Philippus and
in Antidosis” (0mteQ ToowkpAtnc motet
&v 1 Pl katl év ) Avtidooel,
Rhet. 1418b 26-27). While referring to
Philipp (cf. Isocr. Philipp 4-7), Aristotle
has in mind the beginning of this speech,
where Isocrates makes an indirect boast of
his own work (a speech addressed to the
Macedonian king with carefully selected
arguments on peacemaking) which won
recognition from the Athenian public:
they were debating over its content,
thus commending not so much stylistic
but primarily
the subject matter as a reflexion of the
excellence of the author’s mind and his
sincere involvement in the actual state of

embellishments of it,

affairs®’. In Antidosis, Isocrates mentions
himself, twice simulating an imaginary
conversation with his own disciples and
associates, among them with the famous
Athenian commander Timotheus (cf.
Isocr. Antid. 132—-139; 141-149). By the
end of the chapter, these considerations
about saving the orator’s repute are

67 Isocrates also mentions a favourable public re-
action to his own speech in his Areopagiticus (Areop.
56-57).
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supplemented by one more advice aimed
at the orator’s “self-defence”, namely the
change of enthymemes into maxims (Rhet.
1418b33-39). The example employed by
Aristotle on this occasion is identified as
a paraphrase of Isocratean Archidamas
(Archid. 50), although it is quite loose
and has no indications of authorship.
Nevertheless, at least an indirect argument
for the authorship of the Isocrates could
be drawn from Rhet. 1368a.5—7, where an
implicit quotation of Euagoras serves as
an illustration of the change of an advice
into a praise (see our discussion above, in
section 1. 1. of this article).

4. OTHER INDIRECT
REFERENCES

The total number of Isocratean references
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric doesn’t confine to
those clear occurrences where the name of
the orator, the title of his work or a clearly
definable quotation appear. One could find
various indirect allusions and references to
the Isocratean teaching principles, theory
of style, ethical concepts and anonymously
rendered loose paraphrases, but these are
not the main subject of the present section
of the paper. What concerns us at present
is a seemingly derogative aspect of Iso-
cratean references®. There are at least
three such instances in Aristotle’s Rhetoric
where scholars discern Stagirite’s enmity
towards contemporary rhetoricians, not
excluding Isocrates. First of all, in the be-
ginning of Rhetoric (Rhet. 1 1, 1354b16—
22; 1355a19-20), where the factors influ-

68 As we can infer from E.V. Haskins’ account
of Isocratean references from book 3 of the Rhetoric
(Haskins, op. cit., 6566 and 79).

24

encing the decision of the judge are treated,
Aristotle lays stress on the concentration
on the matter of dispute and remarks that
all those who occupy themselves with the
definition of the content of each part of speech
actually deal only with the questions “be-
side the subject” (¢£w TOL MEAYHATOG
texvoAoyovowv). This remark, made
twice in the mentioned passage (Rhet.
1354b16-22; 1355a19-20), is usually in-
terpreted as an implicit attack on contem-
porary rhetoricians-technographers, so-
metimes including Isocrates as one of
them®®. A more specific remark on a simi-
lar subject (the precept of the brachylogy
required for the second part of the speech,
the narration), found in book III (Rhet.
III, 16, 1416b30: vov d¢ yeAolwg TV
dmynotv daot detv eival taxeiav),
strengthens the probability of the Isocra-
tean criticism in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, since
it is referred to by Quintilian (IV, 2, 32)
in similar words (praeceptum brevitatis ir-
ridens) 7°. According to E. M. Cope, “this
is one of Vettori’s evidences (perhaps the
best) of Aristotle’s dislike of Isocrates™”!.
Cope tries to reduce the probability of this
hypothesis to a minimum and makes quite
an opposite statement: “If they ever were

% See e.g. Solmsen., op. cit., 216.

70 Quint. Inst. orat. IV, 31-32: [31] Narratio est rei
factae aut ut factae utilis ad persuadendum expositio,
vel, ut Apollodorus finit, oratio docens auditorem quid
in controversia sit. Eam plerique scriptores maximeque
qui sunt ab Isocrate uolunt esse lucidam brevem veri-
similem. Neque enim refert an pro lucida perspicuam,
pro verisimili proba-[32]bilem credibilemue dicamus.
Eadem nobis placet divisio, quamquam et Aristoteles
ab Isocrate parte in una dissenserit, praeceptum
breuitatis inridens tamquam necesse sit longam esse aut
brevem expositionem nec liceat ire per medium, Theo-
dorei quoque solam relinquant ultimam partem, quia nec
breviter utique nec dilucide semper sit utile exponere.

71 Cope, op.cit., comm. ad loc.



enemies — as is likely enough in Aristotle’s
early life — after the death of Isocrates,
by the time that this work was completed
and published, all traces of hostility” |[...]
must have long vanished from Aristotle’s
mind”73. In either event, we should agree
that “to maintain that the Isocrateans or-
ganized their entire material under these
headings [i.e. four parts of speech — T. V.]
would be hazardous [...]”74: one should al-
ways keep in mind the differences between
the conception of the Isocratean school and
that of the other sophists’>.

Finally, there is one more reference
possibly (butnotnecessarilly) unfavourable
to Isocrates’®. In book II, chapter 24
(Rhet. 1401a8-12), which is devoted to
seeming or fallacious enthymemes (ta
dawvopeva EvOvunuata), also called
paralogisms, and their sources or tomOl
(argument schemes), an example of one
kind of such tomot (namely 6 mapox TV
Aé&wv [tomog]) appears where a series
of conclusions enumerated one by one in
the same sentence create an impression of

72 Ttalicization is ours.

73 Ibid.

74 Ibid.

75 Cf. E. V. Haskins, op. cit, 79, who though she
admits that “the arrangement of examples from Iso-
crates in the Rhetoric presents Isocrates as a “parts of
speech” teacher”, nevertheless makes a plausible re-
mark that “Isocrates explicitly distinguishes his teach-
ing from both fetagmené techne, with its implication of
precise arrangement of discursive elements, and abstract
intellection”.

76 M. Dal Borgo, op. cit., asserts that “Aristotle re-
jects that rhetoric produces better citizens, but forwards
rather that it is an amoral tool and cites Isocrates’ Evago-
ras to exemplify an invalid enthymeme (Rhet. 2.24.1)”.
However, I find no particular repugnance against Isoc-
rates in the mentioned passage, unless we attach to him
the general Stagirite’s remark concerning the profession
of sophists like Protagoras, made in the end of the chap-
ter (Rhet. 1402a20-28).

a consequent reasoning. The Aristotelian
example of such quasi-enthymeme has
no reference to its source, and thus it
is open to various interpretations. It
consists of three parallel statements of the
conclusions of unrelated syllogisms (Rhet.
1401a10-12: [..] Tovg pév E0wO¥,
TOIG O’ €T£QOLG ETIUWETNOE, TOVG O
"EAAnvacg nAevBépwoe’ éxaotov uev
Yoo tovtwv £ AAAwV amedelxOn,
ovvteOévtwv d¢ dailvetar kal €x
tovtwv TL YlyveoOaw) which were
identified by L. Spengel as a recapitulation
of several long sections of Isocratean
Euagoras (Isocr. Euag. 65-69)"7. Ho-
wever, there is no clear evidence that
Aristotle
deeds of Euagoras here. In the Isocratean
pasage, which is preferred by Spengel and

really meant particularly the

his followers, we find none of the verbs
(owaoe, NAevOéowote)
used in Aristotle’s quasi-enthymeme. It is

ETIHWONOE,

true that we can discern some conceptual
resemblances between the two texts: the
tyrant of Cypriot Salamis saved his people
and country from ferity (cf. Isocr. Fuag.
66—67; this could be compared with the
statement in Rhet.. TOUG eV €0wOE),

he revenged (if really?) his enemies,

perhaps, Persians in the Cypriot war (cf.
Euag. 67) or Lacedaemonians in the battle

77 Spengel’s words ending his prolonged footnote
in pp. 20-21 of his Ueber die Rhetorik des Aristoteles,
Miinchen: Verlag der k. Akademie, 1851: “Aristoteles
meint die Recapitulation in Isocr. Euagoras §. 65-9”
don’t sound convincing enough. Nor does Cope’s com-
mentary ad loc.: “this is from Isocr. Evag. §§ 65-9, as
Spengel has pointed out, Tract. on Rhet. in Trans. Bav.
Acad. 1851, p. 22 note. Aristotle gathered into these
three heads of the contents of Isocrates’ five sections.
The person of whom this is said is of course Evagoras,
the hero of the declamation. The same speech was al-
ready referred to in 11 23. 12”.
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at Knidos (cf. Euag. 68 and Rhet. 1401a
9-10: Toic d' étépolg €Tnwonoe, and
he greatly contributed to the autonomy
of Greek countries after the same battle
(cf. Euag. 68 and Rhet. 1401al0: tovg
0" "EAAnvag nAevBépwoe). To these
we could also add an argument from the
earlier passage, Fuag. 56, where the deeds
of Konon and Euagoras are summarized
(cf.  “J[...] Hev
Kkatevavpaxnonoav kat g aoxns
ameoteor)Onoav, oi &' “EAAnveg
NAevBepwOnoav, 1 d¢ MOAIC uwv
me Te madoag dOENG péQOg  TL
avédaPev  [...]").

this in mind, one may also suggest that

Aakedaoviot

TTAALY Keeping
Aristotle’s quasi-enthymemes are derived
from another Isocratean speech, namely
Philipp 63—64, where the phrase about the
liberation of Greeks (“tovg ' “EAANvag
NAevOépwoev”) more accords with
the Aristotelian phrase. In this case, the
main hero whose deeds are presented in a
recapitulated manner is Konon.

On the other hand, there are still
some uncertainties concerning the other
two statements in Aristotelian quasi-
enthymeme: neither FEuag. 65-69, nor
Phil. 63—-64 give a clear explanation for the
second statement concerning the subject
of revenge (TOIC O' €T£QOLC €TIHWENOE).
For this and some other reasons’® we
prefer to abstain from a more decisive
attribution of the discussed reference to the
main body of Isocratean references, but we
still include them among the results of our

78 To illustrate his idea, Aristotle not always refers
to a particular authority, but sometimes gives his own
example. Cf. Rhet. 1410a31-36.
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analysis, presented in Table 1 (under the
heading “Dubious references”).

CONCLUSIONS

The value of the conclusions of the present
research is only tentative because of the
limitations of time, place and measures.
Our analysis of the Isocratean references
shows that Aristotle’s Rhetoric is indebted
to Isocrates in several points. First of all,
Isocratean works provided Stagirite himself
with useful references for his analysis of
the treatment of rhetorical material. They
helped him to verbalize and visualize his
own insightful observations. We may say
that Isocratean references provided the
Aristotelian theory with a certain degree
of liveliness.

The majority of Isocratean examples
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric are taken from the
most popular speeches concerning social,
political, moral and educational questions.
This could have contributed to Aristotle’s
major concern with the deliberative aspect
of rhetoric and to the original idea of
rhetoric as a civic activity.

From our anglysis, a tentative synthetic
picture may be derived. All these unbound
references, if arranged in a more concise
order, constitute a tiny collection or
catalogue (or “community” if we may
use a metaphor) of about 40 constituents
(“members”’) governed by the three general
rules or duties, officia oratoris — heuresis,
lexis, taxis. The number of adherents
to each of the duties is different. The
sphere of heuresis has four small units of
Isocratean quotes, the spheres of /exis and
taxis have three larger units (or clusters)



each, but units of the /exis sphere are the
largest ones. Here we find 20 references to
Isocratean works. They imply that it is the
stylistic aspect of the Isocratean rhetoric
that left the brightest stamp in Aristotle’s
theory. On the other hand, Stagirite‘s rather
frequent concern with the thematic and
structural variations taken from Isocratean
speeches significantly broadens his original
conception of rhetoric as a “counterpart”
(“differing sister”) of dialectic.

Aristotle’s explicit remarks on Isoc-
rates are usually positive. This points to
a certain degree of reverence towards his
former teacher. Reproaches and critical as-
sessment are not evident but only implicit.
In this respect, Isocrates holds a rather high
position among other rhetoricians men-
tioned in Rhetoric, perhaps higher than his
master Gorgias’’ and other sophists.

Quotations of Isocrates’ works are
of various degree of accuracy. Aristotle
preferred to paraphrase him than to quote
precisely (only eight precise quotations
out of the total of 26 quotations sensu
stricto). Perhaps, this could be explained
in terms of objective pragmatism and the
principle of economy of narration aimed at
the main stylistic virtue — clarity. This fact
also supports the idea that Aristotle used
to quote from memory. However, it is too
strong to say that he didn’t use any written
text of court and assembly speeches. At

7 He is criticised more sharply, especially concer-
ning frigidity resulting from the usage of far-fetched
metaphors (cf. Rhet. 1405b—1406b).

least one reference to an Isocratean forensic
speech and the very fact of the existence of
the Aristotelian library slightly contradict
this assumption. It is more cautious to
state that Aristotle and his pupils, who
wrote down his lectures, were not accurate
enough to verify all the quotes according
to their originals.

The analysis of Isocratean quotations
shows the early stage of the reception of
this rhetorician. Aristotle certainly values
him as an authority of epideictic prose and
a user (if not originator) of certain topoi,
methods of argumentation, stylistic devic-
es (especially periods and antitheses) and
principles of composition relevant to this
genre. However, Isocrates is never regard-
ed as the first, the only or the best prac-
ticioner of any of the mentioned devices.
We find no laudatory epithets of Isocrates
in Rhetoric. Nevertheless, the mere fact of
quotation and reference to stylistic devices
is indicative of Aristotle’s favourable atti-
tude, his implicit admiration and praise of
the Isocratean rhetorical practice.

Our observations present neither a com-
plete nor a perfect picture of the reception
of the Isocratean rhetoric in the context of
the Aristotelian tradition. The above anal-
ysis should be supplemented with further
research based on the evidence of more
sources and more personalities (including
Isocratean disciples and enemies).
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APPENDIX

Table 1. List of Isocratean references in Aristotle’s Art of Rhetoric (E — exact quota-
tion, NE — not exact quotation, EXP — explicit reference in which Isocrates is
mentioned by name, IMP — implicit reference without mentioning Isocrates,
DUB - dubious reference in which Isocrates is either implied or not)

1.80 | Arst. Rhet. 1, 9, 1368a.5-7 Cf. Isocr. Ev., 44-45;Cf. item Isocr. Panath. | NE, IMP
30-32; Cf. item Isocr. Busiris 10; De bigis 29.
Arst. Rhet. 1,9 1368a.19-21 Cf. Isocr. Ev. 37-39 (Euagoras and Cyrus) NE, EXP
II. | Arst. Rhet. 11, 19, 1392b.10-12 | Cf. Isocr. In Callimachum 15 (?) NE, EXP
IIL. | Arst. Rhet. 11, 23, 1399a.1-3 Cf. Isocr. Hel. 18-38 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 11, 23, 1399a.3 Cf. Isocr. Hel. 41-49 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 11, 23, 1399a.4-6 Cf. Isocr. Ev. 51-52 NE, EXP
IV. | Arst. Rhet. 11, 23, 1399b.9-11 Cf. Isocr. Antid. 173 NE, EXP
V. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 7, 1408b.14-16 | Isocr. Paneg. 186 E, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 7, 1408b.16-17 | Isocr. Paneg. 96 E, EXP
VI. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1409b.34-36 | Isocr. Paneg. 1 E, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.2-5 Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 35-36 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.5-7 Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 41 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.7-9 Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 48 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.9-10 Isocr. Paneg. 72 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.10-12 | Isocr. Paneg. 89 E, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.12-13 | Isocr. Paneg. 105 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.13-14 | Isocr. Paneg. 149 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.15-16 | Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 181 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 9, 1410a.16-17 | Isocr. Paneg. 186 E, IMP
VIL. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 10, 1410b.29-31 | Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 73 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 10, 1411a.29-30 | Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 12 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 10, 1411b.11-12 | Isocr. Paneg. 151 E, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 10, 1411b.13-15 | Isocr. Paneg. 172 E, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 10, 1411b.16-19 | Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 180 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 11, 1411b.27-28 |Isocr. Philipp. 10 NE, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 11, 1411b.28-29 |Isocr. Philipp. 127 E, IMP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 11, 1412b.6-7 Cf. Isocr. De pace 101; Cf. Isocr. Philipp. NE, EXP
60-61
VIIL.| Arst. Rhet. 111, 14, 1414b.24-28 | Cf. Isocr. Helen 1-15 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 14, 1414b.33-35 | Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 1-2 NE, EXP
IX. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418a.29-32 | Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 110-114 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418a.32-33 | Cf. Isocr. De pace. 27 (?) NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418a.33-34 | Cf. Isocr. Hel. 22-38 (laus Thesei); Busiris | NE, EXP
12-29 (laus Aegyptiorum); Panath. 72-84
(laus Agamemnonis)
X. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418b.23-27 | Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 4-7 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418b.27 Cf. Isocr. Antid. 132-139; 141-149 NE, EXP
Arst. Rhet. 111, 17, 1418b.33-36 | Cf. Isocr., Archidamas, 50 NE, IMP

80 Running number of reference or referential unit.
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Dubious references

i. | Arst. I, 1, Rhet. 1354b.16-22; [7] NE, DUB
1355a19-20

ii. | Arst. Rhet. 11,24, 1401a.8-12 Cf. Isocr. Ev. 65-69 (?); Philipp. 63—64 (?) | NE, DUB

iii. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 14, 1414b.36— [?] NE, DUB
1415al

iv. | Arst. Rhet. 111, 16, 1416b.30 Cf. Quint. Inst. 1V, 2, 32 NE, DUB

Table 2. Isocratean quotations in comparison with extant texts from Corpus Isocrateum

I. Two tricks in the analysis of the subject and sources of epideictic discource

1) Conversion of advice into praise

Excerpt from Aristotle’s text (ed. W. D. Ross)

Corresponding Isocratean passage (ed. G.
Norlin)

Rhet. 1368al-8: émel ovv é&xopev & Oel
TIOATTELY KAL TIOLOV TV ebvart Del, T T g
vrodnKag Aéyovrag tm Aéfel petatiOéval
detl kal otoédery, olov OtL oL del Héya
doovetv €mi toig dx TOXNV AAAa toig d
avtov. oUtw pev ovv AgxBev DmoONknv
dvvartal, wdLY Ematvov ,uéya Gpeovwv ovk
<€mi> Toig dlx TUXNV VTAQXOVOLV AAAX
TOiG O AVTOV”. (OoTE 0TV ETALVELV FOUAT),
6oa ti av vméBowo kat dtav VTOOETOaL,
6o Tl &V EMaVETELAG.

Cf.Isocr. Ev., 44—45: AmtavTa Yo TOV XQOVOV
OletéAecev ovdéva HEV AdIKWY, TOLC dE
XONOTOUG TIHAV, Kal 0HOdQA HEV ATIAVTWY
AQXWV, VOUIHWS d& TOUG EEAHAQTOVTAG
KkoAalwv: [...] uéya ¢pgovwv ovk €mi Toig
o ToxNV, &AL’ €mi toig O avToV YIyvo-
pévolg tolg pév dpidoug Taig evegyeoioug
U adt@ moovuevog, tovg O &dAAovg )
peyaropuvxia katadovAovuevoc:

[..]

Cf.itemIsocr. Panath.30-32: Tivag ovv kaAw
TEEMAEVUEVOUG, ETTELDN TAG TEXVAS KALTAG
ETUOTIUAC KOl TAG DUVAUELS ATIODOKIUALW;
[...] [32] tétaptov, 6mep péYLOTOV, TOUG U
dxPBepoévoug DO TV eVTIEAYLWY UND’
eflotapévoug abtwv pnd’ LTegndavoug
yryvopévoug, AN’ épuévovtac tn tadet
) TV €0 GEOVOLVTWV Kal Hur] U&AAov
xaigovtag Toig dia TUXNV UmAgéaotv
ayaBoig 1) Toig dia TNV avtwv GvOoW Kal
doovnowy € agxns yryvouévolg.

Cf. item Isocr. Busiris 10; De bigis 29.
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2) Comparison for the sake of amplification

Rhet. 1368a16-22: wkai el T mQOTQEEéMOVTX
Kal TH@VTA dx  ToLTOV  elonTat Kol
KateokeLAoOn, kal €li¢ TOLTOV TEWTOV
éykwuov émou)0n, otov eic TnmdAoxov,
Kat <eic> Aguodov kat Aguotoyeltova TO
év dyopa otabnvar ouolwg d¢ [1368a.19]
Kal €T TOV EvavTiowv. kKav un kad’ adtov
eVUMOQEN)G, TMEOG GAAOVG AVTIMAQAPAA-
Aewv, Omep lookpatng é€moiet dix ThV
aovvnBetav oL dikoAovyeiv. det dE TEOG
EvdOEoug ouYKQIvELY' abENTIKOV YAQ KAl
KaAoOv, el omovdalwv PeAtiwv.

Cf. Isocr. Ev. 37-39 (Euagoras and Cyrus)

II. Enthymeme based on argument a fortiori

Rhet. 1392a8: ITowtov pév ovV TeQL duvatov
Kat advvatov Aéywpev. [...]

Rhet. 1392b10-13: kat el Ttolg Xelpoot Kol
TTTO0L KL APQOVETTEQOLS DLVATOV, KAL TOIG
évavtiolg paAdov, wome kai ITookpdatng
£¢m dewvov eivar el 0 pev EDOvvog épabev,
avTog d¢ ur) duvrjoeTal eVEEeLv. TEQL O
advvatov dNAov 0Tt €k TV EvavTiowV Tolg
eloNuéVoLg DTTAQXEL

Cf. Isocr. In Callimachum [!] 15: @avualw
0’ el avTOV pev ikavov yvawval vouiCet 6t
OUK €1KOG AVTL HUQIWwV doaXH@V dlakooiog
é0eAnoatAafely, épe O’ ovk av oletar tout’
£&evgely, eimeo MPovAouny Pevdn Aéyery,
OTL A€oV €del pATKeLV TOUTWYV dedwkEvaL.

II1. Topoi and enthymemes based on previous judgement and accepted opinions

Rhet. 1398b28-1399a4: 1) womeo Landw, otL
0 anoBvrjokewv kakdv: ot Beol yao oltw
Kekolkaow: anédvnokov Yoo &v. 1) omeQ
Aoplotimmog meog IA&Twva €maryyeATikw-
TEQOV TL elmdvTa, WG ETO" ,dAAX pnv 6
Y’ €taigog Nuwv”, édn, ,,000&v ToovTOV”,
Aéywv tov Zwredatn, kat HynoimoAwg
&v AeAdoic Nowta tov Oedv, mEdTEQOV
kexonpévog OAvumiaowy, el avt® T
avTX dOKeL ATEQ T TATOL, WS AXLTXQOV OV
tavavtio eimety, kat mepl s ‘EAévng wg
‘Tookpatng éyoaev 6TL oovdAia, gimeQ
Onoevg £kovev, kai megl AAdeEavdgov,
ot ai Oeal mEoékQLvay,

Rhet. 1399a4-6: xai megt Evayogov, ot
omnovdaiog, womeQ Tookpatng oénoiv:
+Kovwv vyoov Odvotvxnoas, mavrtag
ToUg &AAovg magaAtnav, ws Evaydgav
NABOev”

Cf. Isocr. Hel. 18-38
Cf. Isocr. Hel. 41-49

Cf. Isocr. Ev. 51-52: @v [= EAAvawv] tolg
pnev &AAovg ovopaoti deABelv MOAL av
goyov ein, [52] Kovwva d¢ tov dux mAelotag
doetag mowtevoavia twv EAAvov tic
OUK 0deV OTL dVOTUXNOAONG TG MOAEWS
€& anavtwv éxAeEapevos ws Evayogav
NABev, vouioag kat @ odpatt Pefatoti-
™V elvar Ty ma’ eKelve kataPpuynv kai )
noAeL tdxot’ av avtov yevéaOar Bondov.

30




IV. Topoi based on identification of analogous antecedents and consequents

Rhet. 1399b5-14: &AAog €x TOL TO oLUPATVOV
gorv 1 TavTov, OTL kal €€ v ovpPalvel
TavTd olov Eevodpdavne éAeyev OtL Opolwg
aoeBovov ot yevéoOal pdorovteg Tovg
Oeovg Toic amobavelv Aéyovotv: dupotéowe
Yoo ovuaivet pr eivar tovg Beovg moTe.
kat 6Awg ¢ 10 ovpPaivov EE EéxdoTov
Aappavery wg 0 adTO Aelr ,uéAAete OE
Kkoivewv oV megi Tookgatovg AAAx meQl
grutndevpatog, el xor ¢ptlooodeiv” kat
OTLTO dOVAL YNV Kl DOWQ dOLAgVELY €0Tly,
KAl TO HETEXELV TNG KOLWVNG €IQNVIG TOLELY
TO TMEOOTATTOUEVOV. ANTTEOV O’ OTIOTEQOV
AV 1) XONOLUOV.

Cf. Isocr. Antid. 173: Qv évOvpovuévoug
XOM UNdEVOS MOAYHATOS AveL  AdYoL
KATa-yryvaokew, und’ opoiwg diakeioOat
duka-Covtag womep v lag datopaic,
AAAQ dlakoBovoOat mepl éxdotov kat TV
dANOeav (NTely, HEPVNUEVOLS TV OQKWV
Kal Twv vouwv kad” obg ovveAnAvOarte
ducaoovtes. "Eotv ' ov mept pikpwv ovd’
0 Adyoc ovO’ 1) koiowc &v 1) kabéotapeyv,
AAAX TteQL TV peYIoTwV' 0V YAQ TEQL EUOD
HéAAete povov v Prdov doioerv, AAX
Kal meQL EmMITNOEVUATOG, O TOAAOL TQV
VeWwTEQWV TMEOTEXOVOL TOV VOUV.

V. Timely use of poetic diction and rare words (in the state of enthusiasm)

Rhet. 1408b.1-2: 10 ® eVkaipws 1) pn
evKalows xonNodat Kowov AMAVIWV TV
eldwv €otwv. [...] Rhet. 1408b9-16: éav
o0V T HaAQKX OKANQWS Kol T OKANQX
paAakwe Aéyntay mbavov ylyvetat tx d¢
ovopata ta dimAa katl [ta] émiBeta mAeiw
kat T Eéva paAlota aguoTTEL AéyovTt
MaONTKWS OUYYVOUN Yo 0QYLLoHévw
KAKOV Paval ovEavounikes, 1 meAdQLov
ELTTELY, Kal 6tav EXT) T)O1 TOUS AKQOATAG KAl
mou)on) évBovadoat 1y Emaivolg 1) PoyoLs 1
00YN 1 PAia, oiov kai IookQAatng motel év
T [Mavnyvoik émi téAet ,dprjunv O katl
pvruny”

1408b16-20: kai ,oitiveg ETAnOAv” GOEy-
yovtat yao T towavta évBovolalovteg,
wote kat amodéxovrat dnAovétt Opoiwg
€xovtec. OO Kal T ToOuoeL TQUOTEV:
évOeov yap 1) moinoic. 1) dr) oVt det, 1) pet’
elpwvelag, womep logylag émolel kat Ta &v
T Paidow.

Isocr. Paneg.186: @1junv d¢ kai pvrunyv kat
doEav moonv Tva xor) vouilew 1) Covtag
€cewv 1) teAevoavtac kataleiperv Tovg
£V TOLG TOLOVTOLS €QYOLC AQLOTEVTAVTAG;

Isocr. Paneg. 96: Kaitor mawc av éxelvwv
avdpec apeivovg 1] pHaAAov PUAéAAN Ve
ovteg émuwetxOetev  oltveg  ETAnoav
ETDElY, OOTE W] TOIC AoLmolg altiot
vevéoOatr g dovAeiag, €onunV HeEv TV
MOAWV yevouévny, Ty d& xwoav mopbov-
pHévnv, leox d& OLAOHEVA KAl VEWS
EUTUTIOAUEVOLS, ATIAVTA D& TOV MOAgUOV
TEQL TV TATOA TV ATV YIyVOUEVOV;
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VI. Examples of disjunctive and antithetic clauses of the periodic style

1409b33-36: g d¢ &V kwAoig AéEewg 1) pev
dmonuévn €otiv 1) 0 AvTuceLévn), duon-
HéVn Hev, olov ,MOAAAKIG Eé0avpaca Twv
TAGTAVIYUQELGOLUV-AYAYOVTWVKALTOUG
YUHVIKOUG AYWVAG KATAOTNOAVTWV”,

1409b36-1410a.5:  dvtwkelpévny  d&  €v
N EKATéNw T KWAW T TEOSC &vavtie
évavtiov oVYKeltat 1) tavto émélevktal
T0lc  évavtiolg, oiov ,audotégovg O
wvnoav, Kai Tovg VMopeivaviag kol
TOUG AkoAovOroavIag Toig HEV YAQ
mMAelw TNAG OiKOL TMEOCEKTIIOAVTO, TOLG
o’ ikavnv tnv oikol katéAmov” évavtia
OTOHOVT) AkoAoVONOLS, Ikavov TAglOV.

1410a5-7:,,(00TEKALTOLG XONUATWV DeOpE-
VvoLG Kal Toig dmoAavaoal ovAouévols™
ATOAAVOLS KTHOEL AVTIKELTAL

1410a7-9: kat €Tt ,,ovpPaivel TOAAAKLG €V

Isocr. Paneg. 1-2: IloAAdxkig €0avpaca
TV TAG MAVNYUEELS ovvayayovtwv Kol
TOUG YUUVIKOUG AYWVAG KATAOTIGAVTIWY,
OTL TAC UEV TV OWUATWV eLTLXAG OUTW
peyaAwv dwoewv néiwoav, toig & Vmé
TV KOV Wl movrjoaot kal Tag avtwv
Puxac oVTW TMAQACKELACACLY WOTE Kol
ToUg dAAovE wdeAety dvvaoOal, Tovtolg O
ovdepiav TNV améveluav, [2] ov eikog
NV avtovs paAlov moumjoacOat mEovolav:
TV HEV Yo AOANTOV dig TooAvTNV QWHUNV
AaPovtwy ovdeV av TAEOV YEVOLTO TOIG
AaAdotg, €vog O Aavdeog €0 PpEOVHIoAVTOG
amavteg av amoAavoelav ot PovAdpevol
KOWWVELY TG ékelvou dlavolag.

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 35-36: audotégovg d¢ kai
TOUG dkoAovOnoaviag kai Tovg vTouEi-
vavtag éowoav: [36]Toig eV YaQ ikavrv
TTV 0iKkO0L XWEaV KATEALTOV, TOig O¢ mAeiw
TNG UTAEXOVONG EMOQLOAV.

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 41: Tnyv toivuov &AAnv
dolknov oUTw PNOEEVWS KATETKELATATO
Kal MEOG AMAVTAS Olkelws WOTE KAl TOlg
XONUATWV deopéVvols KAl Tolg AmoAavaoal
Twv Vmagxdvrtwv émbvupovowv dudoté-
Q0L XQUOTTELYV KAL UNTE TOLS EDDALUOVOVTLY
UNTE TOIG dLOTLXOLOWV €V TAlS AvTWYV
axonotwe éxev, AAA” éxatépols avty eivat
o’ MLV, Tolg pev 1dioTag datoBag, Toig
0’ dohaAeoTdTn Vv Katapuynv.

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 47-49: ®iAocodiav toivuy,
1 mMAvTa Tt oLVEEEDQE KAl OLYKATEO-
Kevaoev [...] 1 MOAKG UV Katédeléev, kat
AGYOULG ETiUNoEV, OV MAVTES PEV EmBuuon-
ow, toig O émotapévols Gpbovovory, [48]
oLVedLIA PEV OTL TOVTO HOVOV €€ ATAVTWV
twv CHwv DoV EéPuuev €xovtes kal doTL
TOUTQW TAEOVEKTHOAVTES Kal TOG &AAOLG
ATAOY aVT@V dINVEYKALEY, O0WOon DE TEQL
HEV TS AAAaC TRAEElS OVTW TAQAXWOELS
000AG TAG TUXAC WOTE MOAAGKLS &V AVTALS
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TAVTALG KAl TOUG PQOVIHOUG ATUXELV Kol
ToUG Adovag katogbovv”.

1410a9-10: ,e000¢ HEV TWV AQLOTEIWV
Né&wbnoav, ov moAv d¢ Votegov TRV
agxnv ¢ Oaiattng EAafov”.

1410a10-12: ,mAevoar pév  dx  TNG
fmeigov, meCevoal 8¢ dix N Baiattng,
Tov pev ‘EAAjomovtov Cevéag, tov O ABw
dlogvéac.”

Kal ToUG (PQOVIHOUG ATUXELV Kal Tovg
avortovg katogBovv, Twv d¢ Adywv TV
KAAQG KAl TEXVIKWOS €XOVTWV OV LLETOV TOLG
davAolg, &AAx PuxTg €0 poovovong égyov
ovtag, [49] kal tovg te codolg kat ToLG
dpadeig dorkovvtag etvat TavTy TAgloTOV
AAANAWV dadégovtag, EtL d¢ Tovg £VOVG
€€ apxNe éAev0éows teBoapévoug ék pév
avdolag kal MAOVTOL KAl TV TOLOVTWV
Adyabwv 0V YIYVWOKOMEVOUG, €K ¢ TV
AEYOUEVWV HUAALOTA KATAPAVELS YLYVOUE-
voug [...].

cf. Isocr. Paneg. 71-72: KaAa pév ovv
Kal tavta Kal TEETOVTA TOLG TEQL TNg
nyepoviag auplopnTovoy, adeAdo d¢ twv
elENUéVV Kal Tol0O’ old TteQ €LKOG TOVG
€K TOLOVUTWV YeYOVATAG Ol TROC AdQeloV kat
Eéofnv moAeunoavteg énmpalav. Meyiotov
Yoo mOAéHOL  OLOTAVTOS  Ekelvou Kol
MAEl0TOV KIVOVVWV €lg TOV avTOV XOOVOoV
OUUTIECOVTWY, Kal TV HEV ToAgiwv
AVuTooTATWV  OloHéVWY  elval  dx  TO
nAN00g, TV d¢ CLUUAXWY AVLTEEQBANTOV
yYovuévawv €xewv v agetny, [72] apudoté-
QWV KQATHOAVTEG WG EKATEQWV TIQOCTKEV,
KAl mEOG AmavTag ToLg KIvOUVOUS dLevey-
KkOVTEG, VOGS pEV TV GELOTELWVY TELW-
Onoav, ov MoAA® O VoTEQOV THV AQXT|V
™™g Balattng éAafov, dOVIWV LEV TV
aAwv EAANvwv, ok apdlofntovviwy dé
TV VOV NUAS adparpetobat {ntovvtwv.

Isocr. Paneg. 89: "O¢ eic tooovtov 1AOev
vmepndaviag MoTe HIKQOV HEV 1 YNOAEVOS
éoyov eivartnv EAAGda xepdoaoday, Bou-
AnOeig 0¢ TOLOVTOV HVNUEIOV KATAALTIELV O
un e avOownivng pvoewe 0Ty, ov TEO-
TEQOV EMAVOATO TIOLV €EEVOE Kal CLVIVAY-
kaoev 0 mavteg OguAovoly, WoTe T oTEA-
Tomédw MAgLOAL PEV D TNG Tmeigov,
neCevoal d¢ dix NG OAAATTING, TOV pEV
‘EAAT)oTtovTov Cevéag, tov &' ABw diogu-
éac.

cf. Isocr. Paneg. 104-105: Ov yao
épOovovpev Talc aviavopévals avTy,
0V0¢  TOQAXOG EVETOLOLHEV  TOALTElNG
évavtiag magarkadlotavteg [...], AAX v
TV CLHHAXWV OHOVOLAY KOWVIV WhEAetxv
VORILOVTEG TOIC AVTOLE VOUOLS ATIACAS TAG
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1410a12-13: ,kai ¢voeL moAitag OvTag
VoUW TNG MOAews 0TéeadOaL.”

1410a13-14: ,0oi pév yap avtwv KAKwG
amwAovTo, ol d’'aioxows éowbnoav.”

1410a15-16: ,kai idig pév toig PagPfagolg
oikétalg xonobai, kotvr) 0¢ MoAAOVG TV
OUUHAX WV TtEQLOQAV dovAgvovTag.”

1410a16-17: 1 Covtag €gewv 1) tedevtn-
gavtag kataleipev.”

TIOAELS DLWKOUUEV, TUUHAXIKWS, AAA” 0D
deOTOTIKWS  BOVAEVOMEVOL TTEQL AVTWV,
OAWV HEV TV MOAYUATWV EMOTATOVVTEG,
Wia O éxdotoug eAevBégoug évteg etvat,
[105] kot T pév mANOetL fonbovvteg, Taig de
dLVAOTEIXIS TOAEUODVTEG, DELVOV OLOMLEVOL
TOUG MOAAOVG VO TOIG OALyolS elvat kat
TOUG TAIC ovolaLg EvdeeaTéQoug, Tar O AAAx
undév xelpouvg ovtag, aneAavveobat twv
AOX@V, €Tt D€ KOLWNG TG TATEdOSE 0voNg
TOUG HEV TUOAVVELY, TOUG D& UETOKELY KAl
dvoeL moAiTag dvTag VoUW TNG MoALTELaG
amootegeiobal.

cf. Isocr. Paneg. 149: KepdAaov d¢ twv
elpnuUévwy EKeElVOL YXQ OVk Emi Aelav
EABOVTEG, 0V0E KOUNV KataAaovtes, AAA
e alTOV TOV Paciléx OTEATEVOAVTEG,
aoparéotegov Katépnoav Twv meol GAtag
WG avTOV MEeaPevovtwy. ‘Naote pot dorov-
oW v ATaoL TolG TOTOLS oapag Emdedely-
Bat v avTOV paAakiav: kat yao &v i
nagaia g Aolag TMOAAXG paxag 1jTT-
nvtay, kat dwxpavteg eig v Evpdmnnyv
dlknV €dooav, — ol HEV YAQ ATV KAKQG
anwAove’, ol & aioxpows éowbnoav, -
Kat teAevtvteg O AVTOIS TOLG PaciAeiog
KatayéAaotoL yeyovaoty.

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 181-182: Ymeo wv &&tov
00YiCeaBat kal oKoTEY OTWGS TV TE YeYe-
VIUéVwV diknv ANboueOa kat ta HéAdovta
d000waoodueda. Kai yoo aioxoov idia pev
ToiG fagPagols oikétals aélovv xonadai,
onuocia d¢ TOCOVTOVG TWV CUUUAXWV
TMEQLOQAV AVTOLG DOVAeVOVTAG, KAl TOUG
pev meot ta Towikda yevopévous HLag
Yuvaukog agmacfelone oVTwg  &mMavTag
ovvoQyloOnvat toig aduknBelow wote pn
TEOTEQOV TAVoACTOUL TOAEHODVTAS, TIOLY
TV TTOALV AVAOTATOV €TTOMOAV TOV TOAUN-
oavtog éEapagtety, [182] fjuag & 6Ang g
‘EAAGdOc UBolopévng undeplav moumoa-
oBat kownv Twolav, €0V MUV eLXNS
alla dampaéaadoat.

Isocr. Paneg. 186: ®rjunv d¢ kol pviuny kat
d0Eav MooV Ve Xt vouilewv 1) Covtag
€gev N} TedevTroavtag kataAeierv Tovg
€V TOIG TOLOVTOLS €QYOLS AQLOTELOAVTAG;
‘Omnov yap ot mpog AAEEavdoov ToAeun-
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oavteg Kol piav oA EAdvteg TolovTWV
ematvwv NEOnoav, moiwv Twvwv XM
TIEOOOOKAV EYKWLiwV TevEETOLTOVG OANG
e Aciac koatjoavtag; Tic yao 1 tov
TOLELV DUVAUEVV T TV A€Yely EmoTapé-
VWV oV movioel kal prAocodrioet BovAd-
pevog apa g 07 avtob davoiag kat g
€KelVV AQETNC HVNUELOV €IG ATAVTA TOV
X0OVOV KATAALTIELY;

VII. Pretty enthymemes based on antithesis, metaphor, liveliness and witty

expressions

Rhet.1410b27-35: katax pev ovv v dikvolay
TOU AeYOHEVOL TA TOLDTA €VDOKLIHUEL TV
EvOvunuatwy, kato 0 TV A&V TQ pév
OXNHATL, €V AVTIKEWUEVWS Aéyntat, olov
LKAl TNV Tolg AAAOLG KOLVTV €lQnvv
VOLLOVTWYV Toig aUTWV 1dioLg oAepoV”
dvtikertar  moOAepoc  elprjvr  toic O
ovopaowy, éav &xn pnetadoody, kat tadTny
Ut AAAOTOlY, XAAETIOV YXQ OLVIDELY,
T ETTOAALOV, OVDEV YOO TOLEL TTAOXELV.
ETL el OO OUUATWV TOLEL OQAV Y del [Ti]
mEATTOHEVA PAAAOV 1) péAAovTaL. [...]

1411a26-30: kati,,wote fonoartv EAA&GDA”,
KOl TOUTO TQOTIOV TV HETAPOQX KAl TTQO
opudTOV. Kal woreg Kndroodotog evAa-
PeioOat éxéAevev ur MOAAXS moujowov
TG oLVOEOUAS [ékkAnoiac]. kal TookQa-
NG MQEOG TOVG OUVTIQEXOVTAG €V TAlg
mAavyoeeowv. [...]

Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 73-74: AicO&vouaLydo o
draPaAroupevov OO TV ool pév GOovovv-
TV, Tag O¢ MOAELS Tag avTV elOopévwv
elg TaoXag kablotdval, kal Ty eignvnv
TNV TOlg &AAOLG KOLVI)V TIOAEUOV TOIG
avtwv Wiolg eivat  voulovtwy, ol
TAVTWV TOV AAAWV AUEAT)OAVTES TTeEQL NG
oN¢ duvApews Aéyovoy wg ovy UTEQ TNG
‘EAAG-00G AAA” €Tt vt v av&dvetal, kal
oL MOALV XdVov 1)on maowv fuiv EmiBov-
Aevelg, kal Adyw pév péAdeic Meoonviolg
ponOetv éav tax meol Pwkéag dlokrjong,
éoyw O Umo oavte moleioOat TTeAomov-
vnoov: OTtdEXoLaL D€ goL OeTTaAOL PEV Kl
Onpaiot kal mavteg ol g ApdikTvoviag
petéxovteg €tolpot ovvakoAovOetv, Ap-
Yelot d¢ kat Meoorjviot kat MeyaAomoAitat
Kal TV dAAwV oAAoL ovumoAepely Kol
TOLELV AVAOTATOUS Aakedatoviovg: fv d&
TAUTA TIRAENC, WS KAl TV AAAwV EAA Vv
oadiwe koatoELS.

Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 12-13: AAXN Spwe andoag
dyw Tavtag tag dvoyeoelag VmeQwV
oUtwg &mi yNows yéyova GrAotipog wot
NPovANONV dpa toic mEOg o0& Aeyouévolg
Kal Toig pet €uov dixtoipaaty vTodelEat
Kal momoat pavegov OTL TO HEV TAlg
TAVTYOQEDLY EVOXAELV KAL TTQOG ATAVTAG
Aéyewv TOUG OULVTQEEXOVTAG &V avTailg
TEOG oVdéva Aéyerv €oTiv, &AA” duoiwe ol
TOLOVTOL TWV AOYWV AKLOOL TUYXAVOLOLY
OvTeg 1Ol VOHOLS Kal Talg ToAltelas taig
VMO TWV 00PLOTOV YeEYQAHUEVALS, del D&
ToU¢ BovAouévoug ) patnv GAvagety,
AAAX TEOVQEYOL TL TOLELV KAl TOUG Olop-
£voug ayaBov TL KOOV eVQNIKEVAL TOVG HEV
aAdovg Eéav maviyveilety, avtovg O @V
elonyovvtat momoacai Tva moooTdTnyV
TV Kl AEYELV Kal TTQATTELWY
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1411b4-13: xai 10 Ppdvat TapakaAelv ToLG
KIVdUVOULS Toig KivdLvols Bondnoovrag,

TEO OHUATWV <kal> Hetadpopd. Kal
AvkoAéwv VUmEQ Xafoiov 000 TNV
ietnolav  aloxvvOévree  avtov, TV

elova TV XaAAKNV”* peTadooi YA €V T
TAEOVTL, AAA” 0UK &el, IAAX TTOO OU ATV
KLVOLVEVOVTOG YXQ AUTOD LikeTeVELT) ELKADV,
o ,Eéupouxov dn dapuxov”’, O LTOPVNUA
v NG TOAews EQYwv. KAl ,MAvTa
TQOTIOV LIKQOV PQOVELV UEAETWVTES” TO
Yoo peAetav abfewv Tt €oTiv. Kal Ot ,, TOV
vouv 0 Bedc dawc avipev év T Puxn”
apdw yoo dnAot Tt

1411b13-15: ,,00 yaQ dwaAvoueda Tovg
moAépuovg GAA’ avapailopeda” dudw
Y&o €0ty HéAAOVTa, KAl 1) AVaPoAT) Kol 1)
ToLV TN €OV

1411b16-21: kai T0 T oLVONKAG Gavat
TEOMALOV EIVALTIOAD KAAALOV TV €V TOLG
TOAEOLG YIVOUEVWV' TA PEV YAQ UTeQ
HIKQ@WV KAl HLag tuxng, avtal & vmeg
MAVTOG TOU MOAEHOV" AUdw YOQ ViKNG
onuelx. kat Ot at méOAeg @ PoOyw TV
avOpd TV peydAag evBLVAC DGOV 1)
Yoo evOvva BAGPN Tic dikaia EoTiv.

1411b24-28: Aéyw 01 TMEO OUUATWY TAVTA
ToLelv 60at EVEQYOLVTA ONpaivel, olov TOV
dyabov avdoa Ppdval eival TETEAYwvVoV
petadood, (Apdpw yoo téAewr), &AA” ob
onuaivel évégyelav: aAAX 1o ,,&vBovoav
€X0oVTOG TNV AKunVv” évégyelx,

duvapévwy Kal doav HeyAANV €xoOvtwy,
elrep péAAovol tveg mpooéfev avTolg TovV
VOUV.

Isocr. Paneg. 151: Ot & év talg peylotaig
doEalc Ovteg avTWV OHAA@S pEV 0VdE
KOLVQWE 0VdE TOALTIKQWE ovdemwmnoT EfBiw-
oav, ATovTa d¢ TOV XOOVOV dlAYovoLv &ig
HEV toug VPllovTeg, Tolc d& dovAgVOVTEG,
WS av avBowmotl HAAoTa tag Pvoels da-
$Oapetev, xal T pEV owpata dx ToLG
TAOVTOVS TQUPWVTES, TAG dE PLXAGS dLX TAG
HOVaQOXIAG TATELVAG KAl TEQEELS EXOVTEG,
éEetalopevol mEOC avTolg Tolg PactAelolg
Kal TQOKAALVOOUHEVOL KOl TAVTA TQOTOV
HKQOV (GQOVELV peAeT@VTEG, OVNTOV pEV
Avdoa TEOOKLVOLVTEG Kal dalpova mEoo-
ayoQevovteg, Twv 0¢ Bewv pHaAdov 1) v
&vOQWTWV OALYwQOUVTEG.

Isocr. Paneg. 172: OV unv &AA” 60w pukQo-
PLUXOTEQOL TUYXAVOLOLY OVTEG Ol TMQOEOTW-
TeC MUV, TOOOUTEW TOUC &AAOVLG €QQwe-
veoTéows del OKOTEWY, OTWS AMAAAaYN-
ooueba g mapgovong €xOoas. NUv pév
Y& pAaTnV oovpeda Tag el TS el vng
ovvOnKaGc ov yaE diaAvoueOa tovg moAE-
Hovg, GAA” avaPaAAopeOa kai meQupévo-
Hev TOUGC KAQOUS €V 0lg AVIKETTOV TL KAKOV
GAANAoLG éoyaoaoBat duvnoodueOa.

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 180: Kai tavtag muag
Nvaykaoev €v omAaig ABivalc avayoi-
Pavtag €v Tolg KoWolg TV Llegv katabel-
vat, MOAV KAAALOV TQOTIALOV TWV €V TAlG
HAXALG YIYVOUEVWV TA HEV YAQ UTEQ
HkQwv €QYwv Kal ULAG TUXNG €0Tiv,
avtal O UMEQ AMAVTOG TOU TMOAEUOL Kol
Kka®” 6Ang ¢ EAAGdOC éotrkaoy.

cf. Isocr. Philipp. 10-11: Ta0tx d¢ duxvonOeig
Kat voptoag ovdémot’ av ebpeOnNvat kaAAiw
TaVTNG LTTOOETLY OVOE KOLVOTEQAY 0VDE

HAAAOV &maow MUy ovpdégovoay, Emro-
Onv maAw yodat mepl avTNG, OVK AYVOWV
0LOEV TV TEQL EHALTOV, AAA” eldwe pév
TOV AGYOV TOLTOV 0V NG NALKIAG THS EUNG
deduevov AAN avdeog avBovoav  Thv
axunyv £€ovtog Kai TV QOO TOAD TV
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1411b28-32: kat 10 ,0¢ & waomneQ ddetov”
[éAevOegov] évéoyewr, kal <tovvtevOev
ovv> ‘EAANveg déavtec mooiv: 1o alavteg
evégyela Kal HeTadooa: TaxL Yoo Aéyet

aAwv dadégovtog, [11] opwv O 6Tt xaAe-
mov €0tV meEQL TV avtny moBeotv dvo
AOYOUS AVEKTWC ELTEV, AAAWG TE KAV O
mEOTEQOV €KdOOELG OVTWS 1) YEYOXUUEVOS
WOTe Kal TOUG PAOKAVOVTAG T)UAS HULLLEL-
oBat kat Bavualewv avTOV pHAAAOV TV
ka®” VTTEQPBOATV ETatvovVTWV.

Isocr. Philipp. 127: A xai ool vopilw
oVUDEQELY OUTWE AVAVOQWS DIAKEHEVWY
TV AAAWV TIQOOTAVAL TOU TOAEUOL TOD
mEog éketvov. ITpoorkel d¢ Tolg pev dAAoLg
toic ad’ HoarAéovg meduroot kal toig év
TOALTEIX Kal VOUOLIS évdedepévolg Ekelvny
TV TTOALV OTEQYELV €V 1) TUYXAVOUTL KATOL-
KOUVTEG, 0¢ O’ WOTEQ ADETOV YeYEVTLUEVOV
anacav v EAAGda matoda vouilely,
WOoTEQ O Yevvroac VHAGC, Kal KIVOUVEVELY
UTEQ avTG oOpolwg, @omeQ VMEQ @V
HAaA Lot oTtoLdALELS.

1412b4-11: oUtw d¢ kal T &oTelx, OOV TO
davat ABnvatolg v ¢ BaAatng agxnv
U1 aoxmV elvat tov kakwv: ovacat yao.
1) Wwomep TookEATng TNV AQXNV TN MOAEL
AOXTV EIVAL TWV KAKWV. AUPOTEQWS YAQ
0 ovk av NN TIc €oetlv, TouT elpnTat, Katl
€yvaoOn 0tL AAN0Ec T6 Te Yo TNV ApXnV
davat aoxnv etvat ovOev codov, AAA” oy
oUtw Aéyet AN &AAwG, kat aoxrv ovx O
elmev anodpnow, aAA” dAAwG.

Cf. Isocr. De pace 101: Xor| d¢ tag aitiag
ETEQELV OV TOLG KAKOLG TOIG ETULYLYVOUE-
VOIS, AAAX TOIC TOWTOLS TWV AHAQTUATWY
€& v EmL TV teAgvTnV TAOTV KATn-
véxOnoav. Qote moAL av tic aAnBéotepa
Tuyxavot Aéywv, el dain tote TV &QXNV
avtoig yeyevnoOal twv ovpudoowv, dte
TNV AEX1V N6 Oadattne mageAdupavov:
EKTVTO YaQ dVOVaULY oVLdEV ouolav Tn
TEOTEQOV LTTAQXOVOT).

Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 60-61: meio0évtec yao
O aTOL TG kata O&Aattav duvvapews
erubvunoat, kat Vv kata yYnv nyepoviav
anwAeoav, [61] dot’ el ¢ dain téte THV
&oX1MV avtoig YiyveoOal Twv magdvtwyv
Kakwv OTe TNV &QxNVv TtNe Oaldttng
éAaupavov, ovk av éfeAeyxOeln Pevdo-
pevog.
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VIII. Methods of composing epideictic proems: initial digression and psogos

1414b19-35: To pév oOvV TQEOOIUIOV €0TLV
aoxn Aoyov, 6meQ €v moujoel EOAOYOg
Kal €v avANoeL MEOAVAIOV' TAVTA YOQ
aoxal tavt eloi, kal olov 6doToMOIS TG
ETUOVTL TO HEV OVV TOOAVALOV OLOLOV T
TV EMOEIKTIKOV TIQOOLWiW Kal yaQ ol
avAnTal, 6 LAy €0 EXwoty avANoAL TOUTO
TEOAVANOAVTES cLVAPAV TG €VDOOilw,
Kat €v Tolg €mdeTIKOIG A0YOoLS del oUTwg
Yoadewv, 6 T [yag] av BovAntat evOv
elmovta  évdovvatr kat ovvadat, OmeQ
TAVTEG TIOLOVOLY. TMOAQADELYUA TO TNG
Tookpatovg ‘EAévng moooipov: ovBev
YO0Q KOLVOV DTAQXEL TOIG €QLOTLKOILG Kol
EAév). ApodE kal éav éxtomiorn), AoUOTTEL,
Kkat pn 6Aov 1OV AGyov Ouoedn eival
Aéyetal d¢ T TOV EMDEKTIKWV TQOOLHLX
¢€ ématvov 1) Poyov (oiov I'ogyiag pév év
@ OAvumik@ Adyw ,0md moAA@v &&lot
Oavualeodat, @ &vdoes EAANves” émavel
YOO TOUG TAG TAVYVQELS TLVAYOVTAC
Tookpatng ¢ Péyet OTL TAG HEV TWV
OCWHATWY AQETAG OwEENIS ETIUNOAV,
tolg O’ &0 ¢oovovowv ovBev AaBAov
énoinoav),

1414b35-1415al: kai A&mO  OLUPOVANG
(oiov 0Tt del tovG ayaBovg TuAv, dLo
Kal avTog AQLoTeidnv €mawvel, 1| TOUG
TOLOVUTOUG Ol PUNTE EVOOKIUOVOLV UNTE
davAot, AL’ 600t ayaboi 6vteg adnAot,
womneg AAéEavdgog o Tlgiapov: ovtog
Y& ovupovAever)

Cf. Isocr. Helen 1-15 (too long to be quoted
here)

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 1-2: TToAAdkic é0avuaoa
TOV TAC TAVNYVRELS OLVAYaYOVTWY KAl
TOUG YUHVIKOUG AYWVASG KATAOTNOAVIWY,
OTL TAG PEV TWV CWHATWY eDTLVXIAG OUTW
peydAwv dweewv néiwoav, toig O’ UmEQ
TV KOLV@V Dl MOV oaot Kal Tag aUTwV
Puxag oUTw MAQACKEVACAOLY WOTE KAl
ToUg &AAoUg whedelv dvvaaBat, tovtolg
O’ ovdepiav TIUNV ATEVELHAY, OV EIKOG TV
avTovg pHaAAov momoacOat edvolav:

[°]
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IX. Employment of accusation in deliberative discourse and using witnesses

in praise

1418a21-32: 10 d& dNUNYOQELV XAAETWTEQOV
ToU dwkaleoBal, elkOTwWg [...] Kal ovk €xel
MOAAGG dlatOIBAS, olov TOS AVTdKOV
N meol avtovy, 1) MabnTKov moLely, &AA’
Kot TAvTwy, €av ur EELoTi. del ovv
QATIOQOVVTA TOVTO ToLelv OmeQ oi ABrvnot
onroes motovot kai Tookeatne kai yoo
oVHPBOVAEVWY KATNYOQEL oiov Aakedal-
HOViwV PEV &V TQ MAVIYVOIKQ,

1418a32-33: Xa@ntog 8’ &v T CUUHAXIKQ.

1418a33-36: v d¢ toig ¢mideIKkTIKOIG Ol
TOV AOYOV €MeLgodIovV Enaivolg, oiov
‘TookQATNG ToLEL * Ael YAQ TIVA ELOAYEL
kat 6 éAeyev Fogyiag, 0Tt ov) moAeimet
avtov 6 Adyog, Tavto éotwv [...]

Cf. Isocr. Paneg. 110-114 (too long to be
quoted here)

Cf. Isocr. De pace. 27: Avaykn d¢ tov €Ew
TV elOLOUEV@V ETILXELQODVTX DNLUITYOQELY
KAl TG VUETEQAS YVWOUAS PeTaaThoal Bov-
Adpevov MoOAA@V moayudtwv apacBat kai
dlx HaQOTéQWYV TOLS Adyovg momjoacOat,
KAl T QEV Avapvnoal Twv 0& KAt yooQr)-
oat, T O émouvéoal, meQL d¢ TV ouuBov-
Agvoar HOALS YXQ &v T VUAG €€ anavtwv
TovTV €Tl TO BéATIOV doovhoat duvnOein
QO Y XY ELV.

Cf. Isocr. Hel. 22-38 (laus Thesei); Busiris 12-
29 (laus Aegyptiorum); Panath. 72-84 (laus
Agamemnonis)

X. Indirect self-characterization (self-defence or self-praise) through the

words of another person

1418b23-39: meQl HEV 0DV MIOTEWV TALTA.
eig d¢ to 100¢, émedn) &via meQL aUTOD
Aéyewv 1] émidpBovov 1) pakgoloyiav
1 avtiloyiav E€xe,, kal megl &AAov 1y
Aodooiav 1) Aygowkiav, Eregov xom
Aéyovta motetv, 6neg TookpAatng motet év
T PAinne kai év T Avtidooel, Kal wg
Apxidoxoc Péyer [...]

Oel d¢ kal petaBaidey T
evhvunuata kal yvouag molelv Eviote,
olov ,x0om 0¢ Tag diaAAaydg MoLElV TOLG
VOUV £XOVTAG EDTUXOVVTAG OUTW YAQ AV
péylota mAgovekToiev,” €VOLUNUATIKGWG
d¢ el yop del, 0tav wheAlpdTaTal o
Kal  mAgovekTkWTATAl Al  kataAdayal,
tote  KataAdatteoOal, evTUYODVTAG el
KataAAatteoOal”

Cf. Isocr. Philipp. 4-7
Cf. Isocr. Antid. 132-139; 141-149

Cf. Isocr., Archidamas, 50: Xor] d¢ ToUG pév
el mEAaTTOVTAG TNG £lENVNG EmBupeiv: —
&V TavTr) YOQ T KATAOTACEL MAELGTOV
A&v TG XQOVoV T magdvTa diapvAaletev
- ToUg d¢ dLOTLXOLVTAGC TG TOAEHUW
TIQOCEXELY TOV VOUV" — €K YAQ TNG TAQAXNS
Kat TG kavoveylag 0attov av HetaBoAng
TOXOLEV
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NUORODOS [ ISOKRATA ARISTOTELIO RETORIKOS MENE

Tomas Veteikis
Santrauka

Straipsnyje nagrinéjamos nuorodos i Isokrata Aristo-
telio Retorikoje kaip vienas i§ jo pazifiry refleksijos
akademiky ir peripatetiky retorinés tradicijoje Sal-
tiniy. Nors Isokrato citatos bei jo kalby parafrazé-
mis iliustruotos retorinés priemonés jau seniai buvo
apzvelgtos ne vieno mokslininko, vis délto ligi Siol
néra aiskaus ir sistemingo ju tyrimo. Dalis moksli-
ninky gilinosi tik i citaty Aristotelio tekste identifika-
vimg ir kodifikavima, dalis lygino tam tikras abiejy
autoriy vartotas savokas (pvz., metafora, entimema,
topas), i§skirdami juy reikSminius skirtumus, dar kiti
gretino juy pedagoging veikla, izvelgdami tarpusavio
konkurencija ir edukaciniy tiksly skirtuma. Nepai-
sant to, Isokrato nuorody reik§mé Aristotelio rasty
korpuse vis dar néra aiskiai nustatyta. Siuo straipsniu
siekiama aptarti pagrindinius Isokrato retoriniy prie-
moniy ir jo kalby citavimo atvejus Aristotelio Reto-
rikoje bei suvesti juos { tam tikra prading sistema,
kurios pagrindu biity galima atlikti gilesnius Isokrato
recepcijos Aristotelio ir peripatetiky retorikos moks-
lo tradicijoje tyrimus. Straipsnyje aprasoma deSimt
svarbesniy Isokrato nuorody pasirodymo Stagiriecio
veikale atveju, i§ kuriy kiekvienas reprezentuojamas
skirtingo kieko ir kokybés citatomis, parafrazémis ar
uzuominomis, kreipiamas démesys | citavimo tiks-
luma, nuorodos eksplikatyvuma, Isokrato stiliaus ir
loginiy metody vertinima. Kad analizé biity trumpes-
né, citatos ir nuorodos grupuojamos teminiu princi-
pu, iSskiriant salygines Aristotelio veikalo struktari-
nes dalis pagal vélesnés retorikos teorijos tradicijos
suformuluotas retorinés veiklos sritis (heuresis, le-
xis, taxis) ir kiekvienoje i§ jy aptariant pavienes bei
grupines citatas. Grupinés citatos traktuojamos kaip
viena didelé nuoroda (Sitaip aptartos dvi pirmos
nuorodos i§ heuresis, antroji ir treCioji grupé citaty
i8 lexis ir praktiskai visos nuorodos i$ faxis srities).
Analizés metu pastebéta, kad dauguma Isokrato kal-
by pavyzdziy Aristotelio Retorikoje paimta i§ popu-
liariausiy kalby, susijusiy su politikos, visuomenés
santykiy, moralés ir ugdymo klausimais. Tai galéjo
turéti jtakos Aristotelio ypatingam susidoméjimui
retorikos deliberatyviuoju aspektu bei jo idéjai apie
retorika kaip pilieting veikla.
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I§ pateiktos analizés galima i$vesti salygini sche-
minj ir sisteminj paveiksla. Visos nesusietos nuoro-
dos, paimtos | glaudesng greta, sudaro nedidelj rin-
kinj (tartum simboling ,,bendruomeng* organiskoje
teksto visumoje) i$ mazdaug 40 komponenty (nariy),
siejamy trijy bendry désniy, atitinkanciy tria officia
oratoris (heuresis, lexis, taxis). Kiekvieno désnio
siejamy nuorody ar citaty grupiy skaicius skirtingas:
heuresis srityje yra keturi nedideli nariai (Isokrato
citatos kaip bendro désnio aspekto pavyzdziai), lexis
ir taxis srityse po tris skirtingo dydzio narius, i$ ku-
riy didziausi yra lexis sferos nariai (¢ia randame 20
nuorody i Isokrata). Tai liudija fakta, kad stilistinis
Isokrato retorikos aspektas paliko bene ryskiausia
pédsaka Aristotelio teorijoje. Vis délto ir déme-
sys Isokrato kalbose pastebimoms teminéms bei
kompozicinéms variacijoms reikSmingai praplecia
Stagiriecio retorikos kaip dialektikos ,,antrininkés*
koncepcija.

Aristotelio eksplicitinés pastabos apie Isokrata
paprastai esti teigiamos, o priekaistai arba neesmi-
niai, arba nepersonalizuoti. Tai rodo ir auksta ben-
dravimo kultiira, ir tam tikra pagarba buvusiam mo-
kytojui. Siuo pozifiriu Isokratas uzima pakankamai
reikSminga vieta tarp kity Aristotelio veikale mini-
my retorikos mokytojy.

Tai, kad Isokrato veikaly citatos yra skirtingo
tikslumo (i§ 26 citaty — tiek jy yra tarp visy minéty
40 nuorody — su mums islikusiais Isokrato tekstais
tiksliai sutampa tik 8), paremia tyréjy skelbta hipote-
zg, kad Aristotelis paprastai citavo i$ atminties. Ta-
¢iau per daug stipru yra tvirtinti, kad jis nesinaudojo
jokiu raSytiniu teismo ar tautos susirinkimo kalbos
tekstu. Bent viena, nors netiksli, nuoroda i Isokrato
teisming kalbg ir pats faktas apie Aristotelio biblio-
tekos egzistavima tam subtiliai prieStarauja. Todél
atsargiau yra teigti, kad Aristotelis ir jo mokiniai, ku-
rie uzra$é jo paskaitas, nebuvo pedantiskai kruops-
tis arba neturéjo motyvo sutikrinti visas citatas su
ju originalais. Kita vertus, Aristotelio preferencija
parafrazéms arba supaprastintam, sutrumpintam, o
ne tiksliam citavimui galima aiskinti jo pasakojimo
pragmatiskumu ir taupumu, koncentracija i teorinius
principus (dalyky esmg), orientacija | pagrinding sti-
listing dorybg — aiskuma.
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