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Abstract

This article, based on the paper presented
at the ISHR 2013 Conference (July 24-27,
2013, Chicago), reconsiders the rhetorical
image of Isocrates, preserved in his lite-
rary works and especially in three of the
most prominent speeches, Panegyricus,
Antidosis, and Panathenaicus, discusses
certain controversies and difficulties of de-
termining his public character and his at-
titude towards the audience and, basing on
both empirically gathered data (references
found in Isocrates’ writings) and on the
theoretical basement provided by the con-
sideration of the classical rhetoric tradition
and the modern communication science
approach, reviews the main aspects of the
speaker’s self-presentational tactics as seen
in his self-reflexive statements (found in
the mentioned speeches), the examination
of which could lead to a better comprehen-
sion of the otherwise obscure picture of this
influential Athenian rhetorician.

Preliminary remarks on problems
and tasks

In his discourses aimed at public reading,
Isocrates created a certain picture of his lit-

erary or rhetorical “self”. Such concept is
only fractionally mentioned in ancient rhe-
torical treatises (among others in Aristo-
telian theory of 100g of speaker, audience
and occasion)!, but it is perhaps inherent in
the long tradition of character-composition
(MBomotia) implicitly present both in oral
speech-making practice and early written
forensic discourses. The concept of the
orator’s activity, consisting of the display-
ing his own character and commending his

I E.g., in Aristotle’s Rhetoric 3.7 = 1408a10-b20
concerning the appropriateness (npénov) of style. This
discussion includes observations about the manner
the orator presents himself to the audience, which we
could summarize as appovia &v Ady®, mabet, H0et, Kol
evkaupia. James Fredal in his article on Demosthenes’
technique of character presentation (“The Language of
Delivery and the Presentation of Character: Rhetorical
Action in Demosthenes* against Meidias”, Rhetoric Re-
view, 20, No. 3/4 (Autumn), 2001, pp. 251-267) con-
vincingly showed that by the 4th century BC the Greek
oratory had been employing in speeches three strategies
as described in Aristotelian theory of §0o¢ (by referring
to this article I, nevertheless, change the references to
the Aristotle’s text and include a parallel standard num-
bering of Immanuel Bekker’s edition; for this purpose,
I used the German edition by Adolphus Roemer, Aristo-
telis Ars Rhetorica. [...] Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1914):
construction of speaker’s own éthos (Rhet. 2.1.4-6 =
1377b29-1378a16), adaption of his speech to the ethos
of the audience (Rhet. 2.12.1-17.6 = 1388b30-1391b7)
and construction of a more specific éthos appropriate to
the occasion (Rhet. 3.7.6—-10 = 1408a25-b20).



good qualities (not just merely exhibiting
his rhetorical skills), was associated with
the realm of words and expressions de-
noting demonstration and exhibition (e.g.
Emideitig, 06&a 1o Aéyovtog, Epeoavilery,

oantov  Emdewvoval,  @aivesbor  or

arogaively éavtdv)?. Nowadays, the same
concept is an attractive topic for interdis-
ciplinary research within communication
studies (matching the subjects of rhetoric,
literary theory, ethics, and psychology).
In the course of these studies, various
new concepts and terms dealing with the
speaker—audience interaction and various
constituents of rhetorical communication
(such as rhetorical image, self-presen-
tation, impression management, strate-
gies of intimidation, ingratiation or self-
handicapping)’® have been coined or ac-

2 Beside the already mentioned Aristotelean theo-
ry which contains the concept expressed in the words
,TO OV Tva. aivesBor tov Aéyovta (Arist. Rhet.
2.1.3 = 1377b26-27; 2.1.4 = 1377b29; cf. 1366al0),
the significant example could be drawn from the ins-
truction present in the 4th-century BC manual of rhe-
toric by Anaximenes, Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (14.8.
= 1431b10-14), containg the majority of these key
words (marked here in bold): ,;H pév odv 86Ea Ttod
AEyovTog £oTt TO TV anTod Sdvolav Epeavilev kato
TOV TPayHdTmv. del &’ EUTEPOV ATOQUIVELY GENVTOV
nepl OV av Aéyne, Kol Emdekvival, (g cupEEpEL Got
TaAN0f Aéyew mept TovT®V, TOV 8’ AvTtiéyovta pdioTo
dewcvovon undepiav gumepiav Eyovta OV Evavtiov mepi
OV amogaivetar {Tv te 36&av dpoing} . The source of
the quotation is Anaximenis Ars Rhetorica Quae Vulgo
Fertur Aristotelis Ad Alexandrum, ed. Manfred Fuhr-
mann, Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1966. All the highligh-
tings of the words occurring in this and other passages
of this article are mine.

3 Impression management is a term associated
with sociology and social psychology, meaning a go-
al-directed process in which people, by controlling
information in social interaction, attempt to affect the
perceptions of other people about a person, object or
event (cf. Barry R.Schlenker, Impression Management:
The Self-concept, Social Identity, and Interpersonal Re-
lations, Monterey (California): Brooks/Cole, 1980, p.
x; Manfred Piwinger, Helmut Ebert, “Impression Ma-

quired new connotations*. Despite a some-
what loose relation among these concepts
and the traditional terminology of classical
rhetoric, certain attempts to match them
up have already been made. At least in
the case of the research on Isocrates, we
find the term ‘self-presentation’ frequently
employed’. Since, however, it is neither
firmly established nor strictly defined, but,
on the contrary, other synonyms (such as

nagement: Wie aus Niemand Jemand wird”, Bentele,
Guenther et al. (Ed.), Kommunikationsmanagement:
Strategien, Wissen, Losungen, hrsg. Giinter Bentele,
Manfred Piwinger, Gregor Schonborn, Neuwied/Krif-
tel: Hermann Luchterhand Verlag, 2001, pp. 1-2). It is
usually used synonymously with the term “self-presen-
tation” in which a person tries to protect self-image and/
or influence the perception of it (Sandy J. Wayne, Ro-
bert C. Liden, “Effects of Impression Management on
Performance Ratings: A Longitudinal Study”, The Aca-
demy of Management Journal, 38, No. 1 (Feb.), 1995, p.
232). The notion of impression management also refers
to practices in professional communication and public
relations where the term is used to describe the process
of formation of a public image of any organization or
company. In the theory of impression management, va-
rious strategical aspects have been distinguished, usu-
ally acquiring a dyadic structure, e. g., defensive strate-
gy (such as avoidance of threatening situations or means
of self-handicapping) and the assertive one (verbal idea-
lization of the self, the use of status symbols, and others)
(cf. Piwinger, Ebert, op. cit., p. 26).

4 In this respect, Joachim Knape’s study Modern
Rhetoric in Culture, Arts, and Media (transl. by Alan
L. Fortuna), Berlin/Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH,
2013 is worth a mention, especially the essay No. 3:
“The Modern Concepts of Image and Ethos as Found in
Aristotle” pp. 51-68, dealing with the ,rhetorical image*
of the orator and his ,expectations‘.

5 Cf. Yun Lee Too, The Rhetoric of Identity in
Isocrates: Text, Power, Pedagogy, Cambridge Classi-
cal Press, 1995, p. 75; Josiah Ober, “I, Socrates... The
Performative Audacity of Isocrates’ Antidosis”, in:
Isocrates and Civic Education, p. 42, n. 24; Stephen
Halliwell, “Philosophical Rhetoric or Rhetorical Phi-
losophy? The Strange Case of Isocrates”, The Rhetoric
Canon, ed. Brenda Deen Schildgen, Detroit: Wayne
State University Press, 1997, p. 109; Hakan Kan Tell,
Plato’s Counterfeit Sophists, Washington: Center for
Hellenic Sudies, 2011, p. 50.



self-characterization®, self-display’, self-
portraiture®, self-portrayal®, self-descrip-
tion!%, or self-depiction'!) are easily used,
the same terminological flexibility is pre-
ferable for me in this paper.

In his works, written during his teach-
ing career in Athens and his old years (ca.
392-338), Isocrates quite often speaks
of himself (or his rhetorical self) and ex-
presses his personal views on the rhetori-
cal education, claims his originality and
difference from other rhetoricians and
philosophers!2. On the other hand, in some
places (most notably in Phil. 81, Epist. 8.7,
and Panath. 9—10) he is unscrupulous to

6 Cf. Too, op. cit., p. 79, 86 (“self-characterisation
is analogous ... to the sort of ‘self-fashioning’ ... occur-
ring in Renaissance authors”) et alibi.

7 Cf. Takis Poulakos, David J. Depew, “Intro-
duction”, in: Isocrates and Civic Education, ed. Takis
Poulakos, David J. Depew, Austin: University of Texas
Press, 2004, p. 5-6; Niall Livingstone, A Commentary
on Isocrates’ Busiris (Mnemosyne. Supplementum
223), Leiden, Boston, KolIn: Brill, 2001, p. 185; Irmgard
Maénnlein-Robert,“The Meditations as a (Philosophical)
Autobiography” in: 4 Companion to Marcus Aurelius,
ed. Marcel van Ackeren, Oxford, Malden: Willey-
Blackwell, 2012, p. 365: “[...] autobiographic writing
(as in the Antidosis) for Isocrates is a vehicle of self-
knowledge and self-display together”.

8 Cf. Too, op. cit., p. 75

9 Cf. Too, op. cit., p. 117; Edward Schiappa, “Iso-
crates’ philosophia and contemporary pragmatism”,
Rhetoric, Sophistry, Pragmatism, ed. Steven Mailloux,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995, p. 36.

10 Cf. Ober, op. cit., p. 42, n. 18.

1 Cf. Too, op. cit., p. 84; Ekaterina V. Haskins, “Lo-
gos and Power in Sophistical and Isocratean Rhetoric”
in Isocrates and Civic Education (op. cit.), p. 90; eadem,
Logos and power in Isocrates and Aristotle, University
of South Carolina Press, 2004, p. 16.

12 Tsocrates depicts himself (or presents his rhe-
torical self) in most of his epideictic and political
discourses, but this is not the case with the six extant
forensic speeches; nevertheless, the activity of writing
court speeches was probably a good practice on how
to defend his own position and paint his own character
and reputation with bright colors (on the basis of the
examples of his clients’ ethopoeia).

mention his weakness of voice and timid-
ity to speak publicly (usually interpreted as
stage fright). This controversial rhetorical
image of creative and yet self-stigmatized
(Ieptophonic!? and glossophobic) speech-
writer, thanks to Roman and Byzantine bio-
graphers, has been preserved to our days. I
am not going to consider how much this
literary portrait (or rhetorical picture)!4 of
the rhetorician differs from the real person
(such a distinction is hardly possible in
the current state of our knowledge of the
life of “real” Isocrates), but it is interest-
ing to look deeper into the impression that
the orator (or the literary representative of
his person) creates of himself in his texts.
Due to the abundance of material and time
constraints, I will confine myself only
with three discourses, namely, Panegyri-
cus, Antidosis and Panathenaicus, linked
together by common political, rhetorical
and pedagogical topics, Athenocentric
Panhellenism, complexity of an imaginary
audience, the speaker’s patriotic, indepen-
dent (self-distancing), and self-reflexive
(containing commemoration of individual
qualities) posture.

The aim of this article, then, is to start
elucidating multiple aspects of Isocratean
self-display in these three speeches as cer-
tain conscious devices (with the possible
effect parallel to that of the captatio be-
nevolentiae technique, developed later by
Roman rhetoricians)'> and to share some

13 Or “microphonic” (cf. the term mikrophonia used
by Y. L. Too, op. cit., p. 78 and 85)

14 On which see the discussion in Too, op. cit.,
chapter 3.

15 The conceptualization of this technique, consist-
ing of a number of rules and recommendations for the
speaker to follow in the course of the whole speech and
especially in its initial part (Gr. Tpooipov, @poipov,
Lat. exordium) in order to manage the disposition of
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observations concerning their possible im-
pact on the audience and the author him-
self.

There is not much direct research on
Isocrates’ self-presentation, save for a few
paragraphs from Yun Lee Too books'®, and
a certain number of hints in other works are
taken into consideration (e.g., T. Poulakos,
D. Depew, N. Livingstone, E. Haskins)'”.
The present work is largely based on the
empirical analysis of Isocrates’ texts, the
results of which (i.e. the characteristics of
Isocrates’ self-display in a concise form)
are attached to this article among the add-
ed materials.

Meanwhile, what follows further on
is a review of the aspects of Isocrates’
self-presentation according to the newly-
created scheme (the principles of which
will be also indicated below), and it starts
from a brief survey of the rhetorician’s
public character and his attitude towards
the audience. Three sections devoted to
this issue roughly correspond to the three
important questions (derived from the first
reassessment of all the data gathered dur-

the audience dates back at least to the earliest extant
Greek manuals of rhetoric (Aristotle and Anaximenes),
but the standard texts for references on captatio be-
nevolentiae and its context (other requirements for the
effective beginning of the speech) remain the texts of
Latin rhetoricians such as Ps.-Ciceronian Rhetorica ad
Herennium (1.6—-11), Cicero’s De inventione (1.20-26),
and Quintilian’s Institutio oratoria (4.1.1-79). For the
modern synthetic treatment of the topic see inter alia
Heinrich Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rheto-
rik. Eine Grundlegung der Literaturwissenschaft (ed.
3), Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1990, pp. 150-163
(§263-288).

16 Cf. Too, op. cit.,, 1995, esp. chapters 3 and
4; eadem (Too), “Introduction”, 4 Commentary on
Isocrates’ Antidosis, ed. Y. L. Too, N. Y.: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2008, pp. 8—11 (chapter name “Self-Pre-
sentation”)

17 For the titles of their works, look in the above
footnotes.
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ing my study of the texts of Panegyricus,
Antidosis, and Panathenaicus), namely,
1) the difficulty of establishing the syn-
thetical identity of Isocrates’ (Isocratean
speaker’s) rhetorical personality due to
the precautions to be made in view of the
occasion-conditioned variations of the
general setting of each speech and the
writer’s/speaker’s position reliant on par-
ticularity time; 2) the contrastingness of
the speaker’s self-reflexion ranging from
low to high self-esteem; 3) the considera-
tion of the occasion-conditioned interplay
between the speaker and his audience.

Isocrates’ public character
(éthos of the speaker)

All three speeches chosen for the discus-
sion, written in different periods, mark
certain changes of Isocrates’ public cha-
racter'® and reputation. The general out-
line of the external factors which should
be considered when creating the syntethic
picture of the orator for ourselves could be
formulated in the following short but com-
posite description: The speaker/writer of
Panegyricus, Antidosis and Panathenaicus
e s in his 50ies, 80ies and 90ies, re-
spectively
o represents different stages of his
teaching carrier and reputation
e addresses the multifold Athenian
audience at different times and oc-
casions
e provides his listeners/readers with a
different level of self-esteem.

I8 This term here could be interchangeably used
with the terms like “Isocrates’ literary self-portrait”
or “Isocrates’ rhetorical self”, but has a slight shift of
meaning to the realm of publicity (vs. privacy) implied
by the titles of the speeches discussed.



Panegyricus, written by the 56-year-
old man, is like an advertisement of a
teacher’s and politician’s views promoting
his distinctive rhetorical style and thematic
preferences (8vdoé&a, i.e. “things held in es-
teem”, “deeds of high repute”, “honorable
things” rather than mapddo&a, “incredible

ERINRT3

things”, “things contrary to expectation”or
Gdo&a, “disreputable topics™)!?. In Terry
Papillon’s words, it “stands as the best ex-
ample of his ideas of political leadership
and his role as a teacher of such leaderhip.
But it also stands as the most prominent
example of the Isocratean smooth style20,
Antidosis, written by the 82-year-old rhe-
torician, captures the moment soon after
Isocrates’ school’s heyday, when the need
to defend his views against the common
prejudice and slanders by contemporary
professionals emerged. This work restates
and conceptualizes the main standpoints of
Isocrates views on education and Atheno-
centric politics. Panathenaicus composed
by a nonagenarian (97 years) reflects the
further step in the decline of Isocrates’ re-
putation and the end of the political domi-

19 Cf. Isocrates’ direct attack against various writers
on strange and absurd topics in Hel. 1:,,bm60eotv dromov
kol mwopadodov momodapevor” and his preference for
the “noblest kind of oratory” which deals with the
greatest affairs in Panegyricus 4: ,,mipokpivag To0TOVG
KoAMoTovg elvar @V Adymv, oftiveg mepl peyictov
tyybvovowy Gvteg”. On the difference between the
concepts of £&vdofov and mapadofov cf. Anaximenes
Rhet. Alex. 11, 1-2 = 1430b1-8.This argument could
be corroborated with the indirect evidence produced in
Aristotle’s Rhetoric, where, specifically in the passage
devoted to one of 28 topoi, the topos of authoritative
opinions (though not identified as &vdo&a), three refer-
ences to Isocratean works as significant illustrations of
this device are made (cf. Arist. Rhet. 1398b28—1399a6).

20 Terry L. Papillon, “Isocrates”, 4 Companion to
Greek Rhetoric, ed. by lan Worthington, Blackwell Pub-
lishing Ltd, 2007, p. 65.

nation of Athens?!. If we apply the Aristo-
telian scheme of the three-fold age division
(veodtng-axun-yipoc) of a character (Arist.
Rhet. 2.12-14 = 1388b30-1390b12) to the
author of these works, then Panegyricus
could be associated with a mature man in
the peak of his wisdom, while Antidosis
and Panathenaicus with an old man with
certain declining abilities. This must have
influenced the speaker’s self-presentatio-
nal tactics to a certain extent, and this factor
should not be ignored when dealing with
the rest of the aspects of Isocrates’ rhetori-
cal personality to which I now proceed.

First-sight picture of orator’s
image: between pride and humility

For a systematic picture of Isocrates’ char-
acter, one should look in his most autobi-
ographic-like works, Antidosis and Pana-
thenaicus, and see him depicting himself
as a lover of peaceful life and values of
Periclean Athens. In regard of limits of
time and space, the detailed characteristics
of his rhetorical image will be postponed
to some other occasion, while in the pre-
sent one I will deal only with one impor-
tant feature. Speeches of Isocrates express
a certain duality of the orator’s image: the
reader is informed both about his distrust
in his own performative qualities, on the
one hand, and a not unnoticeable com-
mendation of the speaker’s (narrator’s)
mental abilities, on the other. The bold
self-confidence of the speaker of Pan-
egyricus and his expression of hope for a
positive assessment by a group of intelli-

21 It stands in striking opposition to contemporary
anti-Macedonian aspirations pronounced by Demos-
thenes.
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gent listeners, reiterated in later discourses
with a constant reminder of his services
to Athenian public, gives the impression
of a boastful stance, while his elsewhere
declared self-image of a disabled speaker
(unable to perform speeches orally) has a
sign of a low self-esteem.

However, rhetorical art manages to
veil this dual image. The delicate and in-
ventive manner, in which orator praises
himself, has attracted Aristotle’s appro-
bation (Rhet. 3.17.16 = 1418b23-27):
Aristotle commends Isocrates’ technique
(such as present in his Ad Philippum and
Antidosis) of indirect self-praise in words
of another person; indirect portrayal of
the self would allow the speaker to escape
public’s envy or reproaches for a long
speech (poxporoyia) and thus to preserve
his good image. On the other hand, the
aspects of low self-esteem, present in all
three speeches in different proportion, do
not go further than the recognition of hu-
man weaknesses and mistakes, thus do not
reach the level of self-hatred (ucoavtia)
or self-loathing, the concept not unknown
in the time of Aristotle?2. Bearing in mind
that specific hints at Isocrates’ natural in-
firmities are not mentioned in Panegyricus
and occur merely in texts written in his old
age (the earliest of which dates back to 368
BC), in particular in private texts (chrono-

22 Cf. Arist. Nic. Eth. 1166b13-17: ,todoi
e ol poxOnpol ped’ GV GUVNUEPEVGOVGLY, £0VTOVG
0¢ @evyovoV' AvopUVIOKOVTOL YOp TOAMGY Kol
dvoyepdv, kol Todd* Etepa Ehmilovot, kab’ Eavtovg
Ovteg, ped’ étépov & dvieg émhavOivovtat. ovIEV
e QUNTOV EYOvVTeg 0VOEV QUMKOV TAGHOVGL TTPOg
£avtovg”. Cf. also commentary on Nicomachean Ethics
by 12th-century Byzantine philosopher Michael of
Ephesus where the term “pcavtia” is introduced, not
attested in Aristotle’s own writings: Michael Eph., In
ethica Nicomachea ix-x commentaria, 502: ,,00k0VV
aioypov Eotv 1 eukavtio, ARG Larlov 1 pcavtio .
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logically: Epist. 1, 9; 8, 7; Phil. 81; Pan-
ath. 9-10), we can infer that the apparent
shifting between pride and humility is not
so much a matter of instability of charac-
ter, but rather of changing tactics of one’s
literary self-presentation and impression
management. This insight urges caution in
dealing with Isocratean rhetorical image
and his speaker’s attitude towards the au-
dience (regarding them as a certain part of
fundamental strategy aimed at influencing
hearers and improving his own reputation).

Attitude towards audience
(ethos of the audience and audience
segregation)

The non-ephemeral performative situation
of Panegyricus, Antidosis and Panatenai-
cus®? — the nation’s celebratory meeting?*
or court hearing public case, ypaen?® — it-
self suggests that implied and intended
readers were not only the orator’s like-
minded. Isocrates explicitly shows the
mixed nature of his audience comprising
individuals with different expectations and
perception of the speaker, thus demand-
ing an appropriate prudence of the latter,
managing emotions and arguments. Ac-
cordingly, the speaker vividly exhibits
his own presence: commends himself or
makes excuses, expresses doubts or pref-
erences to the audience, but is cautious in
regard of ingratiation; he rather teaches
his hearers (and readers)*® and promotes

23 For more information about each of these dis-
courses, see the Appendix below.

24 Which is the setting of movnyvpikoi Adyor — Pan-
egyricus and Panathenaicus.

25 Antidosis belonged to the public cases and not to
the private ones (dikou).

26 On the contrast between giving advice and trying
to please the audience see the insightful comment by N.
Livingstone on Busiris (§3) (op. cit., pp. 101-102).



the ideal of good will, kot ebvoio (most
explicitly stated in Antid. 22-23)%. In all
three speeches he mentions the presence of
people who dislike him and mainly implies
the dyadic structure of the audience (the
elitist group of serious intelligent hearers
in opposition to the inimical part), as is
shown below (in the concluding scheme
of this section). Dual division is found in
Panegyricus 11-14 where Isocrates dis-
tances himself from the impatient narrow-
minded public ignorant of the differences
between the court speeches and political
discourses, but expresses his trust only in
attentive and educated hearers?8, and in
Panathenaicus where he speaks of the ma-
jority (oi moAloi) estimating him “in a con-
fused and altogether irrational manner?’
(Tapoy®d®S Kol TAVTATOCY GA0YIoTMS) —
praising (érotvodvteg) his discourses, but
hating him personally (@Oovodot) (Pan-
ath. 15). In Panathenaicus, he separates
admirers of the serious and the frivolous

27 Which is “desirable in an impartial jury” (Wil-
liam W. Fortenbaugh, “Quintilian 6.2.8-9: Ethos and
Pathos and the Ancient Tradition”, Peripatetic Rhetoric
after Aristotle, ed. W. W. Fortenbaugh, David C. Mir-
hady, New Brunswick (U.S. A.), London: Transaction
Publishers, 1994, p. 188). On the importance for Isocra-
tes of the concept of gbvota (as — inter alia — a political
instrument contrary to that of ¢6poc) and its relation to
the people’s judgment and orator’s striving for good re-
putation, see Jacqueline de Romilly, “Eunoia in Isocra-
tes or the Political Importance of Creating Good Will”,
The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 78 1958, pp. 92-101.

28 NB: in the end of the speech (Paneg. 188) he
makes another division of the audience into those who
are able to act and those who claim for ability to speak
well and urge the latter to follow his example of serious
speech.

29 The quotation is taken from G. Norlin’s transla-
tion. For this and other English quotations of Isocrates’
works, the edition of the series of Loeb Classical Li-
brary, Isocrates in Three volumes (Harvard University
Press and William Heinemann Ltd, 1961-1964, contain-
ing translations by George Norlin and Larue van Hook),
is the preferable choice in this paper.

speeches: the former are interested in civic
values and realities, and the latter prefer
political quarrels and paradoxical encomia
(Panath. 135-137). The audience of Anti-
dosis is most elaborately depicted. Beside
the fictional court members and accuser,
the speaker enumerates the recipients of his
discourses who ruined his reputation — slan-
derers and victims of their misinformation
(moAb dteyevopévoug), inimical sophists
and envious intelligent people (4-5)%, as
well as those who never provide any sign
of favor (Antid. 153—154)3! and “who are
unable to create or say anything of value”
(Tveg T®V €LPETV HEV OVOEV 0VO* eimelv
a&ov Aoyov duvapévev), but are good in
criticizing and prejudicing the works of
others (Antid. 62); on the other hand, he
associates himself only with the decent
(émewceic) and wise listeners (Antid. 149,
170)32.

Thus, the summary picture of the audi-
ence in the three discussed speeches could
be outlined in the following way:

Two-fold division of the audience (pre-
sent in all three speeches):

e the majority (ol moAAoi, T0 mATj00C)

30 “Misperceptions about the rhetorician’s character
and his work contributed to a false public opinion of him
(yevdi mept pov 86&av) and caused him to lose the his-
torical liturgy trial” (Too, 4 Commentary on Isocrates’
Antidosis, 2008, p. 93)

31 Cf. Antid. 168, where Isocrates singles out
two categories of citizens: ,,to0g &ibwopévovg dmoct
yohemaivew (“those who are churlish toward every-
one®) and ,,T®V GAL®V TOMTAY TOALOVS .

32 Stanley Wilcox in his article “Criticisms of
Isocrates and His @ilocogia” (Transactions and Pro-
ceedings of the American Philological Association,
74, 1943, pp. 113-133) identifies two groups of listen-
ers and readers ill-disposed against him in Antidosis —
“those who are deceived and prone to believe the worst
about him (4, 26, 28, 154); secondly, those who know
the truth but envy him, feel as the sophists do about him,
and rejoice to see the public deceived (4, 6, 142, 149,
153, 154)” (Wilcox, op. cit., p. 123).
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e serious (fair and intelligent) listen-
ers (émiekeis, vodv €xovteg)
Manifold division of the audience (im-
plicit in Antidosis):
e implied by occasion
— members of court (dikactai) [never
addressed in formal way]
— accuser (Katnyopog)
e implied from the context
— intolerant citizens got used to criti-
cizing others (4Antid. 62, 149, 168)
— slanderers (cuko@dvtar) and victims
of their misinformation (Antid. 4)
— envious private citizens (ididTon)
and sophists (Antid. 4)
listeners (ot AoyilecOou
duvapevol koi vodv &yovreg, cf. An-
tid. 149, émeweic, Antid. 170)
— Isocrates’ disciples
mnoldooavieg, cf. Antid. 44).
Such picture of a multiple and chiefly
hostile audience naturally creates an im-
pression of the unstable reputation and
psychological condition of the speaker
(attempt to transcend the psychological
barrier); on the other hand, such speaker’s
posture may be seen as a deliberate act, as
anticipatory vindication of the written dis-
course from criticisms (like granting im-
munity), or a certain maneuver of captatio

— serious

(ol

benevolentiae when claiming his specific
identity (self-fashioning, to use a modern
term)33: he strives to appear steady and de-

33 Cf. the adversative posture of Isocrates qualified
by Y. L. Too as “self-fashioning”, the term having been
used for the characterization of the process or art of cre-
ating oneself, constructing one’s identity in the age of
Renaissance (Too, 1995, 86-87). We should also keep
in mind that the behaviour of each person is conditio-
ned inter alia by the notion that he/she is watched and
estimated (evaluated) by someone other: “the principle
in Evaluation Apprehension Theory that a feeling of
being under evaluative observation is enough to affect
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voted to his views similarly to his elitist
audience.

Principles of the classification
of Isocrates’ self-presentation

Principles of the division of the aspects
of Isocrates’ self-presentation in this pa-
per are based on the presumed connection
between the speaker’s activities in regard
to the external targets (audience and the
subject matter of the speech) and internal
targets (his own personality, thoughts, be-
liefs). Rhetor’s activities are delineated in
the treatises of Isocrates’ younger contem-
poraries (Aristotle and Anaximenes), more
specifically in their division of the rhetori-
cal material.

Aristotle in his Rhetoric (1.3.2 =
1358a36-1358b8) enumerates three types
of rhetorical discourses according to three
types of audience; audience is the addres-
see of orator’s speech and the main con-
stituent of the triad: orator (messenger, ad-
dresser) — the subject of the speech (mes-
sage) — recipient of the speech (addressee).
Listeners are either ordinary spectators or
judges who deal with the past, or else jud-
ges who deal with the things to come. The
example of the judges who focus on the fu-
ture and imminent actions is found among
the members of the ansembly (ékkAnoia),
of those who focus on the past events —
among the dicasts, and the ordinary listen-
ers/spectators are those who pay attention
only to the evaluation of the skills (dVvoyig)
of the orator. From here, the ascription of

a person’s behaviour” (Sasan Zarghooni, “A Study of
Self-Presentation in Light of Facebook™, [Oslo:] Institu-
te of Psychology, University of Oslo, 2007, p. 9 (on-line
access:  http://zarghooni.files.wordpress.com/2011/09/
zarghooni-2007-selfpresentation_on_facebook.pdf).



the types of the audience to the particu-
lar types of rhetorical discourses follows:
the listeners of the political-deliberative
speeches are competent in judging the
upcoming realities, the listeners of court
speeches — in judging the facts of the past,
and the listeners of epideictic speeches are
ordinary spectators of the present qualities.
In regard to the orator’s attitude towards
the audience, Aristotle assigns a pair of op-
posite tasks to each type of the speech. The
primary task (and certain stylistic “orien-
tation”) of the speaker delivering the de-
liberative speech is either to exhort or to
dissuade (Rhet. 1.3.3. = 1358b8-10), the
court speaker’s task is either to accuse or
to defend (1358b10-12), and the task of
the deliverer of the epideictic speech is ei-
ther to praise or to blame (1358b12—13).
Anaximenes (or Ps.-Aristotle),
sentative of the older sophistical rhetoric,
enumerates three types (yévn) of political
discourses and seven forms (&i6n) as the
aspects of those three types (mpotpentikdv,

repre-

OTOTPENTIKOV, EYKOUOGTIKOV, YEKTIKOV,
KOTNYOPKOV, ATOAOYIKOV, EEETAGTIKOV)
(Rhet. Alex. 1.1.=1421b7-12).

Six Aristotelian forms (€i6n) were vir-
tually preserved (with certain modifica-
tions) in the subsequent Greek technical
rhetoric34, as, for example, the division
by Byzantine sophist Troilus?> shows (see

34 The six-partite system is provided by Diogenes
Laertius (3.93-94: ,,Tig pntopeiog €idn €otiv €& [...]tig
Gpa pnropeiog €0Ti TO HEV EYKOUIOV, TO O& YOYOS, TO
8¢ mpotpomn, TO O¢ AmoTpomn, TO 3¢ Katnyopio, TO OF
amoroyia).

35 Troilus Soph., Prolegomena in Hermoge-
nis artem rhetoricam (Rhetores Graeci, vol. 6, ed.
C. Walz), Stuttgart: Cotta, 1834, Repr. 1968. Troilus
made one specific addition in the section of deliberative
speeches: he inserted two parallel concepts — coppoin
and mapaivesig, which, in my opinion, slightly dif-

also the table in the end of this article). The
7th form, present in the Anaximenean divi-
sion (&€etacTikov €100¢)3°, has no attribu-
tion to any specific type of speeches, but
it features a universal applicability®’ and
perhaps means the predecisional phase of
deliberation. It might have a certain rela-
tion to the philosophical context and es-
pecially to the Socratic conception of the
human soul as a conscious self and, con-
sequently, of human life to be lived (and
actions to be performed) in constant ac-
cordance to the awareness of the one’s hu-
man condition contrasted to the bestial and
negligent living (e.g., the famous dictum
in Plato’s Apology of Socrates 38a5: ,,0 6¢
ave&étaotog Biog 00 Protog avOpmmo*).

fer from the concepts of exhortation and dissuasion;
this insertion remains obscure in this context. Cf.:
Lolpeitatr 68 10 dkavikov €ig 8v0, €ig Katnyopiov
Kol amoAoyiav, Opoimg kol TO GUUPOLAEVLTIKOV E€lg
600, €I TPOTPOTNV KOUL GTOTPOTI|V, €15 OLOVLLOV,
GUPBOVMIY Kol mopaivesty, TO 8¢ TOVNYLPIKOV E€lg
gykopov kol ywoyov (53). His division of rhetorical
activities is paralleled with analogous triadic subdivi-
sions of time, place, public persona, purpose, and soul,
cf. Troilus 53-54: ,yapaxtnpilovtor d¢ o Tpior €i6n
TODTO GO TPV TVOV* GTO TOTOV, IO TPOSMOTOL Kol
Ao téhovg” TOmOg Yap ToD SKavikod TO SIKAGTHPLOV
npdomnov ¢ O dukaotng, Téhog 8¢ TO dikatov: Kol TO
GUUBOVAEVLTIKOV €1G Tpias TOMOG TO GLHBOVAEVLTHPLOV,
npdéoonov O Povrevtig, T€Aog 8¢ O cvpeépov: [54]
700 8¢ Tavnyvupkod tOmog TO Oéatpov, TPOcOTOV O
TOVNYVPLGTIG, HTOL O GKPOUTNG, TELOG TO KUAOV" Tpia
8¢ glow €10n Ti|g pnTopikiic Emeldn Tpia eictv €16M Thg
Yoxig, Bopkov, Loykov, kai Emtbountikov, Kot @ pev
Oupk®d Avoloyel TO SKAVIKOV, T® 0& EmOLUNTIKD TO
TAVNYVPIKOV, T® & LoYIKD TO GLUPOVAELTIKOV .

36 Cf. Isocrates’ words in Antidosis (141): ,;Eneidn
YOP GIVEYKE TNV YPUPTV, EGKOTOVV TEPL AVTAOV TOVTOV
domep Gv UOV £kaoTog, Koi TOV TE Biov TOV Epavtod
Kol tag wpages éntalov Kol migictov ypovov mepl
T8¢ TolowTag SETpiPov, £’ aig dunv émonveicOoi pe
TPOGNKEWV".

37 Anaximenes Rhet. Alex. 37: ,,TO & éEetactikdOv
£100¢ o0TO pEV Ka®’ EavTd 00 TOAAAKIC cuvicToTal,
T0ig 8¢ GANOIG €ideot piyvutar Kol péAoTo mpog Tog
avtihoyiog xpNoov 6TV
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All these seven forms constitute the ba-
sis of my hypothetical (and tentative so far)
classification of the speaker’s self-presen-
tational aspects, which — in view of the
terminological and cognitive difficulties
of grasping the meaning of exact concepts
and their functions — has to be supported
by a number of substantial arguments. I
have only two arguments at the moment;
both are related to Isocrates’ practice. On
the one hand, he was well aware of the
different topics and arguments proper to
a particular situation and was practicing
both pure and mixed types of speeches. For
example, he criticized sophists for mixing
arguments of jocular and serious discour-
ses as well as the techniques of encomium
and forensic speeches, so in response to
Gorgias he wrote a model encomium of
Helen33, while in his composition Busiris,
directed against Polycrates of Athens, he
included both encomium and apology as
separate parts of the whole. He also made
distinction between topics of praise and
accusation (Busiris 4-6), between accusa-
tion and admonition (Panegyricus 130),
but he used praise and advice alternately
(cf. Arist. Rhet. 1.9.36 = 1368a1-8)3°. On
the other hand, in a number of paraenetic
works (such as 70 Demonicus or To Nico-
cles) we find Isocrates anticipating the idea
of ‘golden rule’*’, namely, instructing a
young man to take care of his own char-
acter basing on empathic attitude towards

38 See esp. Helen, § 7-14.

39 For the discussion concerning the identification
and illustration of this device, see my paper “References
to Isocrates in Aristotle’s Art of Rhetoric”, Literatiira 53
(3), 2011, p. 12 and 29.

40 Cf. Ad Dem. 14; Nic. 61; Ad Nic. 24, 38; Paneg
81.In G. Norlin’s words, “Isocrates anticipates the gold-
enrule” (Isocrates in Three Volumes...,vol.2,p. 11,n.c.
(comm. in Ad Dem. 14).
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others (treat others the same way you wish
to be treated by others). This implies that
the study of the soul and character was part
of his teaching*!.

Basing on these considerations, it is
possible to presume that the speaker who
presents himself to listeners or readers as a
target of the speech can engage in the same
actions directed to himself as to the other
targets of his speech*?. In other words, he
can apply all these seven forms to self-
description.

Having examined Isocrates’ discourses
by raising the question of how the spea-
ker depicts himself in the places where
he directly refers to himself, I attempted
to group the cases of self-presentation ac-
cording to these seven aspects (self-praise,
self-blame, self-defence, self-accusation,
self-incitement, self-dissuasion, and self-
advice), but some methodological difficul-
ties, such as how to distinguish between
pure accusation and dispraise, or how to de-
couple the self-incitement from the rhetori-
cal expression of hopes, doubts, promises,
have prevented me from accomplishing
this task to a comprehensive systematic
end (statistical data are not prepared to a
publishable standard, either) 3. Therefore,

41 For the more detailed survey of Isocratean meth-
ods of teaching, see R. Johnson, “Isocrates’ Methods of
Teaching”, The American Journal of Philology, 80, No.
1, 1959, pp. 25-36.

42 This idea could be supported by the consider-
ations expressed by Ekaterina V. Haskins (Logos and
power in Isocrates and Aristotle, pp. 106—-107) concern-
ing the “speaker’s mimeésis of the audience” which is
more congruent to Isocratean, rather than Aristotelian
conception of rhetorical education.

43 These data could only be mentioned in a rough
(as a sort of working hypothesis to be revised later)
here without pretense at completeness: 1 found eight
instances of self-praise or self-commendation, five of
self-defence, three of self-criticism (self-accusation or
self-blame) and one of self-deliberation/ self-counseling



I have simplified my task in the meanwhile
by choosing only four aspects to address
here: self-praise and self-defence remain
as they are, while self-accusation and self-
blame are merged into one unit of self-
blame, and the aspects of self-incitement,
self-dissuasion and self-guidance consti-
tute the field of the ‘self-advice’ or ‘self-
deliberation’ concept.

This system of self-presentational as-
pects is certainly by no means compre-
hensive, and the question of its relevance
is open to discussion and revision (e.g.,
with more emphasis on the modern mod-
els of the classification of rhetorical mate-
rial, such as those by James L. Kinneavy’s
A Theory of Discourse 1971, or Walter
Beale’s Pragmatic Theory of Rhetoric
1987).

A concise survey of the aspects
of self-presentation

All the three speeches can be characterized
by a great variety of self-display tactics,
but certain general patterns can already be
revealed. Here, a general sketch of these
tactics follows, and for a more detailed
synthesis one can consult the correspond-
ing section among the appended materials
(section B).

Considering the field of self-praise,
straightforward boasting is very rarely
found in the discourses selected for this
discussion, unless a few more direct ex-
pressions are extracted from the context

(self-prevention or self-dissuasion) in Panegyricus;
about 30 instances of self-defence, 22 of self-praise, 13
of self-criticism, about 15 of self-deliberation in Anti-
dosis; 22 instances of self-praise, 11 of self-defence,
11 of self-criticism, about 10 of self-deliberation in
Panathenaicus.

(example 1.1 in the section C of the bulk
of the references appended to this article).
The Isocratean self-praise is primarily
(and for the most part) indirect, although,
despite its latent manner, sometimes it has
a force of a rather bold boast, as, for in-
stance, a detailed analysis of the opening
of Panegyricus can show. The speaker of
this discourse implies himself to be among
“those who had toiled in private for the
public good and trained their own minds
so as to be able to help also their fellow-
men” (,, 101G ... VIEP TAOV KOOV idig
TOVI|000L KOl TOS OVTOV Yoyds ovtm
TAPOUOKEVACUCIY MOTE KAl TOVG dAlovg
®O@elelv dvvacsBar); he implies to be that
“single man who attained wisdom” (&vog
8’ avdpog €0 ppovijoavtog) able to give
benefit to those who are willing to share his
insight (Kowvoveiv tiig ékgivov dravoiac).
He is well disposed towards common cus-
tom, despite the latter being unfavourable
to him (or his apetn), and seeks not a mate-
rial reward for his activity but a good fame
or approbation for his speech (v 86&av
Vv an’ avtod Tod Loyov yevinoopévny);
he claims his competence (00K dyvo®v) in
knowing the context of the subject he is go-
ing to deal with and claims his superiority
(¢Amilov ... droicewv) over other men who
claimed for wisdom before him (moAAoi
TV TPOGTOMGUUEVOY EIVAL GOPIGTMV);
finally, he praises his own insight in choos-
ing the best kind of discourses (Tpokpivag
T00TOVG KOAAIGTOVG £ivan TGOV Adyov)
and points directly to Panegyricus as one
of them. Hence, we have a picture of a
man praising himself for being the wisest
among Hellenes and able to perform excel-
lent speech (cf. the 1st example in the table
of subsection 1.2 of the section C).
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Self-defence in the examined speeches
can be analysed according to one of the
modern frameworks of apologia, stem-
ming from the Robert Abelson’s theory of
belief-dilemma resolution*. If we choose
the influential framework of Ware and
Linkugel (1973)%, it is not hard to find that
all the four self-defence tactics described
in their paper (denial, bolstering, differen-
tiation, transcendence) are present in Anti-
dosis (as examples in the whole subsection
2 of the section C in the Appendix show).
Thus, for instance, when Isocrates says
“no citizen has ever been harmed either by
my ‘cleverness’ or by my writings” (4ntid.
33), his tactics reminds a direct denial (“I
didn’t do it”), although not without a shade
of indirectness (the shift is made from the
conscious act of a person to his works
and the effects of his actions). When the
speaker of Antidosis expresses his accept-
ance of penalty in case it is proved that his
disciples became base people (4ntid. 99),
he uses the strategy of bolstering, or miti-
gation of the negative effects and strength-
ening the positive image of himself. When
in Antid. 40 he explicitly states: “So, from
what my accuser has himself said, it is
easy for you to conclude that I have noth-
ing to do with litigation”, he explicitly dis-
tances himself from the charge of gaining
profit from teaching litigation, and this is

44 “Modes of Resolution of Belief Dilemmas”,
Journal of Conflict Resolution 3, 1959, 343-352.

45 Bonnie L. Ware, Wil A. Linkugel, “They spoke in
defense of themselves: On the generic criticism of apo-
logia”, Quarterly Journal of Speech, 59 (Issue 3), 1973,
273-283. This framework has a number of successive
theoretical revisions and more elaborated modifications,
of which one of the most recent is that of Edwin L.
Battistella in his book Sorry About That: The Language
of Public Apology, Oxford [et al.]: Oxford University
Press, 2014.
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an example of the tactics of differentiation.
Finally, when Isocrates defends his repu-
tation and explains his competence as the
adviser of Timotheus and tries to minimize
the ill fame of the latter by the reference
to the general idea of the infirmity of hu-
man nature (4ntid. 130), the tactics of tran-
scendence or a broader contextualization
could be recognized?*°.

An even greater subtlety might be at-
tained in this discussion of the self-defen-
sive postures and tactics, if a more in-depth
analysis is made, but the limitations of the
materials gathered for the current moment
prevent me from discussing the other mo-
dels of apologia (such as Halford Ryan’s*,
Sharon Downey’s*®, William Benoit’s*,
etc.). Meanwhile, when limiting myself to
the Ware and Linkugel’s scheme, it seems
very probable that the aspect of bolster-
ing (or self-enhancement) is a predomi-
nant one (see examples under subsection
2.2 of the section C in the Appendix be-
low) and it has a very tight connection to
self-praise (commending himself as posi-
tive and good person). This interlacement
(or “symbiosis”) of self-praise and self-
defence is also present in Panathenaicus
where new slanders against Isocrates (con-
cerning his haughty character and hyper-
critical attitude towards admirers of poet-

46 More examples of self-defensive tactics possibly
(but by no way definitely and undoubtedly) congruent
with the tetradic scheme are presented in the Appendix
below.

47 Halford Ross Ryan, “Kategoria and Apologia:
On Their Rhetorical Criticism as a Speech Set”, Quar-
terly Journal of Speech, 68, 1982, 254-261.

48 Sharon D. Downey, “The Evolution of the Rhe-
torical Genre of Apologia”, Western Journal of Commu-
nication, 57, 1, 1993, 42—64.

49 William L. Benoit, Accounts, excuses and apolo-
gies: A theory of image restoration strategies. Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1995.



ry) are to be resolved™. Self-blame is not
clearly expressed and in most cases could
be possibly confined to the tactics aimed at
neutralization of self-praise (see example
3 of the section C in the Appendix). Other
postures or stances of the orator (such as
self-encouragement, self-correction, ex-
pressing doubts, hopes or providing him-
self and others with advice (should we
categorize them as protreptic, apotreptic,
aporetical, elpistic, paraenetic?) are pre-
sent in all the speeches examined, too,
as example No. 4 in the section C of the
Appendix of this article shows. While in
some cases their teaching-oriented func-
tion reduces self-praise (serving as if mod-
eration of the expression of self-love), in
other cases it creates the impression of the
speaker’s boastful or self-defensive stance
being more evident.

Conclusions

To summarize, it may be said that auto-
biographical references are an important
source for the investigation of Isocrates’
rhetorical identity. This identity, as seen in
his three major compositions (Panegyri-
cus, Antidosis, Panathenaicus), features
a certain instability of character, but we
cannot take this image for granted. In my
opinion, the apparent shifting between ex-
tremes (such as high and low self-esteem,

50 Cf. especially his report about “three or four of
the sophists of no repute” at Panath. 18-19, who dur-
ing their discussion on the poetry of Homer and Hesiod
slandered Isocrates of treating with contempt all discus-
sions of poetry and even all the learning and teaching of
others.

or division of the audience in to two op-
posite sides according to its perception of
Isocrates’ reputation) is not so much the
result of actual psychological condition of
the author but rather a deliberate and pur-
poseful act of self-depiction. In the process
of self-display, the postures and tactics that
the speaker of Panegyricus, Antidosis or
Panathenaicus exhibits have something
in common with the rhetorical €{dn that
are prescribed in handbooks of technical
rhetoric, albeit neither systematically nor
explicitly stated there. Basing on this intui-
tion, we may distinguish among the vari-
ety of modes Isocrates’ speaker addresses
himself and, perhaps, later make certain
characteristics of Isocrates’ works in terms
of the self-presentational tactics. The cur-
rent hypothetical features of Panegyricus,
Antidosis, Panathenaicus could be sum-
marized in the following sequence:

*  Panegyricus (390-380 BC) exhibits
the image of a self-confident politi-
cal orator who hopes to establish a
better reputation using the tactics of
crafty self-praise;

*  Antidosis (354-353 BC) exhibits
the image of a moderately self-
confident rhetorician defending his
reputation against slanders, using
combined tactics of verbal self-
defense and self-praise;

e Panathenaicus (342-339 BC) ex-
hibits the image of a moderately
self-confident rhetorician defending
his reputation against new slanders,
using mixed tactics of self-praise,
self-defense, and self-criticism.
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SAVES PATEIKIMO (SAVIVAIZDOS) ASPEKTAI ISOKRATO KALBOSE

Tomas Veteikis

Santrauka

Straipsnyje, kuris parengtas pagal pranesima, skaity-
ta Tarptautinés retorikos istorijos asociacijos (ISHR)
konferencijoje (Cikaga, 2013, liepos 24-27), patei-
kiama naujy idéjy apie zymaus Atikos oratoriaus
Isokrato (436-338 m. pr. Kr.) savivaizdos (saves
pateikimo) aspektus, iSrySkéjancius atidziau skai-
tant jo kalbas. Straipsnyje del medziagos gausumo
apsiribota trimis $io IV a. pr. Kr. retorikos mokytojo
kariniais, daznai laikomais vienais i§ geriausiy ir re-
prezentatyviausiy — Panegiriku, Antidoze (Apie ap-
sikeitimq), Panatenaiku’'. Tsokrato literattirinis por-
tretas, perteiktas jo vélyvose biografijose interpre-
tuojant jo paties kirinius, teikia jvadiniy duomeny
apie oratoriaus savirefleksija, bet, neturint tikslesniy
liudijimy apie tikrovéje gyvenusio asmens savybes,
jis tegali buiti tam tikro sgmoningai kurto saves jvaiz-
dzio atspindziu. Nepaisant §io pamatinio neaiSku-
mo, straipsnyje vis délto bandoma isskirti ir aptarti
Isokrato retorinés personos (salygiskai tapatinamos
su autoriumi, siekiant déstymo glaustumo ir kartu
apsidraudziant nuo radikalaus tapatybiy atskyrimo)
saves pateikimo aspektus, derinant Antikos retorikos
teorijos ir Siuolaikiniy komunikacijos moksly su-
formuluotas kalbétojo, kalbos objekto ir auditorijos
santykio koncepcijas, daugiausia démesio skiriant
kalbétojo saves ir auditorijos suvokimo bei atitinka-
mos strategijos pasirinkimo klausimams. Straipsnyje
pateikiami samprotavimai apie Isokrato jvaizdzio
dvilypuma: keliose jo teksty vietose tiesiogiai mi-
nimi psichofiziologiniai kalbétojo trikumai (silpnas
balsas, nedrasa viesai kalbéti), implikuojantys atitin-
kamai neryztingg ir nevertg pagyrimo pozicija Atény
politinés sistemos kontekste, sudaro reiksminga kon-

51 Lietuviskus Isokrato kiiriniy pavadinimus link-
stame rasyti, pagrindu imdami lotynizuoty pavadinimy
Saknis, o tais atvejais, kai graikiSkasis pavadinimas turi
bendresnés realijos reik$mg ir aisky lotyniska atitikmenj,
tada parenkame lietuviska zodj (pvz. Koto copiot@dv
/ Contra sophistas — Pries sofistus, Ilepi eipnpvns / De
pace — Apie taikq ir tt.). Dalis terminy dar nenusistovéje,
tad juos pravartu zyméti dvejopai (taip, kaip ir darome,
pavadindami karinj, lotyniskai jvardijama zodziais An-
tidosis ir De permutatione).
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trastg kitur demonstruojamam kalbétojo ryztui imtis
didingy (panaténisky, panhelénisky) temy ir gana
aiskiai skelbiamam savo pranasumui pries kitus ora-
torius ir mokytojus, kartais beveik atviram kvietimui
ji pagerbti. Sis dvilypumas ir pastebeéti kiti oratoriaus
ivaizdzio pokyciai, jvykstantys priklausomai nuo
kalbos temos ir progos unikalumo ir paties kalbos
kiréjo amziaus, vercia subtiliau ir atsargiau vertinti
visg Isokrato literatiirinj palikima, jzvelgiant auto-
riaus gebéjimg skirtingai save impersonuoti. Dvily-
pumas matomas ir oratoriaus ir auditorijos santykio
perspektyvoje. Sau palankios klausytojy grupés is-
skyrimas rodo ne tik oratoriy veikiancig psichologing
itampa, stojant prie$ minig (tai aktualu Isokrato kaip
nedrasaus kalbétojo jvaizdzio Salininkams), bet ir s3-
moningg savo neeilinés tapatybés jtvirtinima, uzsiti-
krinant dalies auditorijos (ar skaitytojy) palankuma
(captatio benevolentiae manevras). Saves pateikimo
aspekty analizé straipsnyje pateikiama glaustai. Ji
remiama medziaga, gauta atlikus preliminary em-
pirinj trijy nagrinéjamy teksty tyrimg — perskaicius
ir iSrinkus kalbétojo / rasytojo tiesioginius ir netie-
sioginius pasisakymus apie save ir atlikus tam tikrg
Sios medziagos grupavima. Klasifikavimo principas
(kuris taip pat aptartas straipsnyje) susijes su paste-
béjimu dél retorinés medziagos zanrinio skirstymo
antikinés retorikos mokslo tradicijoje ir su jzvalga,
kad tie teoriniy nuostaty ir praktiniy priemoniy as-
pektai, kurie taikomi kalbétojo démesj kreipiant |
klausytojus, gali biiti analogiskai taikomi ir pac¢iam
kalbétojui. Taigi straipsnyje iSskiriami 7 kalbétojo
saves pateikimo aspektai, apytikriai atitinkantys 7
retoriniy kalby (kaip skirtingas progas atitinkanciy
strategijy) ,,pavidalus® (gidn). Jy glaustas aptarimas
ekstensyviau yra pateikiamas straipsnio priede, kur,
be kita ko, taip pat pateikiama iStrauky i Isokrato
kalby, iliustruojanc¢iy kiekvieng saves pateikimo
taktikos aspekta. Aptariant saves gynimo aspekta,
straipsnyje paméginta jj sugretinti taip pat su viena
i§ Siuolaikiniy Zodinés savigynos strategijy teorijy ir
pritaikyti amerikie¢iy mokslininky B. L. Ware’o ir
W. A. Linkugel’o schema.



APPENDIX5?

A. Brief characteristics of Panegyricus, Antidosis, and Panathenaicus

Panegyricus was written 390—380 BC, at the times of tension between the leading Hellenic states
(Athens and Sparta) and Persia, which since King’s Peace (387 BC) had been controlling Asian
Greeks. The key idea of Panegyricus is the conciliation of claims by Sparta and Athens on the
leadership among the Greeks with special attention to historical merits of Athens (by putting
emphasis on equality of Athens, even superiority over the then-leading Sparta) and the necessity
of organising a Pan-Hellenic expedition to Persia; the two-fold idea is represented in epideictic
(23-132) and deliberative sections (133—186) respectively. The speaker of this discourse em-
phasizes both the thematic and stylistic novelty of his work and urges other orators to follow his
example (Paneg. 188).

Antidosis, the longest work of Isocrates, written 354-353 BC, after an actual event, when
82-year-old Isocrates (being represented by his adopted son Aphareus) lost the case against Mega-
cleides on property exchange and performed the court-appointed obligation (A4ntid. 5)33. While
taking the name from the actual suit and sharing features of the judicial defence speech, Antidosis
in fact transcends boundaries of apology and swings into autobiography with elements of epideic-
tic discourse and philosophical essay on the essence of rhetorical education. Apologetic frame-
work consists of numerous fictional elements: public prosecution on fictional charges (corrupting
the young, receiving money for teaching to win the cases awry, cf. Antid. 15, 30, 56) brought by
a fictional accuser (Lysimachus), fictional penalty (death), and fictional trial before a court. The
speech abounds in parallels with Plato’s Apology of Socrates, but Isocrates’ apology “is ... more
discursive” not only in comparison with the Socrates’ speech, but also with the actual on-going
judicial apologies®*. In this particular speech Isocrates has the opportunity to present himself in
most detailed characterization. According to Y. L. Too, “[i]n Greek antiquity, the dicanic speech
was a privileged space for the depiction of one’s civic “self” (Too, Commentary..., p. 8). But it is
the “self-conscious innovative structure” of Antidosis that “allows the rhetorician the opportunity
to identify and answer a wide range of accusers. Better yet, it allowed Isocrates to present himself
in the role of (potential) martyr for the cause of philosophical rhetoric™33.

Panathenaicus is the latest piece by Isocrates written 342-339 BC3¢ when tension lingered in
the air in Athens because of the domination of Philip of Macedon in northern Greece and activi-

52 This collection of the supplementary materials is based on the handouts presented at the ISHR 2013 Confer-
ence.

531200 wealthiest Athenian citizens (cuvteheic) were obliged to pay war taxes (gic@opai) and perform public
duties (Aertovpyiar), such as superintendence of the equipment of a war ship or funding and training of dramatic
xopoi, but the less wealthy citizen could offer this duty to the supposedly wealthier one at the moment or challenge
the latter to exchange properties. “If the second citizen resisted this offer, the case would then be brought as diadika-
sia to a jury which assigned the liturgy to the individual it judged to be actually richer” (Yun Lee Too, A Commentary
on Isocrates’ Antidosis, 2008, p. 5)

34 [socrates in Three Volumes, with an English Translation by George Norlin and Larue van Hook (Loeb Clas-
sical Library), 3 vols., Cambridge, Massachussets: Harvard University Press, London: William Heinemann Ltd,
1961-1966, vol. 2, p. 182.

35 Josiah Ober, Political Dissent in Democratic Athens: Intellectual Critics of Popular Rule, Princeton and
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2002, p. 257.

36 Projected for the Great Panathenaia of 342 BC, but accomplished only in 339 BC after 3 year period of illness.
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ties in Thracian Chersonesus®’. The discourse features unusual composition: although it was con-
ceived as encomium to Athens, in fact it breaks down into three parts. The main theme (35-198)
seems to be framed by additional narratives, such as apology to Isocrates’ profession (7-34) and
critique of the written work (199-270). The discourse actually has a two-fold purpose: to justify
himself before the new dignity-hurting criticism and perpetuate written memory of the past Pan-
Hellenism of Athens. The work, which was written by the 97-year-old elderly man, unveils “grasp
of a trembling hand”, “evidence of handicaps under which it was elaborated™>®.

B. A concise survey of the aspects of Isocrates’ self-presentation
(with an emphasis on self-praise, self-defence, self-blame and self-advice)

In his Panegyricus Isocrates praises himself for the novelty of his speeches (Paneg. 12), for
the quality acceptable to the group of intelligent listeners (12; 74), for his competence, ability to
present a serious subject properly (14), for his ability to express thoughts in multiple ways (64—65)
and implicitly assigns himself to the intelligent (g0 @povodvtec) citizens useful for the state who
are considered among the best in their profession (1-3, 9-10). He apologizes for the issues of
speech content (familiar topic, the need to select the main arguments), devotes special attention
to the anti-Spartan criticism episode: harsh words®® are justified by the argument of purpose — he
attempted not to defame, but to advice and discourage them from bad behaviour (129-130). Argu-
ments of expediency associated with benefit prevail. Self-blame is rare. Beside the blunt criticism
of Spartans, he subtly rebukes himself for insolence in face of careful listeners (Paneg. 12) and
for miscounting the importance of the subject matter and the arguments of his speech (187). Self-
incitement or self-advice appears in the beginning (17, 19) and in the middle (98) of the speech to
remind himself the tasks of the speech.

In Antidosis the main focus is on self-defense with special emphasis on account of the
defendant’s 1ife6!. Isocrates defends himself against the fictional charges raised against him as
a professional teacher (such as corrupting the young, teaching to win a case contrary to justice,
unfair acquisition of income from speechwriting and teaching, attracting students of controversial
reputation)®? and answers to common prejudice (kown SiaBolr) concerning his profession, rhe-
torical paideia (167-214, 243-269, 291-292). The arguments of his self-justification are basically
of two kinds: quotations from his speeches (52—83) that serve as ‘witnesses’ (or documentary
evidence) and his own words about his life, writings, profession, personal contacts; self-defensive
description is seen in extemporal remarks, too: the limited quality of his performance, oddities

57 Demosthenes, the most prominent orator at that time, delivered in 341 BC his famous 3rd and 4th Philippics.

38 Isocrates in Three Volumes..., vol. 2, p. 369.

59 Cf. also Paneg. 82-83, where he says that ,,no one, either of the poets or of the sophists, has ever been able
to (médena popote dunethénai) speak in a manner worthy of* the achievements of ancient Athenian good and noble
men; and he commiserates with those composers andorators asserting that ,,there exist no fitting words* (ovx giciv
appotroveg Aoyor) to describe their excellent virtues.

00 Cf. Paneg. 122: “8&ov ... pépyochot ... Aakedoipoviong”

0L Cf. Antid. 7: “gixdv tiig ufig Stavoiag koi tdv dAmv tédv £poi Befiopévov”. Yun Lee Too (4 Commentary on
Isocrates’ Antidosis, 2008, p. 8) rightly suggests that this work is similar to those forensic speeches, whose speakers
give accounts of their life (tod Biov Adyov), e.g., speeches 16 (For Mantitheos) and 24 from the Corpus Lysiacum.

62 Cf. Antid. 5, 30. Charles Marsh in his Classical Rhetoric and Modern Public Relations: An Isocratean Model,
2012, p. 142 enumerates much greater number of accusations / reproaches addressed to Isocrates (from antiquity to
present).
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of arguments and style are justified by the reference to old age (59; 176), the peculiarity of occa-
sion (1), belonging to common phenomenon (311), or the exclusivity of his own opinion (272).
In Antidosis he praises himself with the aim to reveal his own fairness/equity (€meikein) and
confirm the probability of his innocence, so here self-defense and self-praise are organically re-
lated. He commends himself as a good citizen, beneficial to his country, as a teacher and orator/
writer, commends the benefits of his teaching and good qualities of his discourses. Perhaps the
highest degree of self-praise is attained in dramatized illustrations of his teaching activities, where
he teaches young Timotheos about the power of goodwill of common people and their beloved
leaders (132—137) and gets himself instruction from one of his associates (tig T@v émtmdeimv)
(141-149). Such episodes serve also as certain instigation to speak up and aprove of his idea of
quietism (cf. 150-151)%3. On the other hand, he does not shrink from reproaching himself. In An-
tidosis, he criticizes himself for natural infirmities (176), lack of logical strength (178, 215), feeble
reputation (272, 297-298), oversights left in the speech (179, 243, 310, 320). Part of the criti-
cism is expressed through the ethopoetic image of his opponent (26)%* or reference to the charge
(30-31). Unlike Panegyricus, speaker of Antidosis frequently ponders his arguments: is in doubt
about self-characterization, speech strategies, effectiveness of arguments, expresses hopes, sets
himself a task, gives promises, encourages himself or deters from inappropriate action: the epi-
sode of getting advice from anonymous friend urging him to abstain from self-praise (141-143)
and self-refrain from criticism of opponents in order to escape reaching to the level of detractors
(259) are among the most illustrative ones.

In Panathenaicus Isocrates mostly praises his strengths as a teacher and writer, identifies him-
self as “leader of speeches” (AOoywv fyepdva) on Panhellenic matters (13), considers himself to
be more serious than other orators, despite the assessment of the multitude, and superior because
of financial independence (12—15). He praises his spiritual qualities, especially wisdom, insight,
common sense, fairness, justice (9; 21; 62-65), stability of moral principles (87—88), altruism and
usefulness for the other teachers (16—17); once he mentions his ‘the greatest gifts’ of fortune —
health, living resources, good reputation (7—8). An interesting impression is created by an indirect
boast while comparing himself to Agamemnon in connection to failure to receive the deserved
glory for his activities useful to the whole world (74-75); the reason of this failure is dtvyio,
named at the beginning of the speech, which brought him lies, slander and envy (8-9, 21). The
final part of the speech, a sort of “addendum” on the writer’s doubts concerning the publication of
the work and consultation with students, serves as new opportunity to praise himself indirectly: in
fictional pupil’s words he praises his own wisdom (248), his freshly written speech which is useful
even for the Spartans (253-254), his talent (¢Vowv) that used to be shining brightly, lifestyle (v
0¥ Biov té&w), industry (pthomoviav), veracity of his philosophy (trjv dAn0giav TG prhocopiog)
in particular, and current happiness (€0daipovia); he predicts himself a great glory and immor-
tal memory that is left behind heroes (d0avaciog ... Tfig T0ig EmlytyVOUEVOLG... TOV KOADY EpymV
pwviuny éumotovenc) as well as fame among other writers like that of Homer among other poets
(Panath. 260-263).

63 “The rhetorician presents himself as a ‘quiet Athenian’, the sort of individual, usually of privileged means,
who withdraws from the verbal jostling and meddling of the democratic city, in this case to turn his attention to
teaching and the composition of political speeches” (Too, 4 Commentary on Isocrates’ Antidosis, 2008, p. 10)

%4 His accuser, Lysimachus, according to Isocrates description, expects to win the case easily, seeing the rest of
the citizens’ gullibility and Isocrates’ own inexperience to litigate.
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The cases of the speaker’s apology in Panathenaicus are two-fold: he justifies himself either
for the manner of speaking, style and composition or for his views on education (25-32), moral
priorities (relation between benefit and justice, 86—87) and on the reliability of the sources for
historical facts (authoritative writings and stories are more reliable than eyewitnessed things)
(149-150). Arguments worth to be mentioned are as follow: fear of tarnishing his own reputation
and presenting himself foolish or boastful to the listeners (if he ignorantly dismisses the digression,
if having remarked positively about Agamemnon, he gives no example of his deeds, if he fails to
give an adequate response to slanders), referring to the occasion which requires to emphasize dif-
ferent things, sacrificing formal rules for content’s sake, expressing educational views in the form
of confession, referring to the tradition and authorities (concerning the bold depiction of events un-
seen with his own eyes). It is in Panathenaicus that Isocrates criticizes himself and identifies errors
more than elsewhere. Two groups of reproaches can be distinguished: he criticizes his physical and
spiritual weaknesses (weak voice, timidity, sadness, confusion, arrogance, aggression, indelicacy,
negligence) or recognizes shortcomings of style, composition, structural proportions of his work
(55, 74-75, 88-89). Panathenaicus also contains a lot of aspects of deliberation — doubts about
the strategy of speech exposition (22, 88, 175-176), explicit refraining from the discussion about
poets (33), self-exhortations (6, 7, 36-38) and tips for himself (24, 34, 152).

C. Selected examples of self-presentation in Isocrates Panegyricus,
Antidosis, Panathenaicus

1. Examples of direct and indirect self-praise

1.1. Examples of straightforward self-praise (very rare, unless a few more direct expressions
are extracted from the context)

Antid. 84: (self-praise through a comparison with other teachers of eristics and ethics)

AMLG PNV Kol T@V €L TV 60@PocHVIY Kol TV SIKOLOGUVIV TPOGTOLOVUEV®V TPOTPETEWY TNETS
av aan0<otepor kol ypnopndTEPOL Qoveipey ovreg. Ol pev yop TopaKoAODGY £ TV APETV
Kol TV epOVNoV TV VIO TOV GAA®V HEV AYVOOLUEVIV, DT’ ADTAV 3E TOVTMOV AVTIAEYOLEVNV, YO
&’ émi v Hmo mhvtov Oporoyovpévny: [85] kakeivolg pev andypn tocodtov, v Emayayéchot
oG Th 06N Tdv Ovopdtmv duvnbdc €ig v adTdV Opukiay, £Y® 8 TOV pEv idLOTAOV
0V0£EVE, TOTOTE QUVI|GOLIL TOPOKOAESAS £’ ERAVTOV, TNV 0& TOLLY OV TEWPOPOL TEOELY
TOL0UTOIE TPaYRUGLY EMyelpeiv, 5 OV avToi T’ £0dapovijoovaty Kai Todg dAkovg "Ellnvag
TOV TAPOVTOV KOKOV ATairatovoty.

Panath. 9 (having enumerated the advantages and disadvantages of his nature and fortune,
Isocrates inserts self-praise concerning one particularity of his nature — his ability to discern the
thruth and to express it in words better than others who make clames for their knowledge of it)
[...] Tv 82 @¥owv €idddg mPOC PEV TAC TPAEES BPPOOTOTEPOY OVGOY Kol LOAUKOTEPOY TOD
d€0vTog, mPoOg 8 ToLg Abyovg obte teheiav olte mavtayf] ypNoiuny, GAAL doEacar pEv mepi
£KaoToL TV AN 010y pdilov Suvapévny TOV €idEVAL PUOKOVTOV, EITETY O TEPL TOV OTOV

TOVT®V &V GLAAOY® TOAGY AVOPOT®V ATACHY MG EMOG EIMETV AmMOAELEULUEVTV.
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1.2. Examples of indirect self-praise (predominant self-praise aspect in all three discourses)

Paneg.1-4: (cunningly concealed self-praise in a long period sentence)

[1] TToAMGK1G €00 pac0 TMV TAG TV YOPELS GUVAYOYOVTMV KO TOVG YOLVIKOUG Gy BVOLG KOTOGT-
oGvTmv, 8TL Tag HEV TV copdTov gdTuying obte peydAmv dwpedv Néiwoav, Toig 8 VEp TOV
KOW®V i6i¢ TOVI|600L KOl TAG VTAV Yuydg 0UT® TUPUGCKEVAGAGIY DGTE KAl TOVG dAAOVG
Meehelv dvvacBar, tovTorg & ovdepioy TNV Amévelpoy, [2] Gv eikdg RV adTodS udAAov
momcac-0at Tpdvolay: TAOV PEV Yap AOANTOV dig TocavTy POUNY AaBOvIev ovdev dv AoV
yévolto Toic GANoLC, £vag 8’ avdpog £V PpovicavTog Bmavie fv dmoladcstay oi BovAduevot
KOW@VEW Tfig €kgivov dravoiag. [3] OV unv €mi todtolg dbvuncag eilouny paboueiv, AL’
ikavov vopicog aOlov Eoec0ai pot THY 36&av THY G’ avTod ToD A6you yevoouivny fiko
ovpPovAievcmv mepi e T0d TOAEHOL TOD TPOG TOVS PapPapovg Kai Tiig Opovoing ThHg TpoOg Mg
adTOVC, OVK Gryvo®V STl TOALOL TV TPOCTOMGUUEVMY EIVOL GOPIGTMV &ML TODTOV TOV AdYOV
dpunoav, [4] aAL’ Gua pév Edmilov tocodToV d10icEy HoTe TO1G GALOLS UNOEV TOTOTE SOKETV
sipficOon mepi adTdV, Go 8¢ Tpokpivag T0VTOVG KEAAiGTOVG Elvan TGV AdyoV, oftiveg mepi
LEYIOT®V TUYXAVOLGLY GVTEG Kol TOVG T€ AEYOVTOG HOAMOT EMOEKVOOVGL Kol TOVG (KOVOVTOG
TAEIOT’ OEELOTOIV: AV €1g 0VTOG EGTLY.

Commentary. The speaker of the Panegyricus implies himself to be among “those who had
toiled in private for the public good and trained their own minds so as to be able to help also
their fellow-men” (T0ig ... VAEP TAOV KOOV idig TOVI|GAGL KOl TAS AVTAV Yuyds ovTtm
TOPUOCKEVAGUOY DOTE KOl TOVS dAlovg d@elelv dvvaoOar), he implies to be that “single
man who attained wisdom” (évog 8’ @vdpog £0 @povijoavtog) able to give benefit to those who
are willing to share his insight (kowwvelv ti|g ékeivov dwavoiag). He is well disposed towards
common custom, although not favourable to him (his aret€), and seeks not material reward for
his activity — good fame or approbation for his speech (T1jv 86&av T1jv @n’ adT0d TOD LdYOUL
vevinoopévny); he claims his competence (00k @yvo®v) in knowing the context of the subject
he is going to deal with and claims his superiority (éAmil@v ... droicewy) over other men who
claimed for wisdom before him (moAloi v mposmomcaéveoy civol copiotdv); finally, he
praises his own insight in choosing the best kind of discourses (mpokpivag TovToVg KEAAIGTOVG
givon T@v Loywv) and points directly to Panegyricus as one of them. Hence, we have a picture
of a man praising himself for being the wisest among Hellenes and able to perform an excellent
speech.

Paneg. 13—14 (self-praise covered by a provocative proposition (proklésis) to accept the
punishment (derision) in case of his failure to demonstrate his superiority in oratory):

[13] Tovg pev yap GAhovg €v Tolg mpooluiolg Opd Kotampaivovtag Tovg GKPOoaTaS Kod
TPOPAGILopEVONG VTEP TOV PEAAOVT®V PnBncechor Kol Aéyoviog, Tovg Hev oG €€ Vmoyviov
YEYOVEV QTOIG 1) TOPOUCKELT), TOVG O’ OG YOAETOV EGTLV IGOLE TOVG AdYOVG TA peyEDel TdV Epywv
£€evpeiv. [14] ' Eym & ijv pi) kai tod Tpdypatog déing sinm kai Tijg 60&Ng Tiig épavtod Kai
ToD ypoVOVL, ) LOVOV TOD TEPL TOV AdYOV UiV StoTplpBévToc, dALY Kol cOpmovTog 0O BePioka,
TOPUKELEDOPOL PUNOERIAY POt GUYYVOUNY £YEWV, GAAL KATOYEALIV KU1 KOTAPPOVEIV: 0VOEV
yop 6 TL T®V TO10VTOV 0VK GEOG gl ThoyEw, einep uNdEV SaPépmv oUT® HEYALAG TOODLOL
TG VTOGYEGELG.
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Antid. 151-152: (self-praise through the description of his peaceful way of life, beneficial to
other citizens, with the concluding claim for public recognition)

Tadto yap cvveta&auny ov d1a TAoDTOV 000 O DIEPNPOViay 0V0E KATAPPOVAY TOV ui|
TOV 00TOV TPOTOV £poi LOVTOV, GALd TNV pnév fovyiav Kai TV arpaypocoviy ayondv,
RaMGTA 8’ OpAY TOVS TOLOVTOVS KOl Top’ DRIV Kl Tapd Tolg dhlorg evdokipodvrag, Emsita
1oV Blov 1dim vopicag eivar Todtov fj TOV TdV TOAAY TpoTTOVTIMY, ETL 82 Toic Stotpifoic Toig
duaic mpemmdéotepov aig &€ dpyfic koteotnoduny. [152] Tovtov pév &veka todtov TOV TPOTOV
(v TpoeAduny’ TAV & MUPATOV TOV TOpo. TS TOLE®SG ATEGYOUNV, SEVOV NY1|GANEVOG
gl duvapevog £k TAV idiV TPEPEY EROVTOV EUTOOOV T® yevijoopor TAV &vtedOev Cijv
MNvaykoopévov [Aapeiv 10 S130HeEVOV VIO THG TOAE®S], KOl Ol TV EUNV Tapovcioy $vOeng
TG YeviioeTaL TAOV avaykaiov. Yaip Ov énaivov Tuyydvey d&log iy péddlov ij drafoidi.

Panath. 172—-173: (self-praise in combination with self-defence through appealing to his own
and his readers’ cosciousness and wisdom (undeig 0i£60m P’ dyvoeiv, 00dévo vouil ... auabdiog
givar kol pO6vov pectov) and goodwill (66Tig 0VK &V EMUIVESELE PE KAL 6OQPOVELY 7y 60LTO)
and directly commending probity of his speeches)

Kol pndsic 0iéo0m 1’ dyvoelv, 811 tavaviia toyydveo Aéymv olg &v @ Ioavnyvpikd Adym
QOvEMV av TEPL TAOV ADTAOV TOVT®V YEYPUP®S GAAL YOp 0VdEVE VOUIlw TV TadTe GUVIOETY
av Suynbévimy tosontng dpadiog etvar kai pOGVOL HEGTOV, HOTIS 0VK &V Emaivécelé pe Kol
COPPOVELY 1Y 0ULTO TOTE PEV EKEIVOG, VIV &’ 00T® drokeyBévta mepi avtdv. [173] Iepi pév
0DV TOVTOV 010 HTL KAADG YEYPUPU KU CURPEPOVTOS |...]

Antid. 35-36 (self-praise in combination with self-defence tactics (see esp. examples 2.3, 2.4 on
differentiation and transcendence) through reductio ad absurdum (gig dromov énaywyn) of the
accuser’s argument)

[35] AAAa yap obte mpdTepov ovte ViV 00EIS ot PaviceTaL TooDTOV 0VdEV £ykaiécas. ‘Qot’
&l cLYYOPNCOIUL T KOTNYOP® KAl TPOGOROLOYNGALUL TAVTIOV AvOpOTOV gival devéTaTog
Kol GUYYPAPEVS TOV LYV TOV AWToVVIOY DUFC TOODTOC 010G 00dEIC GALOG YEYOVEY, TOAD &V
Sukan6Tepov Emielkng givon dokoiny i iquieOeiny. [36] Tod pév yop yevécOou mpoéyovta Tédv
A oV 1 Tepl ToLG AOYOLG T} TEpl TOG TPAEELS EIKOTMG GV TIG TV TOYNV CUTIAGHLTO, TOD & KOADG
Kol peTpiong keypijcdm i pvoel dikaimg Gv dravteg TOV TPOTOV TOV ENOV EMUIVESELOY.

Panath. 260-263 (indirect self-praise through imaginary words of the interlocutor):

[260] OV v avVv 8¢ yvouny &xm mept 6od viv kol mpdtepov. 'Ev pév yap toig mapehbodot
¥poOvolg £0avpalov cov THY TE PUGLY Kai Tijv 10D fiov TGy Kai TNy Prhomoviay Kai pdieto.
TV A 0giay Tic Prhocoiag, Vv 6& (NA® ot kol pokapilo Tijg evdapoviag SokelS yap Lot
(v pév MjyecBar d65av oV peilom piv fg délog e, — yodemodv yap, — mapd mAsioov 88 kai
pEALoV OpoloyovUéEVIY THG VOV DIapyohons, TELEVTIGAG 8¢ TOV Bilov pedécev adavacioc, oV
Tijg Toig O£0ig TapovoNG, AAAL TG TOIS EMLYLYVOREVOLS TTEPL TAV OIEVEYKOVTOV £ TIVL TAV
KoA®V Epyov pviuny épmorovonc. [262] [...] ZupPovredw yép ool pite KATAKAEY TOV AOYOV
T’ doovi-Cev, GAL €1 Tvog £vEens £otiv, d1opldoavTa. Kot TpoosypayavTa Taoog TG Stotplpog
TOG mEPL aOTOV yeyevnuévag oadwoval toig Poviopévolg Aappavev, [263] €imep Povirer
yopicacOm pév toig émeikestdrors TdV EAMVOV Kai 10T Og aAN0DS prhoc0@odoty, GAid pi|
TPOGTOLOVPEVOLS, AVTT|GOL 6 TOVG Oovpdlovtag PEv T0 60 PIALOV TAV GAA®V, AOIBOPOVHEVOVG
8¢ Toic LOYo1C TOIC G0ic &v Toic SOl TOiC TovNYVPIKOLC, &v oic mheiovg siciv oi kabshdovteg TdV
AKPOMUEVOV, KOl TPOGOOKAVTAC, |V TOPAKPOHOMOVTOL TOVG TOLOVTOVS, EVOLIAAOVG TOVG 0OTAV
yevioeoBat Toig VO GOV YEYPAUUEVOLS, KOKMDG €i00TES OTL TALOV dmoleletppévol TOV 6OV
giow i} Tijg Ompov 06ENG oi wepi TV aVTIV EKEIVE TOINGLY YEYOVOTEC.
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2. Examples of self-defence (four strategies from the Ware and Linkugel’s
framework: denial, bolstering, differentiation, transcendence)

2.1. Denial (“I didn’t do it”; this strategy is usually accompanied by bolstering, or
differentiation in the discussed speeches)

Antid. 33: (denial of the alleged harm to citizens made by Isocrates’ deinotés): ‘Ot pgv ovv
00dglg 010’ VIO TG dEWOTNTOG THG EUfig 0DO’ VIt TV cuyypappdtov BEPramTol TV TOATHV,
1OV dveoTdTa Kivouvov fyoduot uéylotov etvon tekpfplov. Ei yap tic qv ndumpévog, &i xoi
OV 8Alov ypdvov fovyiav lyxev, odk dv uéAnce o katpod tod mapodvtoc, GAL HABev B
fiTotl katnyopnowv 1j katapaptupRcmy. ‘Orov yap 6 PNd’ AKNKOOG HNOEV TOTOTE PAADPOV €ig
Ay®VE e THMKOVTOVE KATEGTNGEY, 1| OV GpOdP’ dv o KokdE TemovhOTEC EnslpdVT’ dv Sikmv
mop’ €pod Aappavew. [34] OV yop Om 10016 ¥’ €oTv 00T €iOg 0DTE duvaTOV, EUE HEV TTEPT
TOAAOVG MUAPTNKEVAL, TOVG O€ TOIG GUUPOPOIG 0L’ EUE TEPMENTOKOTAG NoLYioV Exev Kol un
TOMIdY £YKOAETY, GALS TPOOTEPOVG 8V TOTG &poic slvar Kivdvvolg Tdv undv Rdumpuévay, £Eov
avTolg SNAGGAcY & TeEndVOAGY TNV peyioty mtop’ Epod AaPelv Tiwpiay.

2.2. Bolstering (“I’m a nice person. I can’t have done it”; connecting oneself to some
positive reality)

Antid. 164—165 (comparison to a sycophant: his fairness, epieikeia, against Lysimachus’
poneria):

Ot yap N TOMG €v 1@ TapdVTL aipeL TOVG PV EMEIKEIS MELOVGA KO TUTELVOVS TOL0DG T,
TOTG 8¢ TOVNPOiG £Eovaiay 0100060 Kai Aéyery Kol worelv 6 Ti av fovin0daorv, Hote Avcipoyog
HEV O TpoTPNHEVOC LTV €K TOD GLKOPOAVTELV KO KOKADG GEl TIVOL TOLETY TOV TOMTAV KATIYOP oMV
NUAOV avaPéPniey, Eym 8’ 0g 000E Tepl Eva TOTOT’ EENUAPTOV, GALA TOV HEV EVOEVIE ANUUATOV
amecyOUNV, Tapd EEVmV 88 Kol VOZOvTov €D TAGYEY EMOPIGAUNY TG GPEAEiNS, O SEVAL TOIBY
gic TNAkovTovi KoBésTKa Kivdvvov. [165] Kaitol mposijke Todg €0 ppovodvrag ebyscOon
1015 0£0ic ¢ TAEIGTOIS TAV TOMTAV TapayevESOAL TNV dOVApLY TAOTNY, OV ijv Epeldov Tap’
étépov happavovreg ypnoipovg ovToVG, Bomep £y®, Ti| TOAEL TapEEELY.

Antid. 76-77 (arguments of probability commending excellent qualities of his speech in the
shape of rhetorical questions; these serve as enhancement of his fairness and truthfulness of his
words):

[76] Boviopor & duiv S Ppoyémv dmoroynoachor mepl £kdotov Kol mouwjcor pdAlov &t
KOTOPOVEG, O AANOT Kol T0TE Tpoglmov kol viv Aéym mtept avtdv. Kol tpdtov pév mwoiog yévorr’
av A0yog 661®@TEPOG 1] d1KOLOTEPOG TOD TOVG TPOYOVOLS EYKmMUALoVTOg A&img T Apetiic Tig
éxelvov kol T@V Epyov t@V mEnpaypévev ovtolg; [77] "Ererta Tig Gv moMTIK@TEPOG Kol
parlov mpénv Ti| TOAeL T0U TNV Nygpovio AmTOoQAivovTog EK T€ TMV GAAMV EDEPYECIDV Kol
TV KIvdOvev Nuetépoy ovoav puddiov i Aaxedarpoviov; "Ett 82 Tig v mepl kahévov Kai
peovov rpaypdatov tod tovg "EAlnvag éni te v tdv PapPipov otpateiov Topakaiodvtog
Kol TEPL THS TPOGS AAANAoVG Opovoing GupPovAievovTog;
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Antid. 165-166 (probability arguments in the shape of pathetic parallels between Isocrates’
grateful disciples and ungrateful Athenians, between Isocrates and Pindar):

TToAARG 8 dhoyiag mepi pe yeyevnuévng mdvtov Gv coppain dewvotatov, €i ol pev dedmrOTEG
LOL ¥PNHOTE TOGOOTIV EYOlEV XOpV GOt ETL Kol VOV pe Bepomedety, DUES 8 eig oDg AviAmKa
TapovTod, dikny Embvpnoatte Top’ Epod AaPeiv. [166] "Eti 8¢ dewvdtepov, et [Tivoapov pev tov
TOMTNV 0l TPO NUDV YEYOVOTES VTEP EVOG LOVOV PIILATOG, OTL TV oA Epetcpa TG EALGS0G
wvopoocey, oVTe¢ Tipncav Gote Kol Tpd&evov momoacsbol Kol dwpedv popiog adTd dodvorl
SpaypLas, ol 8 oA TALi® Kol KAAAOV EYKEK®UOKOTL KOl TV TOALY Kol TOVS TpOydVouG und’
ACPAADG EyYEVOLTO KoToPidvaL TOV ETilomoV ¥povov.

Antid. 99—100 (proklésis in combination with the offer to yield the floor to his opponents as a
means of claiming for fairness and self-responsibility):

[99] A&ud yop, el pév Tveg TV €uol ocuyyeyevnpéveov Gvopeg dyoabol yeyovacty mept TNV
oMV Koi ToOC @ilovg kai oV 110V oikov, éKeivoug DRdG émaively, Zpol 82 pndepioy OEp
TovTOV Yapwv Eyev, &l 8¢ movnpol kai ToodTol TAG PHGEI olot paivey kol YphpecOol Kai
TV dAlotpiov Embupelyv, map’ Epod diknv Aappavewv. [100] Kaitot tig v npdkinoig yévoito
Ta0TNG AvETIPOOVOTEPE KOl TOTEWVOTEPQ THG TMV HEV KOADV KAyoddv ovk aupiofnrtovong,
€l 6¢ Tveg movnpol yeyovaoly, vmep TovTmV dikny Vrooyelv €0glovong; Kal tadt’ od Adyog
patnv eipnuévog €otiv, AN Topuy®P® Kol T@ Katnyopm Kol Td BovAouéve tdv GAAoV, &l Tig
EYEL TIVAL PPACOL TOLODTOV, OVY, MG OVY, NOEWG GV TIVMOV HOV KOTOWEVGOUEVAV, GAL’ (G £0OVG
QovepdV Ecopévev VUiV Kol thg nplag ékeivolg, AL’ 00K €Ol YEVNGOUEVNG.

2.3. Differentiation (distancing oneself from the event, separation of the fact/senti-
ment from a suspicious context)

Antid. 4041 (distancing himself from the charge of gaining profit from teaching litigation):
"Hrovoate 6¢ kai tod katnyopov Aéyovtog §ti mapd NikokAEovg Tod Zalopiviov BactAém ToAOG
EhaPov kol peydrag dwpeds. Kaitot tivi motov dpdv £otiv dg NikokAfig £dmké pot Tavtag va
dikag pavhdvn Aéyetv, 6g kol toig GAL0IS TTEPL TV AUPIGPNTOVHEVEV domep deomdtg £dikaley;
"Qot’ €€ dv 0Tdg 0VTOG EipNKeV, PASIOV KATAUAOETY BTL TOPP® TAY TPUYLOTELDY el TdY TEPL
0. cupPorata yryvopévov. [41] AAAG pnv KAKEIVO TAGL ovepov £oTty, OTL TopumAn0eic oy
ol TopaokeLAoVTEG TOVG AGYOLS TOlG v T0ig dikaotnpiolg aymvilopévols. Tovtwv pev toivov
TOGOVTOV GVIMV 0VJEIC TOTOTE PaviceTol LaONT®V NEPEVOG, £y O mAgiovg eiNQag, dg
eNow O KATHYopos, fj cOUTOVTES ol TEPL TV Prhocopiay [datpifoviec]. Kaitol g €ikog Tovg
T060UTOV 101G EMTNOLHUAGY AAANAOV GPESTAOTAG TTEPT TAG VTS TPAEELS NYeloOa dtoTpiPetv;

Antid. 230-231: (distinction between the good and bad issues of the “cleverness in speech” and
self-attribution to the former)

[230] Xowpic 6¢ tovTOV, €imep 1 mEPL TOVG AdYyovg OewvdTng TolEl TOlg GAAOTPiog
EMPOVAEVELY, TPOGIKEY ATAVTOG TOVS OVVUUEVOVS EIMETV TOAVTPAYROVAS KOL CVKOPAVTUG
givor TodTd Yap oitiov &v dmacty TodTov TEQUKEY EvepyalecOat. [231] Ndv & ebprioete kai
TAOV £V TQ TOPOVTL TOMTEVOUEVOV KOl TOV VEMGTL TETEAELTKOT®V TOVG TAEIGTNV EMPELELOV
1AV AMoyv morovpévoug PerticTovg Ovrog TAV £mi TO Pijpo TaplovTmV, £T1 0& TOV TaAII®OV
TOVG GpicTovg PrTopac Kol peyioTny 60Eav Aafovrac mieioTov ayaddv aitiovg Ti) ToOrEL
yeyevnuévovg, apEapévoug amo Torlmvoc.

28



2.4. Transcendence (legitimization of the act by connecting it with a greater
meaning)

Antid. 130-131 and 138 (Isocrates defends his reputation as the adviser of Timotheus not only
by praising the latter as a general but also minimizing the ill fame of the latter by reference to the
idea of the weakness of human nature):

[130] fjv &’ avaroyioncOe v dyvorav donv Exopev Tavreg dvOpwmor, Koi Tovg PHOVOLS TOVG
gyyryvopévoug Muiv, &L 8¢ Tag Topoyag Kol TV TOpPNV v | (Buev, oddv TovTmv GAGYmg
o0d’ & Tilg avBpomivng evosmg evpebnoetor yeyevnuévoy, dAld kai Tiwo0eog pépog Tt
cvuPePinuévoc tod pn kotd Tpdmov yvmodijvar mepi adtdv. [131] [...] obto yap deuig iy mpdg
v OV avBpdrev Bepanciov domep devog mepl TV OV Tpaypdtov Empéietay. [...] [138]
Tadta 8 dcovav dpOBC Pev Epucikéy pe Aéysty, od pnv 0io¢ T v TV QUG petafoletv, GAL’
MV KaAOg eV kéyabog dvip xod Tiig moreng koi tfig EALGSog dEl0c, 00 [V GOUUETPOC Y€ TOIG
TO10VTO1G TOV AvOpOTOV, HG01 TOTG VIEP ADTOVS TEPVKOGY dYHOUEVOL TVYYEVOLGLY.

Panath. 86-87: (approval of digression by making reference to the idea of higher moral standarts:
the speaker’s profit, i.e. good reputation, is sacrificed for the sake of truth): "Quunv 8¢ kai Tapd
TOlG XOPLEGTATOG TAV AKPOATAY EDSOKIUNGEWY, TV Poivopol mepl APETHS HEV TOVG AOYOLG
TOLOVUEVOS, OTTmG 6& TanTng G&img Epd PaAlov omovddlmv 1 mepl TV Tod AdYoL GuppeTpiav,
Kol TadTo copdS E0MG TV HEV TTEPL TOV AOYOV dxarpiav ado&dTepov EUE Tomoovcay, TV 08
mepl tag TPatelg eVPOLVAIOY ADTOVG TOVG ETAVOVUEVOVG OPEANGOVGAV: AL dpmg &y® TO
Mortelés éaoag To dikarov gihopuny. [87] OV povov 6’ dv gvpebeiny &nt T0ig VOV Aeyouévolg
TV EY@V TV Stévotay, GAL’ Opoimg £l TAVTOV, £l KOA TRV TETANGLUKOTMV O QavVEINY av
P oV yaip@v Toig €nl T® Plm Kol taic Tpa&ecty €DS0KIHODOY i TOIG TEPL TOVG AOYOVS SEWVOIG
gival Sokodoty.

3. Self-blame

Paneg. 187 (recognition of his human infirmity when applying arguments to the topic; this
disadvantage serves as a transition to the exhortation addressed to his hearers)

O¥ TV a0V 8& TVYYAV® YVOUNY EX@V £V T TQ TOPOVTL Kl TEPL TAG GpYaS ToD Adyov. Tote pev
yap AUV a&img duvioesOon TV TPAYHATOV ETETV: VOV 8’ 00K £@ikvoDpar ToD peyédovg avtdv,
@A oML pe Sromépevyey @V S1evonBny. AVTovg ovv ¥pi cuvSiopd, dong v eddatpoviog
TOYOEV €1 TOV PEV TOAEUOV TOV VDV dvTo TTEPL NUAG TPOG TOVG NTEp®TG Tomoaipeda, v &
gvdapoviav v €k thc Aoiag ig v Ebpomny dokopicatpey [...]

Panath. 88 (apologizing for disadvantages of senility)

[88] AALd yap 0VK 010’ H7T01 TVYYAVE PEPOREVOG Gl Yip 0iduevoC Setv mpooTiBévar TO TV
TPOSIPNUEVOV EYOHEVOV, TAVIATOGL TOPP® YEYova THG DTOBEGEMC. AOITOV 0DV £6TIV 0VOEY
aiho Ay aitnedpevov T@® YNpe cvyyvouny vEp Tig MONc kol Tijg pakporoyiog, TAOV
sifopévov mapayiyvesBor Toig TnAMKOUTOLS, £maveldsiv gic TOV tomov éxeivov €€ odmep
€lo€neoov gig TNV mepTToroyioy TaNTNV.
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Panath. 230 (Isocrates criticizes himself for the undue behaviour in the discussion with one of
his associates who maintained the merits of Lacedemonians):

‘O pev yap Amfel PPOVILMTEPOSG YEYEVNUEVOS KOl GUVESTOAUEVIV ExmV TV didvolay, Gomep
%P1 TOVG €D PPOVODVTOC, Kol TEMOVOME TO YEYPOUUEVOV &v AEAQOIC, aDTOV T' £YVOKAG Kol TV
Aoxedarpoviov @Oy paAlov fj Tpotepov: £y® &’ DIEAETOUNV EMTVYDG HEV IomG dletheyévog,
avonToTEPOS 6 61’ AV TO TOVTO YEYEVIEVOS KUL PPOVDY PEIOV i TPOGNKEL TOVG THAKOVTOVG
KOL TapayijS LEIPAKLOOOVS HEGTOS AV.

4. Self-advice (self-encouragement, self-incitement, self-exhortation, or self-
refrain, self-dissuasion) and other aspects of deliberation

Paneg. 97-98 (self-correction after an important message about Athenian advantages against
Peloponnesians in the context of the prelude to the battle of Salamis; a kind of praeteritio)

[97] KaiobdE tadt’ anéypnoey adTols, AAAA TpOg Yo kol S1okociog TP pels LOVOL STV Lo ELY
EuéAnoav. OV unv elddnoav: kKotaoyvviévieg yop Tlehomovvnotlot v apetv adTdv, Kol
vopioavteg Tpodoedoapivioy pEv TV NUETEPOV 0vd’ avtol cwdnhcesbal, kKotopbwcdviav &’
€lg atyiov Tag aOTAV TOAES KOTOOTNOEWY, Nvaykdcnoay petacyelv tdv kivdvvov. Kai toig
pev BopHPouvg Tovg £V TG TPAYUATL YEVOUEVOLG KO TAG KPOVYAG KOl TOG TOPUKEAEVGELS, (L KOV
VIOV £0TL TBV VOLLOoOVI®Y, 00K 010° 6 Tt del Aéyovra Sratpiferv: [98] & 8 éotiv idi0 Kol
Tijg Nyepoviog déla Kai Toig TPOEIPNUEVOLS OHOLOYOVUEVE, TADTA O’ POV EPYOV £6TLV Eimelv.

Panath. 36-37 (self-exhortation)

[36] Ok ayvo® &’ MAlkog dv dcov Epyov EvicTapot 10 uéyedog, GAL’ AkpIPOS £I0MG Kol TOAAAKLG
€lPNKAC OTL T PEV LUKPE TOV TPAyHAT®V Paotov Toig Aoyolg avéijoat, Toig &’ vmepPdAlovat TdV
Epyov kol T® peyédel Kol @ KoAlel yoremov E€lodoat Tovg Emaivovs. [37] AAN dpmg ovdEy
pariov droctatéov aOTOV £6TIV, AAL’ EmTELEGTEOV, 1]V Ep £TL Cijv dOuvn0dpey [...]

Panath. 34 (self-advice, self-incitement)

[34] "Eot1 & avdpog vodv Eyovtog pn tiv evmopiov ayomdy, fiv £xn Tig Tepl TV a0TdV TAei® TOV
AoV simelv, GAAG TRV edKaIpioy S1aQUAGTTEWY, DIEp OV dv del TVYXGVY SlodeydpEvos dmep
£poi womtéov £oTiv.

Antid. 153 (aporia)

Nov & gig molMv amopiav kKobéotnKe Ti dpdV dpéoar duvnbeinv Gv toig Toovtolc. Ei yap
Gmavto TOV xpdvov Epyov Tol00HEVOS TG UNdEva. UT’ ASIKNo® UAT’ EVOYANG® WiTE AVTNG®,
SV adtd TadTe Aomtd TvaG, Ti Towdv av yoploiuny; "H ti Aowmdv €oTiv TANY EUE PUEV ATLYT, TOVG
8¢ TolovToue auadeic Soksiv eivot koi SUEKOHAOVE TOIC GLUTOMTEVOUEVOIC;

Antid. 310-311 (aporia in combination with gnomé and the expression of desire)

[310] TIoAA®V &’ €QeoTOTOV POl AOYOV Gmopd TAS avTovg draddpar dokel yap pot kod’
adTd piv Exactov Gv Stavooduar pnbsv Smieksc dv eavijval, mévra 8& vovi Aeyouevo moldv
av Oyhov €poi te Kol Tolg akovovoty mapacyely. ‘Omep kol mepl TOV oM TPoEPNUEVOV dESOIKOL
un 10100ToV Tt TAbog avToic St To TAN00g TVYYAVY cvuPefnkos. [311] OVTo Yop ariicTog
amavreg Epopev mePl ToOg Aoyovg Hot’ Emaivodpey piv TV edkaipioy Kol popiv 00dEv sival
To10UTOV, £mEdav &’ oinddpev g £xopév TL Aéyewy, apernoovreg Tov peTPLalev, KatTa
PKPOV Gel TpooTIBEVTES gl TOS Eoyatag dxapiog épfailopev Muac avTovs dmov ye Kal
AEYOV Y0 TODTA KOL YIYVAOOKOV, dpog £t fodropon drareydijvor mpog Ludg.
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Division of rhetorical material in the Greek rhetorical tradition

Y€VOG EMOEIKTIKOV YEVOG SIKOVIKOV Y€vOG GLUPOVAEVTIKOV

(&ykomooTIKOV, (nunyopkov)

TOVYVPIKOV)
Aristotle |&maivog yoyog  |katnyopion |Gmoloyio  |mpotpomy |dmotpomn
(4 cent.
BC)
Anaxi-  |£YKOUOGTIKOV |WEKTIKOV [KATIYOPIKOV|ATOAOYIKOV [TPOTPEMTL- |AMOTPENTIKOV |EEETOCTIKOV
menes  |€ldog gldog  |eldog £1d0g KOV £1d0g £idog
(4 cent. gidog
BC)
Troilus  |éyxdpiov yoyog  |Kotmyopio. |GmoAoyio  |mPOTpOm |GmOTPOTN
(5 cent. GUUBOVAN |TOPaivVESTS
AD)

Hypothetical division of speaker’s attitudes towards self
(Veteikis) [self-praise self- self- self- self- self- self-exami-
(21 cent. blame |accusation |defence incitement |dissuasion nation
AD)
Simplified four-fold division of speaker’s attitudes towards self
Self-praise Self-blame/accusation |Self- Self-advice (?)
defense
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