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Preface 

This book is about an aspect of the history of ancient rhetoric, and its foeus is 
on two of the central texts from the period, Aristotle's Rhetaric and Cicero's De 
aratare. Since it has become dear to me that subjects and texts like these are 
also of interest to those working in speech departinents and related fields, I have ' 
tried to make it accessible also to non.:classicists. To this end, I have added trans­
lations to nearly all quotations of ancient texts, relegating them to an appendix 
only in the two sections where they wou1d be cumbersome. Only one part of one 
section (§ 72, p. 224-229) was impoSSIble to adapt for others than dassicists, 
since it is based on philologica1 analysis. Transcription of Greek words has not 
always been possible: the words TiOQ'i (ethos) and 'TraOo'i (pathas) are occasionally 
used. 

H some c1assicists will find a number of remarks superfluous, however, this is 
probably not entirely due to my effort to reach the non-specialist. The vast amount 
of literature about the Rhetaric and De oratare shows, if anything, that what is 
obvious and hardly worth mentioning to some, is unkn.own to or neglected by 
others. Therefore, I have chosen to be too explicit rather than obscure. The great 
number of relevant publications and the diversity of opinion they show is further 
reflected by the great number of footnotes. These fulfil their natural function of 
unburdening, not that of burdening the text: some may choose to neglect them 
and, as E.R. Dodds has put it, to 'practise the art of skipping' . 

Although I have made use of much of the existing literature, I have by far 
not used all, since that would have meant postponing publication for another forty 
years or so. About the books I have used, I should perhaps say that, unfortunately, 
James M. May's Trials 0/ Character arrived too late for me to study it more 
than superficially. 

The book is a considerably rewritten and enlarged version of my Dutch MA thesis, 
which was written under the auspices of the De ara/are project of Professors 
AD. Leeman and H. Pinkster. This thesis, originally planned to be finished before 
Christmas 1985, was completed in the autumn of 1986. Not having learnt much 
from ~is, I had hoped to write the bookin the foUr months preceding March 
1988. In that month, having only reached chapter 3, I was appointed by the 
Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), to work on a commentary 
on and an analysis of Cicero's synthesis of rhetorie and philosophy in the third 
book of De aratore, also part of the larger De aratare project. Hence, the greatest 
part of this book had to be written in the evenings and weekends; but working 
on a related subject has been a great advantage. The prolonged work on this 
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book bas also been profitable because, in tbe meantime, tbe tbird volume of tbe 
Leeman-Pinkster commentary bas been completed and publisbed, whlcb has en­
abled me to add some points to what I bad already written. Wbere tbis has been 
the case, I have indicated tbis in a footnote; but I have also recorded where I 
disagree with their analyses. 

During all these viclSsitudes, . Professor AD. Leeman bas been an unfailing 
source of encouragement and inspiration. Details need not be added. Suffice it to 
say that even the disagreements just mentioned have been committed to this paper 
with bis encouragement,· and that all wbo know bis work will (I hope) recognize 
my enormous debt to him. 

So many otherS bave belped me also, that I can only mention my greatest debts 
of thanks. Dr. Daan den Hengst has read through the s~mi-final version and sug­
gested numerous improvements, particularly regarding the clarity of the argument 
During my wode, it appeared that Dr. Antoine Braet of Leiden University was 
working on a related article about the Rhetoric, and he has kindly provided me 
with the text of the fortbcoming English version. Moreover, be has given valuable 
comments on my Dutch thesis. Parts of my text were read and commented upon 
by Dr. Nico van der Ben and by Professor Harm Pinkster. The latter has also 
sbown great kindness and flexJ.oility in allowing me to use bis printer to produce 
the final, camera-readyversion. Professor W.W. Fortenbaugh ofRutgers University 
has been so kind as to send me a copy of bis fortbcoming article 'Ocero's 
Knowledge ... ', and to allow me to use and eite it as I saw fit 

My mother, M. van der Horst, being a native speaker of English, has helped 
me with the language. We went through the many problems I had encountered in 
a number of long, but fruitful and pleasant evening sessions. Michlel Bootsman 
kindly agreed to take the photographs for the cover, and ended up designing it. 

Nancy l.aan has discussed a number of problems with me, often helping me to 
impose some order on chaotic thoughts. Also, the book would still have been 
unfinished but· for her willingness to take upon her, during the last months, house­
hold tasks normally shared, wbile at the same time pursuing her own work and 
research. My other debts to her. are numerous, but this is not the place to record 
them. 

Needless to say, the remaining eITors are my own. 

Amsterdam 
Autumn 1989 

J.W. 
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1. INTRODUCI10N 

1.1 General Introduction 

One of the fascinating aspects of c1assical oratory is its frequent use of emotional 
appeal and other indirect ways of persuading an audience. Since c1assical rhetoric 
was meant to provide the orators with instruction and a theoretical background 
to their speeches, one might expect to find a ricb store of interesting observations 
on this topic in the handbooks of that time, as represented by De inventione and 
the Rhetorica ad Herennbun. But a modem reader opening these two extant hand­
books with such expectations will be disappointed: standard rhetoric paid surpris­
ingly little attention to this aspect of persuasion. Of course the rules for the 
prologue prescribed winning the goodwill of the judges, and in the epilogue the 
orator was expected to pull out a1l the stops and arouse hatred for bis opponent 
and pity for himself. But the treatment, even of these parts of the speech, is rather 
arid and bald. Moreover, the main emphasis of the rhetorical handbooks was on 
the part of the speech in which the arguments were put forward, for which an 
elaborate system of rules to cover a1l possible- cases was developed. 

The one-sidedness of this approach is not just a matter of modem hindsight: 
the rigidity of standard rules and the neglect of non-Iogical means of persuasion 
outside prologue and epilogue made the handbooks unpractical and even ridiculous 
in the eyes of the foremost Roman orator and writer of his day, Marcus Tullius 
Cicero. His criticisms, as well as his alternatives, are to be found in his major 
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work on rhetoric and oratory, De oratore, which was written in 55 B.C. The form 
of this work is quite unlike that of the customary handbooks: it presents a dialogue 
on the subject of the ideal orator between some of the leading orators and states­
men of Cicero's youth, set in 91 B.C. The second and third books, however, do 
contain large "technica1" parts1, and it is in the course of the second book and 
through the main speaker in that part of the work, Antonius, that Cicero's criticism 
of the handbooks is mostly put forward. 

At first sight his alternative may seem rather like the standard approach. He 
organizes bis material according to the five tradition~ officia oratons, 'tasks of 
an orator', viz. inventio, dispositio, elocutio, memoria, and aetio (invention, 
disposition, style, memory and delivery); and he also takes account of the parts 
of the speech, prologue, narration, argumentatio and epilogue. Cicero thus, indeed, 
takes the traditional concepts as bis frame of reference. However, he makes so 
many changes that the result is on many points essentially different. This applies 
especially to the content of some of the officia, and one of the· most important 
differences is the treatment of the first officium, invention, given by Antonius in 
Book 2. School rhetoric here gave rules for each part of the speech, argumentatio, 
the part with the arguments, receiving most emphasis; but Cicero offers a division 
of invention into three factors of persuasion, viz. rational arguments, ethos (the 
presentation of the character of the speaker and his client) and pathos (the 
arousing of emotions in the audience). Ethos and pathos are thus put on the same 
level as rational arguments, and all three factors receive a separate treatment. 
Only in the discussion of the second officium, disposition, is mention made of 
the parts of the speech: invention is thus the task of finding all material for the 
whole speech (arguments, ethos and pathos), disposition that of distributing this 
material. 

Cicero, however, was not the first to put forward this threefold division of 
invention. He had an illustrious predecessor: Aristode, in his Rhetorie, was in 
fact the first to devise the concept of officia, and had also divided the first of 
these into the three categories of rational proof, ethos and pathos. Despite Aris­
tode's influence on the school tradition in other respects, this division had appar-

. ently not been adopted. Cicero was the first to bring it to life again in what is 
very near its original form. 

Of course, this has all been stated before, andespecially.Solmsen, in two famous 
articles2, has done much to clarify these matters. Even so, some of the problems 
have not been solved satisfactorily. It is my aim to look at them afresh and to 

1. refiqui fibri TExvoAay\.av habent, Cicero wrote in a letter of 54 B.C. (An. 4,16,2-3), although 
the non-technicaI, "philosophical" parts of Book 3 are of course at least as important. 

2. Solmsen (1938) and (1941). 
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offer a coherent picture, both of the relevant essentials of the rhetorical tradition, 
and, especially, of the concepts of ethos and pathos as employed by Aristode 
and Cicero. For Aristotle, my emphasis will be almost entirely on the Rhetoric, 
for reasons to be briefly put forward below3• As far as Cicero is concemed, my 
foeus will be on De oratore, because his other rhetorical wodes are either of an 
entirely different nature (De inventione, Pardtiones oratoriae), or present another 
stage in the development of his interests (Brutus, De optimo genere oratorum, 
Orator)4. A short survey of the main problems and principles may now be usefuL 

In the first place a re-examination and re-interpretation of the relevant parts 
of the texts of Aristotle's Rhetoric and Cicero's De oratore will be necessary to 
describe more exactly their concepts of ethos and pathos. It will become clear 
thatalthoughthe frequently found equation of Cicero's ethos with the gende 
emotions is inaccurate, there is indeed a difference between bis concepts and 
those of Aristotle. 

Of course a comparison between their concepts is not the only way of approach­
ing the elose resemblance between their views. One of the other questions that 
come to mind is: had Cicero actually read the Rhetoric, or did he get his Aristote­
tian material from some other source? Questions like these were very prominent 
in the last part of the 19th and at the beginning of the 20th century, when so­
called QuelIenforschung reigned supreme. 1 will treat them at some length in 
Chapters 4 and 5, for although they have been out of fashion in some scholarly 
cireles for some time, 1 see no reason to consider them as illegitimate, however 
misguided the old answers may have been. 

It must be emphasized, however, that the question of sources should be carefully 
distinguished from the problem of interpreting De oratore. This problem requires 
an open mind towards the nature of Cicero's own work and purposes, not a mind 
preoceupied with finding Aristotelian paralieis even for single words - a practice 
surprisingly frequent even today, and yielding no less surprising results: one recent 
articleS only just stopped short of calling Cicero a poor translator of bis Aristote­
tian source. It has become in~easingly elear, most recently and especially from 
the commentary by Leeman and Pinkster, that De oratore is not a compilation 
but a unity, not a scissors-and-paste work but the result of reflection and careful 
composition. When Cicero, ten years after its completion, wrote to Attieus sunt 
etiam 'de oratore' nostri tres milli vehementer probati ('And there are my three 
books "On the Orator", of which 1 entertain a very goöd opinion')6, it was certainly 
not one of his instances of exaggerated self-praise. Of course, these general obser-

3. § 2.1. p. 12-13; d. § 2.3, p. 30-32. 
4. This obvious principle for interpreting Cicero is not a1ways observed: not, c.g., by Schwein­

furth-Walla (1986: esp.13O-168). 
S. Fantham (1973). 
6. Att. 13,19,4. 
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vations on the nature of De ora/ore can only serve as a starting point: they will 
have to be substantiated by a careful analysis of the text itself. 

One further question should be posed ü the nature and scope of influence of 
Aristotlets Rhetoric is to be c1arified. This question is again distinguished from 
that of interpretation: it concerns the qualities of the Rhetoric vis-ä.-vis its poten­
tial readerst especially those of Cicerots time. How c1early is its meaning brought 
forward, and to what extent did the backgrounds of these readers allow them to 
grasp this meaning? This question of the possible reception of the Rhetoric will 
be dealt with in aseparate section in the chapter on Aristotle (§ 2.5). 

Finally, a picture of the rhetorica1 handbooks (the 'TExvaL) that were current 
between Aristotle and Cicero is indispensablet in the OOt place because. Cicero 
frequently assumes his readers to be thoroughly familiar with their precepts, in 
the second place as providing the history of the concepts between Aristotle and 
Cicero. 

H this book shows some lack of balance and seems to overstress De ora/ore at 
the expense of the Rhetoric, two things may be put forward. by way of excuse. 
First, since the interpretation of both works turns out to profit from a concep­
tual comparison between them, some of the remarks on Aristotle had to be post­
poned until the chapters on Cicero. Second, the nature of De ora/ore is such, 
that it requires more detailed treatment: whereas the Rhetoric is an expos~, De 
ora/are contains many allusions to contemporary debates andt moreover, is a work 
of a literary nature that employs a number of persuasive techniques. This difference 
of approach between the two authorst and the confrontation of two minds at 
once similar and different, may, I hope, add to the attractiveness of the subject 
of ethos and pathos for the reader, as it has for me. 

1.2 Tbe Concepts of Ethos and Pathos 

The purpose of the theoretica1 background to be given here is to facilitate both 
the formulation of some fundamental points and an accurate comparison between 
the concepts used by Aristotle and Cicero. Most points will be treated in more 
detail when the texts of these authors ~e analysed. 

As has already been saidt the main emphasis in standard rhetoric was on rational 
arguments. The presentation by the speaker of his own character and the playing 
upon the feelings of the audience were mentioned, but only in the roles for pro-
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logue and epilogue. (A more precise picture will be given later7.) Aristotle and 
Cicero approach matters differently. Their common starting point is a consideration 
of the means by which an audience may be persuaded. There are, in their view, 
three such means (pisteis): 

- rational arguments; 
- ethos : the presentation of the character of the speaker (or of his 

dient: see below); 
- pathos: the playing upon the feelings of the audience. 

('Rational arguments' is somewhat pleonastic, but it might prevent ambiguities.) 
The Greek word 1)8o~, from which the second of these gets its name, means 

'character'8, and a favourable presentation of the speaker's character can help to 
persuade an audience. That is: 1)8o~, character, can be used as "material" for a 
means of persuasion. This means of persuasion is often, though not in Aristotle 
or Cicero9, referred to by the same word, 1)8o~, but tbis sometimes gives rise 
to confusion on a number of levels, not only in modem interpretations: it is 
already apparent in Quintilian. His chapter about ethos and pathos contains the 
following observation (6,2,9): non tarn mores significari videntur quam morum 
quaedam proprietas; nam ipsis quidem omnis habitus mentis continetur, 'it is not 
so much character (mores) that seems to be meant (by 1)8o~), as a certain appro­
priateness of character10; for the term character (mores) indudes every mental 
attituqe'. Though the text is rather difficult, Quintilian here seems to wrestle 
with the same ambiguity of 1)8o~ that has just been mentioned: it may be trans­
lated by mores ('character'), but as a means of persuasion it only comprises a 
certain, i.e. a positivell, kind of character. 

To prevent any such confusion, I will use. the transcribed form ethos for the 
means of persuasion, thus restricting the Greek form 1)8o~ to its own value (or 
values) 12. Similar considerations apply to 'lTa8o~ (approximately 'emotion') vs. 
pathos, although the danger of confusion seems less in this case. I may add here 
that the word etlzopoiia, though it will be avoided as far as possible, will be 

7. Chapter 3. See also § 2.2. 
8. Cf. p. 30-32, and pp. 60-61, 64-65. 
9. Cf. pp. 60-61 and 223. 
10. ProprietQS is hard to interpret and translate: it may mean 'property' or 'kind'. The inter­

pretation given here is like that of G.MA. Grube, 17,e Greek and Roman Critics (London: Methuen, 
1965): 291, 'a certain appropriateness of temper'. 

11. 'Positive kind of character' is of course an interpretation, but it seems the most likely 
one. 

12. Cf. p. 60-61. 
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used in both its ·"modem" senses13:. the suggestion of the character of the dient 
.. by a logo graph er (a' profesSional· speech writer), and the convincing depiction of 

characters of people 'appearing in a speech,especially important in the narration. 
In the course of my analyses I will refer a number of times to the following 

simple model for communication14: . 

speaker 

(sender) 
speech 

(message) 

audience 
:> (receiver) 

Of course more sophisticated models exist. I do, however, prefer this one as being 
clear and as being most easily compatible with ancient rhetorical theory15. 

Now there would seem to be a very simple connection between rational argu­
ments, ethos and pathos on the one hand, and the three entities of the model on 
the other: 

arguments seem to be bound up with the inessage; 
ethos seems to be bound up with the sender; 
pathos intends an effect of the message on the receiver. 

These c1ear-cut connections are implied in most current views, and remain useful 
as a starting point. It is, however, essential to make some corrections, in view 
of some questions that need to be answered if analysis of authors like Aristotle 
and Cicero is to be c1ear and fruitful. The most important of these questions 
seem to be: 

13. "Modern", because the first of these is not, as has been thought, the meaning of the 
word in Dionysius of Halicamassus, Crom where it has been taken. Cf. p. 58 n. 233. 

14. This model is essentially Karl Bühler's (Sprachtheode. Die Darstellungsfunktion der Sprache, 
Jena: FIScher, 1934 [re pr. Stuttgart: FIScher, 1965]: 24-33), although here the emphasis is different 
because of its restricted application to rhetoric. Observations related to those below (p. 7-8) I fmd 
to have been made by him also: 'few, if any, utterances have one function to the exclusion of 
others' (John Lyons, Semantics, Cambridge UP, 19n, I: 52-53). 

15. More refined models are suited for other purposes, but probably less so for examining 
ancient theory, as they may conflict with, and thus distort, the (implicit) models used by ancient 
writers (cf. also chapter 10, p. 316). Even the famous Jakobson model is too complicated (cf. Lyons 
[o.c. above n. 14]: 52-54; Roman Jakobsoß, 'Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics', in: ThA. 
Seheok, ed., Style in Language, 1960, 350-377: espe 350-357). The model proposed by Hellwig (1973: 
59) is unsatisfactory: it connects 'Methode' with 'Storr only, thus giving arguments apriori, i.e. 
be fore having analysed the views or any author, a status essentially different from that of ethos 
and pathos. . 
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(i) Is ethos concerned with the character of the speaker ooly (whether he is 
speaking for himself or on behalf of someone else), or is it extended to 
cover the dient's character also for cases where the speaker is an advocate? 

(ii) What qualities of the speaker (and dient) fall under the scope of ethos? 
(iii) Is there any connection between ethos and pathos? 
(iv) Besides positive character-drawing regarding speaker (and dient), does ethos 

comprise its negative counterpart regarding the opponent(s)? 

Tbe last question is the least important, and will ooly be treated in passing. As 
for (i), tbis is an issue especially related to the Roman situation, where 'advoca­
Cf was common even in prosecution, and almost universal in defence', whereas in 
Athens the basic situation seems to have been that the litigant spoke for himse1f16• 

This problem is treated in § 3.5 and § 7.2. 
Tbe most fundamental questions, however, are (ü) and (ili). As far as (ii) is 

concemed, there are two principal variants of ethos an author on rhetoric may 
choose. In the first one, ethos is limited to qualities making the' message/speech 
reliable by suggesting that a speaker with those qualities will tell the truth. Tbe 
second extreme ~ to let ethos comprise each and every quality of the speaker 
that sheds a favourable light on himself and on bis case, that is, every quality 
that may win the sympathy of the hearers. Question (ii), therefore, may also be 
formulated from another point of view: 

(üa) What effect is ethos meant to have on the audience? 

Tbe first variant aims at an impression of reliability, the second one at sympathy. 
Tbe descriptions of the second variant show the importance and meaning of 

question (iü). For if some qualities of the speaker may win the sympathy of the 
hearers, that sounds very much like pathos: an emotion, be it a light one" is 
aroused in the audience. So there may be a connection ör overlap between the 
concepts of ethos and pathos. 

Tbis may further be darified by the observation that the communication model 
can be applied to every aspect of a speech, induding arguments, ethos and pathos. 
We may take the second variant of ethos as an example. All three entities play 
their part, the sender as weIl as the message and the receiver; accordingly, the 
same thing can be described from three points of view: 

16. Kenncdy (1968: 427 and 421 respectively). 
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(1) starting from the sender: the speakerjdient is presented as likeable, etc.; 
(2) starting from the message: form or content or tone of the speech suggest 

that the speaker j client is likeable, etc.; 
(3) starting from the receiver: the audience is made to regard the speak:erj 

dient as likeable, etc. 

It should be emphasized that these are indeed three ways of describing one and 
the same phenomenon. -

The example of ethos will turn out to be highly relevant, but these three 
types of description can of course be applied to every aspect of communication, 
and especially to the other two means of persuasion distinguished by Aristotle 
and Cicero, rational arguments and pathos. This is not surprising because, as 
Aristotle points out a number of times, it is always the intention of a speaker to 
let the speech as a whole have some effect on the audience. That is, it is not in 
itself remarkable that it is possible to give these three different descriptions of 
ethos. What is, to some extent, remarkable is that the third one disdoses the 
possibility of a similarity between ethos and pathos - a similarity that vanishes 
if we take the first instead of the second variant of ethos. 

To sum up, ethos and pathos can be looked upon as entirely different, ü the 
only criterion is the emphasis on speaker or audience17• A doser analysis, however, 
reveals that in some cases they may be variants of one phenomenon, whereas in 
others they may not, depending on the qualities covered by ethos. 

These statements will be refined, especially in the analysis of Cicero's concepts 
in § 7.4. The most commonly found description of bis ethos, that it 'denotes the 
lemores affectus, a lesser degree of 'lTaaO~'18, will then be found to be inaccurate. 

17. Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 200) thinks tbis is the criterion used by Cicero. See further 
below, esp. p. 240-241. 

18. Solmsen (1941: 179). Other references below p. 241 n. 76. 



2. ARISfOTIE'S RHEfORIC 

magna etiam animi contentio adhibenda est 
explicando Aristotele, si leges 
(Cicero, Hortensius, fr. 29 Müller) 

21 Unity and Consistency: Principles and Problems 

That Aristotle's Rhetoric is a stimulating but difficult work is a statement to 
which almost aIl who have read it seem to subscribe. Unfortunate1y, a consensus 
is lacking about almost aIl other points worth mentioning, for the many diffi­
cuIties presented by it, inc1uding inconsistencies real and apparent, have given 
rise to fundamentaIly different approach es. This is of course not the place for a 
thorough examination of aIl questions raised. Aristotelian scholarship, however, 
has shown, and still shows, so many conflicting tendencies, that not to take an 
explicit stand on some points of method might mean fostering confusion. A short 
survey - for which. of course no originality can be c1aimed - may therefore help 
to c1arify the basic principles adopted in this studyl. 

In the nineteenth and at the beginning of the twentieth century quite a few 
scholars tried to explain the difficulties by supposing that Aristotle's text had 
been tampered with by others. Some of them assumed additions and rearrange­
ments by one or more editors, others questioned the genuineness of parts or 

1. a. e.g. HeUwig (1973: 20-21); Lossau (1976: 13); Sprute (1982: 22-27); in general F1ashar 
(1983: 177-189 'Stand der Aristoteles-Forschung'); and the works brought together in Stark (ed. 
1968), and in Paul Moraux (ed.), Aristoteles in der neueren Forschung (Wege der Forschung, 61; 
Darmstadt: WISSenschaftliche Buchgeselischaft, 1968). 
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even the whole of the work2• A new epoch in Aristotelian scholarship started in 
1923, with the publication of Werner Jaeger's Aristoteles, in which he put forward 
bis thesis of a development of Aristotle's thought as a whole3• Part of the basis 
for tbis idea was the explanation of inconsistencies in a number of treatises by 
supposing that conflicting views belonged to different "Schichten" ("layers"), written 
in different periods of Aristotle's life. Jaeger's ideas quickly gained vast influence. 
One of bis pupils, Friedrich Solmsen, applied them to the Rhetoric in 19294. Chiefly 
relying on the different approaches towards logical proof he found in the treatise, 
he detected three chronologica1ly different "layers". Solmsen's analysis has not 
been without influenceS, but has also been criticized, even by those who accepted 
the premise of a development in Aristotle's work (whether or not in the extreme 
form advocated by Jaeger). Accordingly, several different patterns of layers have 
been proposed6• There have, however, always been those who thought of the 
Rhetoric as a unified wh oie, a point of view perhaps best known from Cope's 
Introduction and commentary (1867 and 1877). Its main impetus, especially in the 
United States, now seems to co me from the work of Grimaldi, who has offered a 
unilied if idiosyncratic interpretation7• It is obvious that these questions of unity 
and consistency must be taken into account. in interpreting any larger part of 

Z. E.g., Spengel and Vahlen supposed a dislocation of 2,1-17 (SpengelI852: 476-495; Johannes 
Vahlen, 'Zur Kritik aristotelischer Schriften (poetik und Rhetorik)', SAWW 38, 1861, 59-148; repr. 
in: Gesammelte philologische Schriften I, Leipzig, Berlin: Teubner, 1911, 47-105); Roemer (1898) 
lthought our text to be a conflation of a long and a shortened version; and Friedrich Man: even 
denied that Aristotle himself could have been the author, and supposed that an editor had combined 
students' notes of bis lectures ('Aristoteles' Rhetorik', BSG 52, 1900, 241-328; repr. in: Stark ed. 
1968: 36-123). 

3. Anstoteies. Grundlegung einer Geschicltte seiner Entwicklung (Berlin: Weidmann, 1923; 
1959). Similar approaches to the Rhetoric had already been proposed by Adolf Kantelhardt, De 
Aristotelis Rlzetoricis (Diss. Göttingen, 1911; also in: Stark ed. 1968: 124-183); and by Barwick (1922). 

4. Friedrich Solmsen, Die Entwicklung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorik (Neue philolo­
gische Untersuchungen, 4; Berlin: Weidmann, 1929; repr. 1975). 

5. It was adopted by Fritz Wehrli (p. 16-17 of 'Der erhabene und der schlichte Stil in der 
poetisch-rhetorischen Theorie der Antike', in: Olof Gigon et al., Phy/lobolia P. VOll Der Mühll, 
Basel: Schwabe, 1946, 9-34; repr. in: 17leoria und Humanitas. Gesammelte Schriften zur antiken 
Gedankenwelt, Zürich, München: Artemis, 1972, 97-110); and, for the most part, by Kennedy (1963; 
32-87; cf. 1980: 61, 6~), although he has recently expressedsome doubts (1985:· 132: see below 
p. 11-12). 

6. Kennedy (1963: 83 n. 71) refers to the criticisms of Paul Gohlke, 'Die Entstehung der 
aristotelischen Ethik, Politik, Rhetorik', SAWW223,2 (1944) (which I have not seen); other objections 
in Barwick (1%6/67: 234-245); a pattern of four "Schichten", combined with reworking by an editor, 
has been proposed by Renate Tessmer, Untersuchungen zur aristotelischen Rhetorik (Diss. Humboldt­
Univ. Berlin, 1957). 

7. On Grimaldi below p. 27-28. Also ehr. A. Brandis, 'Über Aristoteles' Rhetorik und die 
griechischen Ausleger derselben', Pllilolpgus 4 (1849), 1-47; SÜSS (1910). Düring (1966: 118-124) 
takes a kind of middle position: he does try to date separate parts of the Rhet., and also uses a 
comparison with other works of Aristotle for this purpose; but he regards the work as essentially 
unified; in general, he thinks of Aristotle's development primarily in intellectual terms, not in the 
psychological terms employed by Jaeger. 
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the treatise, such as that on ethos and pathos. 
Of course the principle of taking a work as a unity is a laudable one. It should 

in fact be the starting point for any interpretation, if the danger of a facile 
assumption ·of inconsistencies is to be avoided. But this principle should not, I 
think, be dogmatically insisted upon in all cases. Unity is not a quality bestowed 
on a written work from above. It may be brought about because the author has 
conceived and written the work as a unity or, if he has worked on it over a 
longer period of time, because his ideas have remained essentially the same. In 
the case of Aristotle, however, independent information on these matters is virtually 
lacking. Altematively, the author may have achieved consistency in a final revision, 
made before publication. Aristotle was of course perfectly capable of this: we 
know that he did write and publish a number of works, and that these were written 
in such a style as to win the praise of e.g. Cicero8• But these exoteric works, as 
they are cornrnonly called, have not survived, and the Corpus Aristotelicum we 
now possess consists entirely of esoteric works: they were, as far as we know, 
never published9• So there is no reason to assume that Aristotle has ever extensive­
Iy polished the treatises we now have. The presence of inconsistencies, some of 
which will be discussed in the following sections10, makes it unlikely that he 
has. Their nature is such, I think, as to favour the well-known hypothesis that 
what we now possess were originally notes Aristotle made for bis lectures - some 
parts still showing a rather rudimentary form, others being very clear and coherent, 
perhaps because already more or .Iess prepared for publication. In any case, it is 
clear that the possibility of mconsistencies cannot be ruled out, and that to look 
for unity at any price, and to try to fit every detail into a unified structure, is 
a dangerous business. 

On the other hand, this is not to say that no unity should be looked for at 
all. One of the main reasons why the efforts to point out later re arrangements 
and additions have proved unfruitful, is that they entailed the rejection of parts 
that seemed definitely to bear Aristotle's mark, and there are in fact few sentences 
that can plausibly be ascribed to later editorsll. Internal references show that 
the arrangement of the Rhetoric must also be due to Aristotle himself12• Therefore, 
although a development in Aristotle's thought is not in itself impossible, account 
should be taken of Kennedy's fundamental remark: 'The developmental theory of 
Jaeger and Solmsen has always been open to the criticism that it leaves unexplained 
why Aristotle ... left unchanged those inconsistencies which are taken as keys to 

8. Cf. p. 107 n. 8. 
9. Cf. the history of these esoteric works: below § 4.6. 
10. p. 17-20; p. 39-41, cf. p. 42; cf. also p. 24. 
11. Cf. e.g. below n. 178. 
12. Cf. Düring (1966: 118 n. 3). Some oC these reCerences are at places where an editor would 

not have put them. 
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his development'13. So sections as a whole, herethose on ethos and pathos, should 
if possible be explained as parts of an overall structure. 

If there has been a development, it is quite possible that Aristotle has written 
a certain section with one purpose in mind, has then altered the construction of 
the whole, but has left that section unchanged because it also fitted this new 
structure. In that case, he may not have removed all conflicting details because 
that could be done in the course of his lectures. This me ans thal, although each 
section must still have its interpretation as a part of the whole, so me sections 
may have another and more natural interpretation if taken by themselves. The 
chapters 2,12-17 are a possible example of this (see § 2.4). In short14, on the 
one hand the efforts should, in each case, first be directed at achieving a consist­
ent interpretation; on the other hand, absolute consistency in every detail is not 
to be expected, and minor contradictions may be allowed to stand if they cannot 
be plausibly explained. 

It may be readily admitted that this principle of interpretation involves some 
arbitrariness. This, however, seems unavoidable in the light of the special nature 
of the work, and preferable to roles of interpretation that are c1ear but lead to 
implausible results. 

If doubts about the· unity of the work by itself are to some extent justified, this 
is a fortiori true regarding the unity of Aristötle's works taken together. This 
applies especially to the links between the Rhetoric and bis other works, because 
the status of this treatise and the lectures of which it seems to be a reflection 
may have been a special one. Quintilian teIls us that Aristotle started bis lectures 
on rhetoric in re action . to Isocrates' successes in this field, but gave them in the 
aftemoon; this indicates that these lectures were meant for a more general audience 
than those he gave, e.g., on metaphysics or ethics, which were given in the mom­
ing15• Of course the story may or may not be true. Bul, although the content of 
the Rhetoric seems to present no important deviations from bis theories outlined 
in other works, the terminology and concepts employed are sometimes rather 
different (see especially § 2.3 on ileo~, CPPOVTJO"I8, and ape-rft). Apart from this, 
the point of view adopted in the Rhetoric sometimes makes it almost incomparable 
with other treatises16. I therefore emphatically refrain from using the rest of 
the Aristotelian Corpus in interpreting the Rhetoric. Only additional c1arification 

13. Kennedy (1985: 132). Solmsen saw the problem (o.c. above n. 4: 225), but obviously con­
sidered it a minor one. 

14. Sprute (1982: 25-27) adopts principles similar to those described here; bis reasoDS for 
pUlting interpretation before a developmental approach are, however, more general. 

15. AABT T 31-33; 76-77 (wilh Düring's comments, p. 432-433); see especially Ouint. 3,1,14; 
Gell. 20,5,5; cf. also Cope (1867: 39-40), Solmsen (o.c. above n. 4: 208), Kennedy (1963: 83-84). 

16. Cf. p. 72-74 on Aristotle's "pragmalic" stand on pathos. 
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will, in a few instances, be derived from other treatises. 

Fortunately, most problems presented by the parts on ethos and pathos depend 
much less on the view adopted with respect to the unity of the work than do 
the problems about rational arguments (the status of the topoi, the theory of 
enthymeme and example, etc.). So me that do depend on it are treated in §§ 22 
and 2.4. . 

Obviously, addressing the questions about the possible reception of the Rhetoric 
requires other principles than those outlined here. This problem will be touched 
upon in the section dealing with these questions (§ 25). 

22 Characteristic Features of the Rhetoric; the Pisteis 

Many concepts and insights offered by the Rhetoric were new at the time. Two 
of the points in which it differed from the earlier handbooks of rhetoric17 are 
of interest here: the organization of the material, and the status of ethos and 
pathos in it A longer discussion may now supplement the introductory remarks 
on these matters made in the previous chapter. This discussion will have two 
main parts. After a further description of these two characteristic feafures, three 
problems c10sely connected with these features will be treated. 

In earlier rhetorical handbooks a speech was divided into parts, at least four 
('lTPOOLJ.LLOV, 8Vft')"Tl<T18, 'lTLcrrI818, t'ITLAO'YO~: prologue, narration, proof, epilogue), 
but usually more. The whole subject was then treated according to these parts of 
the speech, for each of which separate precepts were given19• These handbooks 
probably bad a "quite limited function and purpose, being for the most part meant 
to provide people who were not regular and experienced speakers, with quick and 
easy instructions for writing a speech for a court of law20• As such, they had to 
be relatively simple. Nevertheless their importance, and perhaps their authors' 
self-importance, must bave been considerable enough to irritate Plato as weIl as 
Aristotle, whose criticisms of the rigidity of their rules were far from gentle21 •. 

17. Tbe most important of these points have been analysed by Solmsen in a classic article 
(1941: 37-46); about the two points mentioned here see ib.: 37-39, 42. 

18. Or: "IrloTE~ (cf. n. 189). 
19. Plato Phaedr. 266d5-267d9; Arist. Rhet. 1.1,9 (54bl6-19) (cl. 3,13,3: 14a36-b7); Prolegg. 

Sylloge p. 216 (Rabe). Barwick (1922: 11-13), Solmsen (1938: 391-392; 1941: 37). 
20. Kennedy (1959: especially 174-175). Cheap and simple rbetorical instruction was probably 

not only given in handbooks (as Kennedy thinks), but also by way of models (cl. Kennedy O.C.; 

Solmsen 1938: 392; HeUwig 1973: 157 with n. 161). 
21. Plato Phaedr. 266d5-268a1; Arist. Rhet 1,1,9 (54b16-19); 3,13,3 (14a36-b7); 13,5 (14b12-18); 

14,8 (15b4-8); 14,9 (15biO-12): Solmsen (1941: 37 with note 9). 
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Aristotle's own approach is entirely different. It is, if the' whole of the Rhetoric 
is taken into account, determined by the various stages of handling the material 
of a case, in the course of the composition of a speech - in later terms! by the 
officia oratons ('functions' or 'tasks of an orator'22). In the first two books he 
treats the aspect of a speech dependent on content: the pisteis, i.e. the .different 
ways of persuading an audience. This corresponds to what was later named invention 
(E'ÜPE<Tl8, invemio). In book 3 are treated style (AE~18, elocutio: 3,1-12) _ and 
arrangement or disposition ('T'(i~18, dispositio: 3,13-19). After Aristotle the last 
two changed places, and delivery (irrr6KPLO"L~, actio, pronuntiatio) and memory 
(j.LVTU11lo memoria) were added by Theophrastus and an unkown rhetorician respect­
ively. The result was the familiar quintet of officia. 

The parts of the speech that had been the basis of pre-Aristotelian rhetorie 
were not whoIly discarded. They were treated under the head of disposition, and 
were thus incorporated in Aristotle's own system. The chapters on disposition are 
in fact rather elose to traditional preeepts, and the exaet relationsbip with inven­
tion as treated in books 1 and 2 is not made clear in explicit terms. The arrange­
ment of the Rhetoric, however, leaves little room for doubt: in the stage of inven­
tion the orator was meant to think out all possible material to convinee bis audi­
ence, in that of disposition tbis material was to be divided so as to form the 
different parts of the speech. 

This organization of the material· entails the se co nd characteristic of Aristot­
le's approach. It coneerns the content of invention. As far as we know, standard 
theory of bis time did, as Aristotle himself stresses, pay considerable attention 
to pathos, the arousing of emotions in the audience. Although it also stressed 
argumentapon from probabilities23, this seems to constitute a difference from 
later standard theory, that of Cicero's time, where the classification of rational 
arguments played a very dominant part24• But apart from this difference in 
emphasis, the treatment of pathos, as weil as that of ethos, was essentially the 
same: they were firmly connected with prologue (ethos) and epilogue (pathos)2S. 
We may compare Aristotle's introduction of the pisteis (1,2,2-3: 55b35-56a4): 

,-6)v &E 'll'lnrEWV a\. .uv ci'-EXVOI. Elm.v a\. 8' EV1"EXVOL.. cinxva 8A AE:yw ~ ~Tt 
81.' -fu.t.Wv 'll'E'II'6pLO'Tal. Iillci 'll'p<rlhriiPXEV, otov .wp1"\lPE~ 13ci000VOl. ovyypa<pat. Kat. öaa 

22. Also called partes, parts of rbetorie, but tb at term may lead to confusion with the parts 
of the speech. 

23. a. e.g. Plato Phaedr. 2fJ7a6-7; 273b3-c2; Rhet. Ala. 7,4-14 (1428a26-1429a20); 36,8-9 
(1442a27-37); SÜSS (1910: 2-10), Kennedy (1963: 88, 116; 1980: 2fJ-28). 

24. As remarked above p. 1. Cf. below, §§ 3.2 and 3.5. 
25. Solmsen (1938: 391-392): Arist. Rhet. 1,1,9 (54bl6-20); 3,14,7 (15a24-b4); Prolegg. Sy/loge 

p. 216 (Rabe); the chapters on prologue and epilogue in RlJet. Ala. Probably, Thrasymachus' "D.EOL 

was a collection of commonplaces to be used in epilogues: cf. Solmsen (1938: 392, 404), Kennedy 
(1963: 63, 69). 



1'OI4\rra, ~vrexva &A 00a &a ~ JLE8600v Kat 81.' -fu,Lwv Ka1'a(J1(E\KXoiJ~val. 8'Uva-
1'6v- Ware SEt 1'oVr6lV 1'O~ JUV xpTjaaoiJat. 1'a 8E Ellpetv. TWV Se &ci TOÜ >"lrymJ 
'II'~oJLhwv 'll'l.o-rewv 1'pta Et&q w-n.v· a\. JUV ,ap elm.v tv Tt!) i\8el. 1'OÜ U"'fOV-
1'~, a\. &A b 1't!) 1'OV tiKpcXlrl!v &a8etvcxL 'll'6)C;, a\. &A tv airrrj) 1''P >..~ 
814 1'OÜ &ucvilval. 'f\ rpaLveoiJal. &l.Kvilvcxl.. 

Of the meaos of persuasion, some are non-technical, others are technicaL By 
non-technical ones I mean an those that are not furnished by ourselves but are 
a1ready in existence, such as witnesseS, evidence extracted under torture, agree­
ments, ud the like; and by technical ones I mean all those that can be constructed 
systematically by ourselves: thus the fll'St ones must be used, the second ones 
must be invented. Of the means of persuasion [pisteis] furnished by the speech 
there are three kinds, for some depend on the character of the speaker, same on 
putting the hearer into a ccrtain frame of mind, and some on the speech itselC, 
brought about by proving or seeming to prove. 

15 

SO, apart from the 'non-technica1' ones (also called 'inartificial' ones), Aristotle 
presents three pisteis ('means of persuasion'), ethos, pathos and rational prooe, 
which are on one level. Ethos and pathos are thus not restricted to prologue and 
epilogue as in the handbooks26: all three pisteis are to be distributed over the 
parts of the speech only in the stage of disposition, and this implies that all 
three may be put into all parts, as the case may require. The threefold division 
is at the basis of the first two books of the Rhetoric, in which rational argu­
ments as weIl as ethos and pathos (2,1-17) receive a very full treatment17• 

In the passage following the one just quoted (1,2,4-7: 56a5-25) Aristotle gives 
a OOt description of all three pisteis, and tbe rest of chapter 1,2 is devoted to 
the forms rational argumentsmay take (1,2,8-22: 56a35-58335)2:8. Since this last 
point will prove to be important for ethos and pathos also, we may very briefly 
go into it. Aristotle states that 10gica1 proof may take two forms. The first is 
the enthymeme, which is the analogue of the dialectical syllogism. It may in fact 
be a complete syllogism (e.g.: '1bose who have a fever are ill; this man has a 
fever; so he is ill'), but it is most often shortened, because one of the premises 
or the condusion is dear and need not be explicitly stated (e.g.: 'This man has 
a fever; so he is ill')29. Tbe second form is that of the example or paradigm 
(1TapaBEI/YJ.La). It has been shown, however, that for Aristotle the example is 

26. Solmsen (1938: 393-394; 1941: 42). 
'1:1. On the methodical character of the treatment of pathos cf. § 27. HeUwig (1973: 245 with 

n. 32) mechanically connects the three pisteis with the three factors speaker - matter - hearer, 
but there is no hint that Aristotle does so. (She adduces the apparent lack of Cunction, in the 
context, of two of the three factors in 1,3,1: 58a37-bl. But this passage comes after, and rather 
long after, the introduction of the three pisteis.) 

28. It makes no difference lo the argument here whether 56a35-b5 is genuine, not genuine or 
genuine but out of place (see Kassel's apparatus). 

29. 1,2,13 (57a15-22); the example given here is adapted trom 1,2,18 (57bI4-lS). Cf. e.g. 
Kennedy (1980: 70-71), Sprute (1982: 68-70,130-133). 
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really a special case of the enthymeme30, and accordingly he clearly regards 
enthymeme as the most important of the two. We may therefore, for the purposes 
of this study, neglect the example in what follows. While Aristotle thus specifies 
the form of rational arguments, he does nothing similar for ethos and pathos. It 
will be argued below that their form may be enthymematic, but may also be 
different 

As a final point of the general description, something may be said about the 
word pistis. We should, I think, take themeaning of this word to be 'means of 
persuasion' in general, 'something that p~rsuades or may persuade'31. Aristotle 
employs it, however, with two slightly different shades of meaning, both natural 
derivatives of this one meaning31: 

(a) in 1,2,3 (above p. 14-15) pistis is 'a thing that persuades', one separate 
persuasive element of a speech. All (technical) pisteis are then divided into three 
categories: 

some pisteis are based on ethos, 
some pisteis are based on pathos, 
some pisteis are based on rational arguments. 

One speech contains many pisteis in this sense, an of which are based upon one 
of the th!ee factors. (Of course one passage may contain more thall one of these 
three factors.) . 

(b) 1,9,1 (66a26-27) contains the following phrase: 

... the means by which "Ne will be taken to be of such and such a character, 
which, as we have said, is a second33 means of persuasion. 

Here ethos (described by 'ITo\,oL 'TWEC; irrroA,1'}<f'81}O"oj.1E8Cl KCl'Ta 'TO 1}eoc;, 'we will 
be taken.. to be of such and such a character'), is called a pistis, a 'means of 
persuasion'34. There are, therefore, three pisteis in this sense (called 'factors' in 
(a», and a speech always contains at most three. This is, however, the only place 

30. Kennedy (1980: 70), and especially Sprute (1982: 80-88) (who, 83-84 n .. 90, rejects the 
view of Gerard AHauser, 'The Example in Aristotle's Rhetoric: Bifurcation or Contradiction?', 
Ph&Rh 1, 1968,78-90; repr. in: Erickson ed. 1974: 156-168). 

31. About the opinion of Grimaldi and Lienhard see below p. 27-28. 
32. Cf. Sprute (1982: 64 n. 197), whose account differs slightly from the one given here. 
33. Ethos is perhaps called 'second' because il is second in 1,2.7 (56a20-25), but more probably 

because there, and in 1.~ (56a1-20), it comes before pathos: rational arguments being under 
discussion here (in 1,9), the natural ensuing order is arguments - ethos - pathos. (This will indeed 

. turn out to be the order of treatment.) 
34. Tbe antecedent of ofTzrep is not -1j8~ (as Schenkeveld 1976: 426 takes it), but 'll'oLOl 

'rI.VE~ inro).~JLE8a KaTci Tb 1t6~, as Dr. N. wo der Ben points out to me. This is indeed 
far more probable in view of Aristotle's other despiptions of ethos (below p. 60 with n. 2M); d. 
especially (since it closely precedes the passage under discussion) 1.8,6 (66a10). 
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in the Rhetoric where Aristotle himself uses pisas in this way35. 
Both expressions are essentially equivalent, and confusion is hardly possible36• 

The description most frequently found today seems to be (b) ('Aristotle's three 
pisteis')37. 1 will use botb. 

After this general survey, we may now turn to some problems. The first feature 
of Aristotle's approach, the organization according to ojJicia, is not very problem­
atic. It is true that style and arrangement are not announced until the end of 
the second and the beginning of the third book38, and it is not impossible that 
the third book was not originally planned together with books 1 and 239• But as 
it stands, its position is dear, and the whole of the Rhetoric is adequately de­
scribed by the division into three ojJicifr40. 

The second feature, the division into three pisteis, is more difficu1t. It presents 
three main problems. The first one is related to the questions of consistency 
touched upon in § 2.1. In the passage from the second chapter quoted above (p. 14-
15), and in what folIows, Aristotle unambiguously incorporates ethos and pathos in 
his technical approach to rhetoric. In the very first chapter, however, he rejects 
emotional appeal (1,1,3-4: 54all-18)41: 

vüv JJh MlV cl 'l"a~ 1"txva~ 'I"(i)v ).lrywv O"\IV'rL8tVTE~ 6>..l-yov 'll'E1I"ovTJKam.v a~ 
(sc. ~ tt~) J,L6PLOV. a\. -ydp 'll'to-re~ ~VTExv6v to-n. p.6vov, 'l"a 8' rua 'll'po<riIi')­
KaI, O\. SE 'll'Ept JLtv tve"I.I:ruui'!"wv oü8~v ).t-ymxn.v, mp Wort aWlL« ~ 'II'~, 
'll'Ept SE 'I"(i)v ~w 'l"oii 'll'pa'YIL«'I"~ 'l"a 'll'AE'tO'ra 'll'pa"f!Ul'l"WoV'l"al: 8Laßa),'it -ydp Kat ~­
A~ Kat öm Kat 'l"ci 'l"OLaVra 'll'aEhj ~ ~ oV 'll'Ept 'l"OÜ 'll'pci'YIL«'I"~ to-r\.v 

cillci 'II'~ rov 8l.KaO'riJv. 

Now those who. in these days compose handbooks of rhetoric have spent their 
efforts on ooly a small part of this art. For proofs [pisteis] are. the ooly things 

35. He uses the expression .eIsewhere: Top. 1,8 (103b3, 7). Rhet. 1,2,8 (56a35-b2) might seem 
another case, but it is not (cf. Radt 1979: 289). 

36. Tbe reference back in 1,9,1 (to 1,2,3-7: 56al-25) is, therefore, unproblematic. 
37. Cope's terminology is potentially confusing: he often uses 'll'to-re~ for rational arguments, 

terming 'll'to-re~, i)a~ en 'll'ae~ three 'modes of proof, or the Iike (1867: 4, 108-109, 152, al.); 
but he also speaks of'the three 'll'to-re~' (usage (b» (e.g.1Bn: 28 ad 1,2,3: 56al-4). 

38. Düring (1966: 118) thinks the final senteoce of book 2 (2,26,5: 03a34-b2) is not Aristot­
le's. Even. if this is true, it makes DO difference here, since the phrase at the beginning of book 
3 (3,1,1: 031>6-15, especially 1>6-8) is the essential one. 

39. Cf. below p. 158, and Appendix 4. 
40. Tbe silence about the section on the parts of the speech (arrangement), until the dose 

of the two books on content, may perhaps (as Kennedy 1985: 132 suggests) be due to an internal 
"rhetoric" of the Rhetoric, and of the lectures of which it was the basis. Tbe question why Aristotle 
treats style (3,1-12) before arrangement (3,13-19), whereas the later handbooks employed the reverse 
order, is of no importance here. 

41. As Grimaldi (1980: ad 54a12) remarks, the variants for 6>..t-yov 'll'E'lTovftKam.v (cooi. Kassel; 
see bis apparatus) present DOthing essentially different. Tbe paraphrase of the passage in Flashar 
(1983: 254) is highly erroneous. . 
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falling under the scope of art; everything else is merely accessory. And yet they 
say nothing. about enthymemes, which is the most essential part of persuasion, 
but devote most of their attention to things outside the matter itself: for. the 
arousing of prejudiee, pity, anger and similar emotions has nothing to do with 
the matter, but is directed at the judge oo1y. 

The contradiction is obvious: the 'technical' means of persuasion are here identified 
with the c::nthymeme, and everything else, especially pathos, is explicitly excluded 
from the 'art' (techne). This point of view is repeated in the sections following 
the passage quoted42• 

The opinion expressed in this passage must not be confused with the view 
that appeals to the emotions can be dispensed with in practice. Aristotle writes 
that if the laws, as in some states, would forbid speakers to talk about non-essen­
tials, the handbook-writers would have nothing to say (1,1,4-5: 54a18-24). This 
implies that what they do say is not irrelevant in reality, the laws being what 
they are. In fact, he admits that 'in the law courts it is useful to win over the 
hearers' (1,1,10: 54b31-33). He does not, therefore, deny that pathos is successful 
in practice. He does, however, here deny that it belongs to the art. 

It is relevant to note that the passage quoted is not unambiguous"3. Its structure 
shows that Aristotle means to associate means of persuasion ('proofs', pisteis), 
art, enthymeme and 'the matter itself (ra 'lTpci-YJ.1Cl) with each other. On the 
other hand, the things done by the handbook-writers are first labelled 'a small 
part of the art', but then contras ted to 'the only thing falling und er the scope 
of art' and therefore regarded as not belonging to the art - not even to a small 
part of it. The two sentences are, therefore, not completely compatible. Nevertbe­
less, Aristotle connects them by -yap ('For .. .'), thus suggesting their equivalence. 
Since he repeats bis opinion that enthymemes are the technical means of persuasion 
in the following part of the passage (1,1,9: 54b20-22), this must be the opinion 
he wants to express. The wording 'a small part of the art' in the above quotation 
must, accordingly, be an understatement for 'no part of the art at all', to be 
corrected by the explicit statement in the next sentence. This, it seems, is part 
of the "rhetorical colouring" of this highly polemical passage, and provides no 
reason to doubt its overall tendency. It is inescapable, therefore, to accept that 
here Aristotle does not regard pathos as part of the art of rhetoric, which is 
inconsistent with bis concept of the three technical pisteis put fOIWard in the 
second chapter of the Rhetoric. 

This is all the more true because of a cross-reference between the conflicting 

42. Especially 1,1,9 (54b16-22); d. also 1,1,4-6 (54a18-31); 1,1,11 (55a3-20). 
43. Tbe ambiguity is not in the word 'll'poo&TJK'T}, as HeUwig holds (1973: 166 n. 202). Her 

notion that it means 'notwendige Ergänzung' is based on an erroneous argument of Hartmut Erbse 
(p. 246-247 of 'Tradition und Form im Werke Herodots', Gymnasium 68, 1961, 239-257): the word 
itself is neutral, the context decisive (so here 'merely accessory'), d. the addition of 0JLUCPCi and 
~ 11 in Plato Rep. 1, 339b1-2, and oU O}J.LKpitv 'll'p0a6T)KTJV in Loches 182c5. 
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passages: in 1,2,5 (56a16-17), when describing pathos as a means of persuasion, 
Aristotle writes: 'lTPO~ Ö Kat ~VOV 'lTfLpcia8aL <paj.Lfv 'lTpa'YI-UlTf-ufoi)aL TO"~ 

VÜV TfXVOA.o'Yo'ÜVTa~ ('It is to tOO alone [viz. pathos] that, as we maintain, 
present-day writers of rhetorical handbooks direct their attention')44. 

Accordingly, attempts to interpret the first chapter differently and to remove 
tbe inconsistency are all unconvincing. Grimaldi's idea, e.g., that Aristotle only 
rejects 'emotional appeals which are totally extraneous to the issue', and that be 
sanctions appeals whicb are not4S, bas no support in the text of the first ebapter: 
such, a distinction is simply not there. Sprute's claim t\lat Aristotle's statements 
in 1,1 only eoncern an ideal art of rbetorie, corr~sponding to an ideal set of 
la ws, will not do either. Aristotle's opinion that pathos is non-teehnical is an 
unqualified one, and the passage on ideal laws is only a digression, giving only 
additional strength toOO view46. 

Otbers (Barwiek and Solmsen) took tbe inconsistency as proof that the first 
ebapter, with its rejeetion of pathos, belonged to an early stage of Aristotle's 
development47• Even if this is true (whieb seems impossible to decide), it does 
not belp us any further. An explanation of tbe contradiction is needed even then 
(cf. p. 11-12), especially beeauSe of the cross-reference just mentioned. 

A suggestion recently made by Kennedy and by Solmsen himse1f48 seems to be 
tbe most attractive way out of the difficulty: the solution may be found in attribu­
ting to the Rhetoric a "rbetoric" of its own, and by taking aceount of tbe polemical 
nature of this first ebapter. Althougb the passage quoted does not give Aristotle's 
opinion as it is reflected in the rest of the work, be must bave .considered it 
important to stress, perbaps "in tbe very first part of bis lectures, that wbat be 

44. a. also 'll'oL6v 1wa ••• 1'~1V KPI.,",V KU1'UDKEOOtEI.V, which describes Aristotle's pathos 
(2,1,2: 77b24), with lS1r~ 1'lIv "P1.-riJv 'll'oL6v 1'I.va 'll'OI.TP(a)OW, which describes the thing he rejects 
in 1,1 (1,1,9: 54b20). 

45. Grimaldi (1980: ad 54a17, cf. ad a15 1'WV ~(a) 1'0\1 'ITp<i'Y.,uxT~). Ad 54aU he also claims 
(on the streogth of bAt')'Ov ... JL6pl.Ov) that Aristotle 'is not denying that the '11'11°11 are part of 
the rhetorical ttXVTl', ignoring the structure of the passage, and the phrase ~vrexv6v tO'Tl. 
JL6vov (this mistake also in Wtkramanayake 1961: 196). 

46. Sprute (1982: 36-41, 63-65); Braet (1989: beginning of § 3) subscribes to Sprute's view. 
Tbe fact that the passage on ideal laws is a digression is apparent from its position (1,1,4-8: 54a18-
b16; the passage immediately preceding, quoted above p. -17, is continued -by the one immediately 
foUowing. 1,1,9: 54ab16-22). Moreover, the reasons given for the non-technical nature of pathos 
in the passage quoted are independent of the nature of the laws. Hellwig's account (1973: 179-
180) is lllso unsatisfactory (and slightly inconsistent with ib.: 49). 

47. Barwick (1922: 16-17; 1966/67: 242). In 1929 (o.c. above n. 4: 226-229) Solmsen still re­
garded this as related to Plato's criticisms of rhetoric in the Gorg.; but he seems to have changed 
bis mind later (1976: 175), because in that case 'Aristotle would start from a position which Plato 
had taken in the Gorgias but in the meantime left behind' in the Phaedrus. (He rightly prefers 
the commonly accepted dating of the Phaedrus, ca. 370: cf. R. Hackforth, Plato's Phaedrus. Trans­
lated with an Introduction and Commentary, Cambridge UP, 1952: 3-7). Cf. also Kennedy (1963: 
84-85). 

48. Solmsen (1976: 175), Kennedy (1985: 132) (cf. also above n. 40). 



20 

bad to say would be something quite different from wha.t the vulgar handbooks 
(and Isocrates?) bad to offer. The enthymeme was in that case the natural thing 
to emphasize, because it was probably the Most revolutionary featureof bis 
theory4l' - and bec:ause. we may oonjecture, Aristotle was in the end as much 
out of sympathy with pathos as be claims to be in the first chapter. even if he 
was realistic enough to see that an art of rhetoric would not be complete without 
it. 

Tbe second and third problems are dosely related. I will first introdnce them. 
and touch upon previous answers; after that 1 will foni:mIate and defend a solution 
recently offered by Braet. The second problem concems Aristotle·s view of the 
fonns ethos and pathos may take. As described above (p. 15-16), he writes !hat 
rational arguments take the form of the enthymeme (of which the exa.mple is a 
special case), OOt nothing similar is cxplicitly stated abont the other two pisteis. 
Tbe traditional view is that the enthymeme is restricted to logical reasoning abont 
the case itself, ie. to rational arguments. Ethos and pathos are then expressed 
differently, eitber directly through statements that are not part of enthymematic 
reasoning, or indirectly, through the way things are fonnnlated and delivere<fSO. 
There is, however, also a radically different view, viz. that an three pisteis are 
meant to take.the form of the enthymemest. 

Tbe third problem is the structure of books 1 and 2 of the Rhetoric. It is 
connected with the second one, because the traditional view of the enthymeme 
makes the composition unintelligible. The following scheme shows the structure 

in general termsSZ: 

~1-3 

(1, 15 
2.1-17 

(2.18 
2.19-26 

I.ntrodudion (rhetoric anti diaIedic; tbe 3 pistdr, cnthymeme and ccunplc; 
tbe 3 kinds of oratory) 

Logical proofs: material rar argumCDts foe the deJibetative (4-8). the 
epidcictic (9) and the judicial kiad (~14) 

Non-tcdmical proofs) 
Ethos ud pathos 
Link. bctwecD 2,1-17 ud 2)9-26) 
-oencral topics". c::cunplc; muims. enthymeme 

Tbe exact structure of 2,19-26. and especially the relationship between the topoi 
("topicsj given there and the enthymeme is rather difficultSl• These intricate 
questions. however. need not cancern us here. What is important is that these 

49. Cf. SoImscn (1941: 39-42). Sprute (1982: 140-146). 
SO. E.g..: Cape (1867: 99-IOO. cl .Iib.). Marx (o.c:.. above D.. 2: 286-288). Solmsen (1941: 39 

[IDlPIicit1yl). Wikramanzyakc (1961). Kcnnedy (1963: 9S-99; 1980: 68-10), Spmte (1982: SU7). 
5L Cf. p. ~28, with the relacna:s an. 82-83. 
S2. Düring (l966: 130-132) oddly gM:s 2.1-26 the headiug 'Der Vortrag'; bis analysis is rather 

mpcdiciaI. 
53. Cf. Sprute (1982: 180-190, cf ahö.). 
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chapters deal with enthymeme and related subjects. In the traditional view, wh ich 
regards enthymeme as the vehide of rational arguments alone, they continue 
either the introductory treatment of enthymeme in 1,2, or, somewhat less strictly, 
chapters 1,4-14, which are also about logical proofs. The chapters on ethos and 
pathos are then an interruptionS4• Of course re arrangements have been proposed 
to re~ove the difficulty (cf. p. 9-10), but this approach creates more problems than 
it solves: e.g., ü the structure was originally more logical, it is not at all dear 
how the arrangement has come to be as it isss. The assumption that the sections 
on ethos and pathos belong to a later stage of Aristotle's thoughtS6 likewise 
falls to explain their position. 

The non-traditional. view, which regards all three pisteis as enthymematic, 
solves the third problem, because it makes 2,19-26 relevant to ethos and pathos 
also. This solution, however, meets with other serious difficulties, as will become 
dear from what folIows. 

It will be argued here thata compromise between the two views is the most 
attractive solution: ethos and pathos may be expressed by enthymemes, but also. 
by other means. This compromise is essentially what Braet has recently propos~ 
edS7• It has the advantage of solving the question of structure, while avoiding 
the difficulties attached to the view that all pisteis must always be enthymem­
atic. 

We will start with arguments showing that pathos may take the form of an enthy­
meme. The first one (which also concerns ethos) has already been mentioned: the 
structure of books 1 and 2 would thus be dear. 

The second one is to be found in the chapters on pathos, 2,2-1158• For seven 
of the fifteen emotions treated there, Aristotle gives instructions about the use 

54. E.g.: Spengel (1852: 485), Cope (1867: 245; IBn ll: 172-174); (cf. Barwick 1922: 14-15; 
1966/67: 239-241), Kennedy (1963: 82; 1980: 69, 75-76), Sprute (1982: 173-174), Manfred Fuhrmann, 
Die antike Rhetorik (Artemis Einführungen; München, Zürich, 1984): 32-33 and 147, Kroll (1940: 
1058-1059). Kroll's explanation (ib.: 1060; also Brink 1963: 83-84) that 2,18ff. contains things relevant 
to aß three genera causarum (KOWa), whereas 1,4-15 as weIl as 2,1-17 are only relevant to one 
genre ('z.B. Mitleid und Neid nur Cür die Gerichtsrede') is unCounded (cf. below p. 35 with n. 126). 
Solmsen's solution (o.~ above n. 4: 223-225: 1,4-15 and 2,1-17 are all given in the Corm of UiLaI. 

'lTpoTaO"EI.';) seems too dependent on tbe term 'lTpoTaO"EI.';. Tbe accounts oC the structure in Düring 
(1966: 126-132) and Flashar (1983: 254-255, 365-368) are Caulty on any view. 

55. This point also, e.g., in Grimaldi (1972: 31). 
56. Solmsen (o.c. above n .. 4: 226-229). 
57. Braet (1989); an earlier version was published in Dutch: 'Ethos, pathos en logos in de 

Rhetorica van Aristoteles', 7ijdschrift voor Taalbeheersing 10 (1988), 14-27. Tbe difference between 
bis discussion and mine is chiefly one of emphasis. 

58. This argument also in Braet (1989: § 2). He does not, bowever, mention 2,5,15 (83a8-12; 
quoted below), and includes 2,2,27 (BOa2-4) and 2,3,17 (BOb29-33), both ofwhich afford no proof. 
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of his analyses59• In four cases these instructions suggest the use of enthymemes, 
e.g. 2,5,15 (83a8-12): 

WaTe SE'L 'l"OLOin-OU'i 'II'apamreoo'EI.lI, mav it ßf:>..'I"LOV '1"0 q>aßetaeal. airroU'i, ml. 'l"OLOii­
'l"oL eLm.v otol. 'II'a8e'Lv' Kat.:trul äU.OI. JLE~OU'i E"II'a8ov' Kat. 'I"~ blJ.Oi.oU'i 8eI.KViJvaL 
"II'aoxowa4i '" 1I'E'II'ovOlrra4i, Kat. WO 'l"oVrwv \/<p' ~v oUK ci>owo, Kat. 'l"afrra Kat. 
'l"are Im OÜK ci>owo. 

So, whenever it is preferable that they [i.e. the judges] should be afraid, it is 
necessary to put them in such a frame of mind, that they think they are the 
sort of persons to suff er: for (so you should say) others greater than they have 
also suffered; and to show (prove) that their equals are suffering or have suffered, 
and that at the .bands of unexpected people, in an unexpected form, and at an 
unexpected time. 

Here Kat ')'IlP ... E1TaOov ('for ... suffered') is an example of such a use of enthy­
memes, whereas öELKvUvaL ('show, prove') also points to such a use60• 

A third argument is, that with such a point of view Aristotle would be adequate­
ly· describing a practice of the orators of bis day, who often used arguments to 
show that they deserved pity, or their opponents hate, etc.61 

The arguments for the possibility of using enthymemes for ethos62 are less 
strang, primarily because of the brevity of the treatment of this pistis (2,1,5-7: 
78a6-20)63. But the first one given for pathos, the structui'e of books -1 and 2, is 
also valid fär ethos, especially since the beginning of book 2 reintroduces ethos 
and pathos tagether (2,1,2-3: 77b21-29). In addition, a passage from the third 
book seems to strengthen the point64: chapter 3,15, about the means of evoking 
prejudice. (oLaßoAft, 'slandering') and of· countering it, which is connected with 
ethos6S, contains instructions ab out argiIments for the purpose66• 

59. Tbe seven relevant passages are: 2;l..,27 (BOa2-5); 2,3,17 (BOb29-33); 2,4,32 (82a16-19); 
2,5,15 (83a8-12); 2,7,4-6 (85a29-b10); 2,9,16 (87b17-20); 2,10,11 (88a25-28). 

60. Cf. (O:"II'OOt:l.KvUvaL) n. 72. Tbe other three cases are 2,4,32 (82aI6-19: O:"II'o&l.KViJvaL); 
2,7,4-5 (85a30-bl)j 2,9,16 (87b17-20) (about an three d. also n. 78). 

61. Conley (1982: 307-308). . 
62. Braet (1989: § 2). His first argument seems inconclusive: in 2,1,7 (78a16-20) Aristotle 

refers to bis treatment of the virtues in 1,9 for two of the aspects of ethos, cpp6~ and O:pe,..,q, 
and to 2,4 (about <pi.Ata) for the third aspect, eWow. But from the cross-reference in 1,9,1 (66815-
28) it is not clear that the proof of goodness in an epideictic speech (the subject ~f 1.9) is really 
the model for making oneself appear good, the oo1y thing stated is that the material is the same; 
and the reference to 2,4 is probably also to the material oo1y. 

63. About oratorical practice cf. e.g. Kennedy (1963: 136-137); below n. 203. But the difficulty 
of distinguishing between the several variants of ethos (below p. 33-34; § 25, p. SO-54; and es­
pecially § 75, p. 246-247) makes the argument from practice hazardous for ethos. 

64. Braet (1989: § 2) also adduces 3,19,1 (19b10-12 and 15-19), but although the implication 
of enthymematic argumentation seems present there also, it cannot be proven. 

65. It makes no difference here that the concept of ethos suggested in book 3 may be differ­
ent from the one described in 2,1,5-7 (78a6-20) (below § 25, p. 55-56), because 6I.aßo>"i) is relevant 
to ethos in any varianL 
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Before the arguments for the other possibility (non-enthymematic form of ethos 
and pathos) are brought forward, it may be in order to treat two objections some­
times raised against the possibility of enthymematic expression just argued for. 
Does Aristotle not identify logical proof with enthymeme?67 In the first chapter 
he does, as discussed above (p. 17-20)68. That, however, is hardly surprising, since 
there Aristotle only recognizes logical proof, and accordingly there is nothing 
else the enthymeme could be used for. Also, the contradiction between this chapter 
and what follows makes it unfit to be evidence for Aristotle's views on the rela­
tionship of enthymeme with ethos and pathos69. 

It is clear, of course, that ·he does associate rational proof closely with enthy­
meme: it is said to exist only in that form (or in that of example), e.g.: 'lTaVT8~ 
aE 'Ta~ 'lTtCT'T818 'lTOLO'ÜVTaL BLa 'TO'Ü BeLKvUvaL i1 'lTapaBet-YlUX'Ta AE-YOVT8~ 11 
Ev8lJJ.1f)J.1a'T<x' Kat 'lTapa 'Ta'Ü'Ta o'ÜBEv (1,2,8: 56b5-7: 'Every orator who makes 
use of means of persuasion based on logical proof employs either examples or 
enthymemes, and nothing else')7o. Moreover, the ability to use the logical pistis 
is identified with the ability to use syllogisms in 1,2,7 (56a20-25)71. But all this 

66. The formulation of many topoi in 3,15 suggests (enthymematic) argumentation; 3,15,7 
(16a26-28) is explicit about this, since there such argumentation is given (-yap!). 

67. Thus, e.g., Lossau (1976: 16); and d. below n. 69. 
68. Even if not all passages sometimes adduced are absolute proof for identification of the 

two (1,1,9: S4b20-22; 1,1,11: 55a3-7), they certainly suggest it; and 1,1,3-4 (54al1-18: quoted p. 17) 
does so very strongly. 

69. Grimaldi tries to reconcile 1,1 with the rest of the Rhet., but does not succeed (above 
n. 45). Wlkramanayake (1961: 195) and Sprute (1982: 61-(9) identify logical proof with enthymeme, 
on the basis of passages from 1,1 only (1,1,9 and 11: prev. note); but even Sprute's explanation of 
1,1 as describing an ideal rhetorie (above p. 19 with n. 46) does not allow statements from this 
chapter to be used in interpreting others. 

70. I take 6w Toil 6ELKvUvaL to be connected with Ta<; 1ftO-rEL<;: the pisteis to be discussed 
are identified by it as the logical ones. The context c1early shows this to be right: the logical 
pisteis have been introduced not long before (1,2,3: 56a3-4) by aL 5e EV airr<jl T<jl >"{ry<jl, 
5w Toil 5ELKvUvaL ii qxxtve06aL SELKvUvaL, and have, when taken up in in 1,2,6 (56a19-20), 
been described by ÖTav &>..,,6e<; ii qxxl.V0IlEVOV ÖEtSWflEV •••• In 1,2,8 (56a35-b7), TWV Se öw 
TOÜ SELKvUvaL ii qxxtve06aL SELKvUvaL (sc. 1ftarEWV) must then identify the pisteis to be discussed 
('with regard to the means of persuasion based on logical proof or apparent logical proor), and 
the same goes for SW TOÜ SELKvUvaL in the passage in hand (the hyperbaton is regular: K-G. 
2,600-601; cf. 1,615-616; and the references in Schenkeveld 1976: 426). This interpretation of 56b5-
7 also in Cope (1867: 153), Rhys Roberts, Schenkeveld !.c., Radt (1979: 287-288). Freese, however, 
transhltes 'NowaU orators produce belief by employing as proofs either examples or enthymemes 
and nothing else' (thus Dufour in the Bude trans!.), and so Grimaldi (1972: 59; 1980: 353 and ad 
56b6) and others (Lienhard 1966: 450-451; Wömer 1981: 76) take it, in support of their idea that 
enthymeme is the form of allpisteis. 

71. Grimaldi holds (1980: ad 56a22) that O"\)>..Acrytaamlal. here means 'to exercise "reasoning in 
general"', not 'using syUogisms'. This is impossible: (1) in none of the nineteen other instances of 
the verb in the RJlet. (WarteUe 1982: s.v.) can it have this meaning (remotely possible exceptions: 
2,22,4: 96a4; 22,10: 96b1); (2) the conclusion in 1,2,7 (56a25-26) that rhetorie is an 'offshoot' of 
(among other things) dialectie is meaningless without a previous reference to syllogistie reasoning 
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does not .amount to identifying ·rational 'proof with enthymeme: it is nowhere 
stated that ethos andpathos cannot take this form,' Aristotle only asserts that 
the rational pistis necessarily always does. Accordingly~ -rational proof is, in the 
wholeof. the Rhetoric, described by a'lT60EI.~I.~·and. (ä'lTO)OEI.KvUV<X1. ('proof, 
'demonStration' and ~prove'); never by 'enthymeme"'~ the-·enthymeme is only most 
cloSely associated with it72• 

This association, and the lack of any explicit statement on the possibility of 
using enthymemes for ethos and pathos, would be a strong objection to this possi­
bility in the case of a "regular" treatise. But such an argumentum ex silentio is 
not strong in the case of a work such as the Rhetoric. Accepting this irregularity 
seems much easier than the alternative, for this entails the much more serious 
irregularity of an interruption, by 2,1-17, of the treatment of rational argumenta­
tion73• 

Another objection is also found time and again: in 3,17,8 (18a12-17) Aristotle 
seems to say explicitly that it is impossible effectively to combine enthymeme 
and pathos, or enthymeme and ethos: 

Kai. lhav 1I'&.e~ 1I'0~~, J1TJ 'Af."'(E tv9vJ111J!.n· i1 ")'ap tKKPOOOEt. '1"0 1I'&.e~ i1 
v.4'1""lv E4nllllvov fO'"1'a~ '1"0 tv9vJ111J!.n· tKKPOOO\101. ")'ap at KW-fto"E~ &.U,y.a~ at 
iiJLa, Kai. i1 acpavtto\101.v i1 aoikVE~ 1I'0LOOO1.V. oUS' lhav TJe~Ov 'l'OV 'Alryov, ou 
8Et tv9vJ111JLa '1"1. t1']TEtv iiJ1a' ou ")'ap fXEt. omE 1}eo~ otTr"E 1I'poalpEow Ti a'iT6-
8E~~. 

And when you are arousing emotion, do not use an enthymeme, for it will either 
drive out the emotion or it will be used in vain; ror simultaneous movements 
drive each other ou~ destructing or weakening each other. Nor should you look 
ror any enthymeme' at th6 timewhen ymi"are giving an ethical character to what 
you say, ror logical proof shows rorth neither character nor purpose. 

Here Aristotle indeed rejects the use of enthymemes with ethos and pathos. But 
chapter 3,17 is about the argumentatio, the part of the speech where the rational 
arguments proving one's case and disproving one's opponent's are put forward, 
and this instruction is only found here. This would be very strange, had he meant 
it to be generally applicable. So it is obviously only relevant for the argumenta-

(cf. 1,1,11: 55a8-10; 1,2,8: 56a36-b2). Lienhard (1966: 451) characteristically misrepresents the passage: 
he leaves out the second half of the sentenee (cf. Radt 1979: 287-288). 

72. Braet (1989: § 2): the passages 1,8,6 (66a8-10); 2,1,2 (77b23-24); 2,1,5 (78a7-8); 3,1,1 (03b9-
13) and 3,13,1-2 (14330-36: note 'lTpä')'jJ.a) deseribe logical proof in terms of a'iT05E~vUvaL, a'iT6-
5E~L~, ete., whieh are associated with enthymeme (and paradigm) in 1,1,11 (55a4-8); 1,2,19 (58al-
2); 2,20,9 (94a9-11); 2,22,10 (%a33-bl); 2,25,14 (03al0-16, if the reading a'li05E~EL in a15 is eor­
reet); and 3,17 passim. Cf. also 1,1,10 (54b30-31); 1,9,40 (68a31-33); 1,10,1 (68bl-2); 2,25,10 (02b26-
27). 

73. Tbe irregularity conneeted wilh 1,2,22 (58a26-35) may Iikewise be aecepted as a minor 
one: this passage suggests that the treatment' of the subjeets of 2,18-26 will rollow (immediately) 
after 1,3-14 (d. Vahlen [o.c. above n. 2]: 121-132 passim; he uses this to support bis idea of a 
dislocation of 2,1-17). 
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ti074: the enthymemes not to be used are those expressing the rational arguments 
of the case. The 'movement' that may 'drive out' the emotion or may be driven 
out by it is therefore not a movement caused by enthymeme as such: it is the 
"movement" of the reasoning about the case itself, involved in these enthymemes, 
that may drive out emotions. The same go es for the warning about ethos. (The 
last a'iT'6ÖEL~L~ is, therefore, 'logical proof, not 'logical reasoning in genera!'.) 

The passage does imply, however, that in the argumentatio pathos as weIl as 
ethos may be used7's - in which case, it is also implied, their form should not be 
enthymematic. 

This last point is a first argument for the possibility of non-enthymematic express­
ions of ethos and pathos. A second one76 is the fact that the enthymeme is, 
though certainly not identified, yet closely associated with rational arguments 
(p. 23-24). This would be inexplicable if ethos and pathos were meant always to 
take enthymematic form. 

A third argument is that, whereas some of the seven passages in 2,2-11 about 
the use of pathos mentioned above (p. 21-22) suggest using arguments, others 
suggest that there are other means also, e.g. 2,2,27 (80a2-4): 

&fV.,ov 5' ln"1. 5Eol. liv amov KaTaUKEV<itEI.V 'T<!) A{ry<!) 'TOl.Oirro~ 0101. liVTE~ 6p-y1.­
Awo; EXOOO\.V, Kat 'T~ tvaVTto~ 'ToirrOl.~ tv6xo~ liVTa~ tcp' ot~ 6~OVTaL, 
Kat 'TOl.Oirro~ 0'Col.~ 6p-y4;oVTal.. 

It is elear, then, that the speaker must, by way of bis speech. put the hearers 
into the frame of mind of those who are inclined to anger, and must represent 
bis opponents as guilty of things that rouse them to anger, and as people of the 
kind with whom they get angry. 

The words used in this connection, Ka7a- and 'iT'apaO"KE"&~ELV, are neutral ones: 
'make, render', or 'represent as'77. This 'making the audience feel so and so' or 
'representing the opponent as .. .' may be done by argument, as is shown by the 
passage quoted on p. 22. But the choice of these two words (here not combined 
with a direct reference to argument) indicates that this is not the only way to. 

74. This crucial point is due to Braet (1989: § 2). It is not recognized in Lossau (1976: 16), 
Sprute (1982: 135-136, cf. 29, 61, 63, 169), Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: e.g. 66). Sprute (1982: 61) 
also adduces 3,17,U (18a37-39), which, however, affords no support for his position. 

75. This is conflIlJled by the next sentence, 3,17,9 (18a17-21); and by 17,U (18a37-b1). 
76. In addition, 2,18,2 (91b23-27) and 2,22,16 (96b30-97a1) may be mentioned. Though not 

conclusive (cl. n. 138), they do suggest an essential difference between the protascis of 1,4-14 and 
the material for ethos and pathos. 

77. KaTaUKEootEI.V: LSJ S.v. 5 ('make, render') and 6 ('represenl as'); 1TapCXUKEuutEI.V: LSJ s.v., 
3 ('make, render'). 
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do if78• This concerns pathos, butthe wording of the passage that re intro duces 
ethos and pathos at the beginning of book 2 is significant for both: they are 
there described as airrov 1TOLOV 'TL va Kat 'TOV KPL'M)V Ka'TaCTKE'\JCt~ELV (2,1,2: 
77b24: 'representing oneself as a certain sort of person, and putting the judge in 
a certain.frame of mind'), which is wholly neutral as to the form this may take79• 

And when it is frrst introduced, ethos is said to be used ö'Tav OlYrOO AEX8ii 6 
AO'YO~ W<rrE ci~L01TLCT'TOV 1TOLiiO'etL 'TOV AE'YOV'Ta (1,2,4: 56a5-6: 'when the speech 
is made in such a way, as to render the speaker trustworthy')80. 

A fourth argUment is, that by taking non-enthymematic pathos into account 
Aristotle would again be adequately describing apart of oratorica1 practice81• 

Finally, some interpretations that- deny the possibility of non-enthymematic express­
ion of ethos and pathos must be mentioned: as indicated before, several scholars 
think that these two pisteis must, in Aristotle's view, take the form of the enthy­
meme. Two variants of this interpretation must be distinguished. Some think of 
rational arguments, ethos and pathos as separate things, each taking enthymematic 
form82; others, most prominently Grimaldi83, suppose that the enthymeme 'incorpor­
ates pistis'84, Le., one enthymeme ideally combines offering rational argumentation 

78. In 2,24,4 (Olb3-9) K<lT<l- and aW01<EuatEI.V are even used for indicating something explicit­
Iy non-enthymematic. Moreover, of the 21 occurrences of K<lT<l- and '1I'<lpa01<EuatEl.lI in the Rhet. 
(Wartelle 19si: s.w.), there is none to encourage identification with arguments. On the contrary, 
the verbs are nowhere used to denote pure argumentation, which proves that the frequent occur­
rence in connection with ethos and pathos can be no coincidence (8 out of 21 occurrences are in 
2,1-11; apart from the 6 mentioned below [this note]: 2,1,2: 77b24 [quoted below in the text] and, 
in connection with ethos, 2,1,7: 78a18). 

Of the seven passages in question (above n. 59) the only one (2,4,32) that contains none of 
the two verbs has '1I'Ot.Ei,lI in a similar function (cf. '1I'Ot.Etli in 1,9,1: 66a28). Of the other six, 
three combine K<lT<l- or '1I'<lP<101<EuatEt.1I witb a form of (a'lTo)5EI.KlI'U1I«1. (in 2,9,16 they refer to 
two separate activities in producing pity, in 2,5,15 and 2,7,4 they refer to one), three do not. 

79. Tbe beginn41g of the section on pathos (2,1,9: 78a23-28) is just as neutral. Cf. also n. 'öl, 
about the systematic nature of 2,2-11. 

80. Cf. also K<lT<101<EuatEl.lI in 2,1,7 (78al6-19). 
81. On this kind of argument about ethos cf. above n. 63. As for pathos, cf. e.g. Kennedy 

(1963: 234-235) on Demosthenes' On tJle Crown. Tbe not necessarily entbymematic status of pathos 
makes the passages on '1I'<l81'fTLKTJ >"E~t.'i (3,7,3-5 and 11: O8a16-25 and bl0-20) especially interesting 
(cf. pp. 71-72 and 73). 

82. Barwick (1922: 18-22) (he slightly modified his view later: 1966/67: 240), Conley (1982: 
304-309), Wömer (1981: 76). In fact, the latter two restrict their claim to pathos, but that makes 
little difference here; on Conley cf. also below n. 275. 

83. Jarnes H. McBumey, 'The Place of the Enthymeme in Rhetorical Theory', in: Erickson (ed. 
1974), 117-140 (originally: Speech Monograplts 3, 1936, 49-74): 127-130, Grimaldi (1957; 1972: 53-
68; 1980: esp. 349-356), Lienhard (1966). 

84. Grimaldi (1957: 192; 1980: ad 54a15, 350); he seems to bclieve (1980: ad 54a15) that his 
meaning of aliill<l. in aliif-L<l ~ 'lTUrrEW<;, is more literal and more frequent than the "tradi­
tional" one. (As to the frequency, aliill<l occurs once more in thc Rlteton'c: 3,14,8: 15b8 [Wartelle 
1982: s.v.], where it is metaphorical; this case actually supports the "traditional" meaning; cf. also 

., 
1 

-I 
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with being 'ethical' and 'emotional'. Both variants, of course, solve the problem 
of the structure of books 1 and 2. Despite claims to the contrary, however, the 
difficulty of chapter 1,1 is not solved. If ethos and pathos both take the form of 
the enthymeme, this is indeed consistent with the view, expressed in that chapter, 
that all technical pisteis are enthymemes. But it is still not consistent with the 
unqualified rejection of pathos also found in 1, l ss. More. important, the defenders 
of both variants must neglect the arguments for non-enthymematical expression 
just given86, while their own arguments are far from compelling. 

As proof that the material for pathos in 2,2-11 is meant. to be used in enthy­
memes only&7, adherents of the first variant adduce the fact that the observations 
in these chapters are designated by the terms protaseis and topoi. But there is 
llttle or nothing in the Rhetoric to suggest that these, as they think, are technical 
terms specifically related to enthymeme88• 

What Grimaldi, in bis defence of tbe second variant, mainly relles on - besides 
a number of inaccurate interpretations89 - is his conviction that pisds does not 
have one single meaning ('means of persuasion'): he holds that it means 'method' 
or 'form of inference' when describing enthymeme or paradigm, whereas in other 
cases (especially in connection with the thre.e pisteis) the meaning is 'matter', 

LSJ LV., IV.) 
85. Cooley suggests that bis view resolvcs the contradiction (1982: 302, 306-307, 309). About 

Grimaldi above n. 45; he also makes this claim (e.g.1957: 192; 1972: 56; 1980: 10,353). 
86. Grimaldi nevertheless feds forced to admit (though ooly in one short paragraph, 1972: 

63) that the enthymeme an sometimcs be dispensed with. 
F:1. Tbe systematic nature of ~-11 (below p. 68-71) provcs nothing (it is adduced by Cooley 

1982: 3(4): any method of arousing emotions, wbatever its form, will benefit from this. And conten­
tions about the origi.ns of and the assumptions behind the traditional interpretation (ib.: 300(302) 
can hardly say anything about its correctness. 

88. TbO$ Braet (1989: note 35). On the two terms d. in general Sprute (1982: 154, 180-182 
[1fpo1-aO'E~]; 151-168, et alib. ['1'6'II'oL)). Tbe arguments based on the terms: Barwick (1922: 20-21; 
1966/67: 240), Wömer (1981: 64, 76-77) and (1fpo1-aO'E~ ooly) Cooley (1982: 303-305); Tbe ward 
1fpo1-aO'E~ is used in 2,1,9 (78a29) (Cooley). Some of its occurrences in the Rhet. tell against a 
technicalmeaning: d. 2,1,1 (77b18) and 418,2 (91b24-25) (both times ~aL Kat 1fpo1-aO'E~); al­
though it is used in itS sense of 'premise' in some places (e.g. 1,3,7: 59a7, 8, 9, 10), in others the 
meaning 'statement' seems more adequate. Similar considerations hold for '1'6'11'~: its frequent use 
in enthymematic contexts proves DOthing, and cf. 3,15,10 (16b4-8) for a "topos" certaioly not enthy­
mematic; the "definition" of '1'6'11'~ in 2,26,1 (03a18-19) (Wömer 1981: Tl) is a poor basis for argu­
ment: the context is enthymematic, which virtually excludes a generally applicable definition (which 
would be strangely placed anyway, so near the end ofbook 2). 

89. Above nn. 70-71; 84. It must also be noted that he consistently misrepresents 'the tradi­
tional interpretation' (e.g. 1957: 190), by claiming that rational proof is traditionally identified 
with enthymeme ooly. It is not: it is most often considered capable of being expressed by means 
of either enthymeme or paradigm (e.g. Cope 1867: 99-100; Marx [o.co above n. 2]: 286-288j Solmscn 
1941: 38-39; Kennedy 1963: 95-99; Wikramanayake 1961: 194). So there is no difficulty with the 
status of the paradigm, as Grimaldi claims there is (1957: 191; 1m: 65; 1980: 352, 353). On 
Grimaldi's other objections against the O$ual interpretation (1972: 65-66) cf. especially Sprute (1982: 
61~). 
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'source material for argumentation'90. Thus the three pisteis are matter, to be 
incorporated in the form of the pistis enthymeme91• This, however, entails straining 
the interpretation of the crucial passage 1,2,2-8 (55b35-56blO) beyond all reasonable 
limits. In the beginning of this passage the three pisteis are introduced (above 
p. 14-15); not long afteIWards (1,2,8: 56a35), Aristotle writes: 'Now of the pisteis 
•• .' ('l'WV öE [Sc. 'lTL<rrE<UV] ••• ). Surely, then, 'pisteis' in the latter sentence must 
refer back to 'pisteis' in the earlier one, and must have the same meaning. Yet 
Grimaldi is forced to take the first 'pisteis' as 'matter', the second as 'form'92. 
Other difficulties with bis view of pistis abound93• Even his paralleIs for bis two 
meanings from other authors are very doubtful indeed94• Consequently, there is 
no reason to doubt that pistis in most cases means 'something that persuades or 
may persuade', something having a form as weIl as a content. In one context or 
another one or the other aspect may be uppermost, but since both aspects are 
always present, neither should be transformed into a meaning of pistis in its own 
right. 

To sum up, the picture given in the first part of this section (p. 13-17) may stand: 
Aristotle organizes bis material according to what were later called officia oralons, 
and bis theory of invention is, apart from the non-technical means of persuasion, 
based upon the threefold division of pisteis into rational arguments, ethos and 
pathos. Moreover, whereas rational arguments always take the form of enthymeme 
or example (the latter being a subtype of the former), ethos as well as pathos 
need not do so: in Aristotle's view, they can be expressed with and without the 
use of these forms. This solves the problem of the place of 2,1-17, a problem 
resulting from the traditional view that ethos and pathos had nothing to do with 
enthymeme9S• However, the inconsistency between the first chapter of the Rhe~oric 

90. Apart from other meanings irrelevant bere: 'pledge of good faitb' (once in the Rhet.: 
1,14,5: 75al0), and 'persuasion' as astate of mind; cf. Wikramanayake (1961: 193). 

91. Grimaldi (1957: 190; 1980: 352-353, and ad 55a4). Cf. also Uenhard (1966: 452453). 
92. See especially Grimaldi (1980: ad 56a35), where he acknowledges that be assumes a sbift 

in meaning; bis parallel for such a shift, the 'startling change' in meaning of E't.&rl in 1,3,1 (58a36) 
(wbere the meaning of this word is indeed very different from tbat employed in tbe previous lines), 
is specious: there it is dear tbat a new section on a different subject begins, and there is no 
reference back, as there is in the passage in band (56a35) - note that tbis reference back in 
56335 is essential for understanding the word 'lrto-rEWV witb TWV &E 6ui TOU &I.KV'UVUl. il 
'fI'IlVE06al. &ucv6val. ••• ! 

93. Cf. especially Sprute (1982: 59-61); and also Lossau (1976: 15-16), Schenkeveld (1976: 426). 
94. Grimaldi (1980: 20). In Plato P/aaedo 70b2 'lrto-rE(a)I; cannot be 'method of inference' but 

means 'proor in general (thus Bumet ad Ioc.); and the meaning 'evidentiary material' is present 
in none of tbc tbree verses from Eur. Hipp. (1037, 1055, 13(9), where it means 'pledge of good 
faith' (d. above n. 90): d. Barrett ad 1309. 

95. It is of course only more or less solved: a complete solution would have to include an 
assessment of the exact relations between 2,19-26 and 2,1-17, which is outside the scape of tbis 
study. 
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and the rest of the work cannot, I think, be removed. This may or may not point 
to an early date of composition of this chapter, OOt since it must stiIl have a 
function as it stands, it is best understood as a polemical and rhetorical opening 
that should leave no doubts about the difference between the vu1gar handbooks 
andthe~~m~e~~ 

23 Ethos: RIu!:toric 2,1,5-7 

Aristotle treats ethos in the first chapter of the second book, in a passage that 
is surprisingly shoTt, but also very dear and effident (2,~5-7: 7836-20). With the 
help of the theoretical amsiderations of § 1.2, I will now discuss bis concept of 
ethos as it emerges from this treatment. (The problem of chapters 2,12-17, where 
some think Aristotle's expose on ethos is to be found, will be dealt with in § 2.4.) 

The passage begins thus: 

roO p.b oW cr6roVo; etPal. ~ ~ A!-yovmli orp(a tm1. 'ni at'NI" ~ 
,.ap lon. &,' li. ~ ~ 'l1iv~. fon. Q 'IUVm: ~ ml. ci:perq 
Kal. dMJur ~ -,.ip 'IrqJl a, ).!-youm.lI ii cnJJLßoW.dJoum.v ii &,' kmrm 
'I'U&ro: ii &a. oroCrrr.w '11." i\ ,ap &,' cbppooVvq1I OOK ~ ~OVOU1, 'fl ~ 
~ &4 ~ 06 m burivm ll-youow, 'f\ cpp6vt.p.oc. p.b Kat ~ 
d.ow Iill' o6K ~ lk.bnp b6txenn Jl.T) orci pä'l1D'lU ~ ""-ywd­
~ ml. 'IRIpCi 'mVnt oü5b. 

Thcrc an: thn:e thiogi maDag thc cntor" himself b:ust~thy, f()(" belief is induc:ed 
by thn:e factors. apart from prooCs. These MC good seme. goodness ud goodwiIl 
[towards the aadicDccJ. Far spcab:n an: wrong in wbat tbey say or in thc adW:e 
thcy givc bccausc ODe or more of thcse fadors arc missing96: far cither, bcc:ause 
of • lad:: of good sc:us; Ihey haYe iocorrec:t opinions; oe their opinioos an: com:c:t, 
but bcause of wickcdaess lhey da DOt say what thcy think; or they an: scnsiblc 
and good. bat Jack goodwiII, wbcn:fore they may fail to give the bat advicc, 
aIthough thcy bow wbat it is. 

This treatment can be so brie~ because Aristotle, some Iines further down, refers 
to other parts of the Rhetoric for treatments ()f the three qualities involve<f91: 
for good sense and goodness (cpp6V1)Ol.~ ltpE'riJ) to 'the analyses of goodness', 
ie. to 1,9 (where a cross-reference is given, ~9,1: 66325-28)98; and for 'goodwill 

96. This lraDSlation is adoptcd foe clarity's sake. More Jitcrally. it would be "because of all 
01' one of thcsc'. This must mc:an "because ODe oe morc of thcse an: inwIvcd', which dcarly amounts 
to '_ an: missing'. 

97. Tbe aplanation of tbis brcvity in HcIIwig (1973: 260) is, thcrcfon; ODCalled-for. 
98.. For ~ cL 1,9,13 (66b~22); on this cf. HcIlwig (1973: 253): VlII2CDZ Bochheit, 

Umemu:hungm zur 7heorie dt!s Gt:nos Epideiktikon von Gorgias bis.Aristoteles (Miincheu: Hübec. 
1960)= 1.29-13~ thinks 1,9,1 (66a2S-28) sa15 tbat 'auch dcr Lobredner sein ~ [takcn in a moral 
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and friendliness' to 'the discussion of the emotions', Le. to 2,4, the chapter about 
the emotion CPI.AI.CX ('friendliness, friendship')99. 

Before analysing ethos along the lines set out in § 1.2, we may briefly look. at 
the terms and concepts involved. The passage itself is rather clear about them. 
<l>p6VT]<T1.~, 'good sense', denotes certain intellectual qualities, for a lack of it 
(licppoo-Uvq) leads to incorrect opinions. It is distinguished from liperi}, 'good­
ness'lOO (contras ted with lJ-Ox81]pta, 'wickedness'), which denotes moral ones. 
E'Üvol.a, 'goodwill', is of course not the traditional element of the prologue, the 
goodwill an audience must be made to feel for the speaker10l: it is goodwill of 
the speaker towards bis audience. The addition of this third factor of goodwill 
may seem superfluous, and the possibility that a speaker is good, but may hold 
back the best advice because he is not well-disposed towards his audience, may 
seem strange. It is indeed not in line with most modem concepts of goodness. It 
does, however, perfectly fit the Greek one,. for the common opinion was that one 
should do good to one's friends, but harm one's enemies102• 

It is clear, then, that 1}ao~, 'character', he re comprises both moral and intellec­
tual qualities. The reason for stressing this is that in the Ethica Nicomachea the 
corresponding concepts and terms are very different, and that, consequently, this 
treatise cannot be used for elucidating the Rhetoric1CIJ• As for the terms, 1}ao~ 
is there exclusively moral: it denotes the sum total of someone's moral qualities, 
good and bad. As such, it is opposed to &I.avol.cx ('thinking facu1ty') , which is 
the sum total of one's intellectual qualities. If this were all, the gap between the 
two treatises would not be too difficult to bridge. In fact, the difference is not 

sense, JW] und seine apE"'; .. , elWeiseo muss' (cf. bdow o. 129; Flashar 1983: 366 follows Buchheit; 
Düring's wording, 1966: 129, is similar). But there is no demand 00 the 'Lobredner': the passage 
ooly says that the material for praising someooe else is the same as that for making ooeself appear 
(cf. inro>..~J.LE8a) trustworthy and good; cf. Radt (1979: 296-191). 

99. 78a19-20: 1rEpt 5' dl1loLae; Kat !pi.Al.ae; tv 'rote; 1rEpt 'rd 1ra81l AEKttOV. The refer­
ence to 2,4 could hardly be dearer, cf. also Cope (1877 I, 1; ad loc.), and e.g. Fantham (1973: 
269), Hellwig (1973: 252 with n. 6). A reference to 2,12-17 is rightly rejected by Cope (1867: 111). 
Cf. also the connection Theophrastus probably made between !pv.ta. and EÜVOI.(l (p. 212 of William 
W. Fortenbaugh, 'Theophrastus 00 Emotion', in: W.W. Fortenbaugh et al., eds., Theophrastus 0/ 
Eresus. On his U/e and Worlc [Rutgen Univenity Stil dies in Classical Humanities 2], New Brunswick, 
Oxford: Transaction Books, 1985, 209-229). 

100. Cf. t1rI.t:LKEte;, O"lfoOOatol. in 2,1,6-7 (78a13 and 1(}). 
101. Hellwig (1973: 254-256, 284) confuses the two, as did Speogel (1867: ad 1415b25). 
102. This is overlooked by Hellwig (1973: 252), who, again (above n. 21), mechanically uses 

the triad speaker - matter - hearer to explain the addition of EÜVOuX (also Flashar 1983: 369). 
00 the Greek view cf. e.g. Rhet. 1,6,26 (63a19-21); Plato Rep. 335d; Soph. Ai. 1347-1348; Dodds ad 
Eur. Bacchae 877-881; Page ad Med. 809-810. 

103. For another difference (cooceming l~~) cf. Schütrumpf (1970: 8-9). 
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one of terms .only:the difference in concepts and views is even more importantlO4• 

In the Ethica someone really 'good' (ä'Yaß6~, Le., possessed of i)ßLK1J apEri)) 
roust necessarily also be 'possessed of good sense' (cpp6VLJ.l.O~), and the reverse lOS. 

That the Rhetoric offers a very different point of view appears most dearly from 
the possibility, implied in the passage quoted, that a speaker of good sense may 
be wicked, and hide bis thoughts. 

It has been shown that even in the Poetics Aristotle uses ~o~, 'character', 
in the narrow sense of the Ethica, i.e. restricted to moral qualities106• There­
fore, the broad sense it has in the Rhetoric1C17, Le. the indusion of intellectual 
qualities11ll, seems an exception in bis writings. In employing this broad meaning 
in· the Rhetoric, Aristotle seems to conform to normal usage109, which illustrates 
that the Rhetoric may have been meant for a more general audience than bis 
other worksllO• In any case, 1]ßo~ is adequately rendered by the English word 

104. Tbc discussion between Schütrumpf and Held (cf. nn. 106-107) concentrates on the de­
notation of -f)e~, ie .. on the meaning of the term. Ooly Schütrumpf (1987: 180-181) is aware of 
the fact that the usc of the same terms, with the same mcanings, docs not in itself imply the 
same (re1ationships between) concepts. 

105. 6,12 (1144336-37) Wo-re 'flClllEpOv lm. ciSiJvaTov ipPOV1.~V ET.vaL JLTt lSVTa ci')U86v and 6,13 
(1144b30-32) ~ov oW tK TWV Et.pl1JUVWV lSn. oVx ot6v TE ci')U8ov ET.vaL ICUp~ UVEU CPPOvit­
~ 0(& cpp6KfLOv UVElJ ~ TJ8~ ~. Cf. also 10,8 (1178a16-17). 

106. Schütrumpf (1970). He was opposcd by Held (1985), who argued for the broad sense in 
the Poetics also, but bis reply (Schütrumpf 1987) is very adequate. One fundamental feature of 
Held's approach is notable besides the points mentioned by Schütrumpf: in concentrating on '1i8~ 
ooly, and trying to establish for it a mcaning different from the one it has in the EN, he part1y 
relies on the assumption that the meanings of O"IroOOa~ and 'flClÜA~ are not different from the 
ones they have in the EN (Held 1985: 286-287). Moreover, he supposes these two terms to be 
moral as well as intellectual, against which our passage from the Rhet. should have wamcd him 
anyway (and d. Schütrumpf 1987: 1750. 1). 

107. Books 1-2: cf. Schütrumpf (1970: 28-34). Also in book 3: on this point I diffcr from 
Schütrumpf (as docs Held 1985: 290-292, whosc analysis is, however, confused). Tbe key passage is 
3,16,8-9 (17a15-27). In 17aZ3-r!, which is about presenting ~~, it is 'lrpoatpE~ that is contrasted 
with &a.VOUl, not 1}a~ itself as Schütrumpf thinks (1970: 83 0. 2; cf. 52 0.2, 93; in 17a15-18 
they are not identified: cf. Schütrumpf himself, 1987: In, 179): JLTt Wo; ci'lro SL«volac; ).EyELv 
... au' Wc; ebo 'lrpoaLpEO"E(a)c;. This docs not mean that in order to present 1}a~ 'one must 
not speak about 5uiVOL«': the point is tbat in order to prcscnt a positive 1}a~ one must speak 
in such a way, as to show that one regards one's purpose (which is implied to be a good one) as 
more important than pure (selfIsh) reasoning ('Nor sbould we speak as if from the inteUect' Freese). 
So the relationship between 8ux.voL« and 'lrpoai.pE~ is here presented as relevant to positive 
~~ (ethos); but nothing is said about the relevancy of &a.VOL« itself to 1}a~ itself. Tbereforc, 
the passage is consistent with the assumption that ~~ compriscs both moral and intellectual 
qualitics. 

108. "H8~ in the Rhet. also includes a moral quality that would not count as such in the 
EN,.viz. respect for the gods: Schütrumpf (1970: 30). 

109. O. Plato Rep. 10, 604e2 1'0 S! ipPOVLJ16v TE Kat, ito"UxLOV ~~, and the ether 
passages meotioned by Held (1985: 290 n. 32) and Schütrumpf (1970: 35 0. 3). 

110. Tbus Held (1985: 290); d. abovc, p. 12 That the difference should be due to Aristotle's 
use of earlier rhetorical theories on ethos (SchütrumpC 1970: 35 n. 3) seems implausible in itself; 
moreovcr, it docs not explain the uniform usage in the whole of the Rhetoric; and we know of 
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'character'111. It should perhaps be no ted here already that the word never even 
comes dose to the meaning 'mood'. This misapprehension will be discussed in 
§ 2.6. 

Now the questions formulated in § 1.2 may. be ~wered. The first one concerns 
the problem, whether the pistis ethos, in Aristotle's view, pertains to the c::haracter 
of the speaker only. The answer is very clear: here, as weIl as in the rest of 
the wode, Aristotle .supposes the speaker to be the litigant himself, and never 
mentions (ethos of) clients. This reflects the basic situation in Athenian court 
practice, where one was supposed to speak for oneself, even ü there were many 
situations in which the use of an advocate was permiuedl12• However, even speech 
writing by professional logographers is never referred to, although this practice 
of writing a speech for someone else to deliver in court was common in Athens. 
In that case, something might have been said about ethos of such a speaker-client, 
and its relationship with the need of making the client speak "in character" (etho­
poiia). In principle, however, Aristotle's analysis of ethos is also applicable to 
this situation, arid an explicit reference is perhaps not needed113• 

The second and most important question regards the qualities of the speaker 
falling under the scope of ethos, and the effect ethos is J;Ileant to have on the 
audience (above p. 7). As to this, the text quoted above is unambiguous. The ! 
purpose of Aristotle's ethos· is for the speaker to be trustworthy, reliable. This 1 
is clear from the beginning of the passage, which specifies the subject under .~ 

discussion as 'the things that make the orator bimself trustworthy' ('T/"urr6~). 

What follows is hardly less clear: after the three qualities of good sense, goodness 
and goodwill have been mentioned, the reason why these qualities are crucial is 
given (öl..aWEilöovral.. -ydp ••. , 'Jor speakers are wrong .. .'), and this reason. is, writes 
Aristotle, that ü a speaker lacks these he may not tell the truth. This shows 
that he takes 'telling the truth' as central to ethos, or rather, by implication, 
that he takes as the fundamental aim of ethos the audience's conviction that 

00 such theories (it is very doubtful whether Rllet. Ala. preseots one [below p. 51-53], and there 
~~ is not a technical term, as Schülrumpf 1970: 33 implies). 

111. Cf. Schütrumpf (1970: 39-46), who shows that German 'Charakter' is very dose to Greek 
-f)e~. 

1U. Kennedy (1968: 419-426, espe 420-421): only two anecdoles mention advocates (1,14,3: 
74b36-75a2; 2,20,6: 93b23-94a2). 
. 113. See Fantham (1973: 271-2n): Kennedy (1963: 91-92) rerers to two passages where he 
thinks the practice of logographers is laken into account (3,7,6: 08a25-30; 3,16,9: 17812-23), a1though 
not with respect lo ethos as a means of persuasion, but to characterizalion of the djent (etllopoiia) 
(lhus Kroll 1918b: 91 on 3,7). But Fanlham points out that these passages lreat the convincing 
portrayal of charaders appearing in a speech (also sometimes called ethopoiia). Even the two 
passages taken by Fantham (p. 271) lo rerer: to a client-figure do not (1,9,1: 66a27-28; 2,1,7: 78a18-
19): both are about praisiog someone else in epideictic oratory (and about the favourable presenta­
tion of the speaker by himself). 
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what the speaker is saying is the truth; and the three qualities are all explicitly 
related to tbis aim. Aristotle's ethos may therefore be defined as the element of 
a speech that presents the speaker as trustworthy; or, from the point of view of 
the hearer, as the element that makes the audience regard the speaker as trust­
worthy. Sympathy on the part of the audience is not mentioned at all, and is not 
part of Aristotle's concept. 

In confirmation of this analysis of tbe passage on ethos itself, we may notice 
that in two of the previous passages on ethos (1,2,4: 56a5 and 1,9,1: 66a28) the 
word a~I,(yITI,<M'O~ ('trustworthy') is used to denote the purpose of tbis means of 
persuasion. . Especially the fact that one of these passages is the introductory 
description of the three pisteis seems significant. There Aristotle says: BiAl J,LEv 
oliv 'TO'Ü il80,,~, Ö'Tav om(&) AEXBil ö A6-yo~ W<rrE a~1,61TI,<M'OV 1TOI,i')<7al, 
'TOV AE-yovra (1,2,4: 56a5-6: 'when the speech is made in such a way, as to render 
the speaker trustworthy')114. 

This is one of the cases where the distinction made earlier between ethos and 
1iBo~ ('character') is important11S: ethos, the means of persuasion, does not 
include all qualities of 'character' (1iBo~), and not even all that might be conduc­
ive to persuading the audience: it includes only those qualities relevant to its 
purpose - appearing trustworthy. 

Since this variant of ethos (the first one mentioned on p. 7) aims at trust­
worthiness, not at an emotional response, it may be called, in a way, "rational" 
ethos, as distinguished from the second variant, "ethos of sympathy". The term 
"rational" ethos contradicts· tbe designation of ethos and pathos commonly used, 
the 'irrational means of persuasion' . Of course the only strictly rational aspect 
of a speech consists of its arguments. The way Aristotle presents it, however, 
ethos is rational in so far, as it concerns a "warrant" for the factual and argumen­
tative content of the speech, and in so far, as the hearer can rationally decide 
for himself whetber he thinks the speaker is reliable or nor. This is not to say 
that a hearer will always, or even often, make such an evaluation consciously, 
but that he can do so in principle: tbe same goes, to a certain extent, for the 
evaluation of rational arguments1l6• This "rational" cbaracter of Aristotle's ethos 
may also be clarified from another point of view: it haS mucb in common with a 
part of rational proofs, viz. tbe commonplaces for and against witnesses, as given 

114. The same passage, 1,2,4-5 (56a5-19), afTords further confrrmatioo: about pathos there is 
a aoss-refereoce to 1,1, 'D'~ li Kat ,wVOV 'D'Et.pli.aeat 'P<l1J.E1' 'D'pa'YJUlTrilEaeal. TO~ vflv 
TEXvoAayoüVTa~ (1,45: 56a16-17), but there is 00 such refereoce about ethos. 

115. Difficulties ensuing from the identification of ethos and -lJ6~ e.g. Hellwig (1973: 252, 
256, 2fJ7): d. below n. 183. 

116. I.e., the bearer will not orten reconstruct the syllogistic form of an argument and test 
its validity, but the designation 'rational argument' oeverthe1ess remains appropriate. 
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e.g. by Quintilian1l7• In short, Aristotelian ethos may be described as extra causam 
(i.e., strictly irrelevant to the case itself), but still rational. 

To my knowledge, modern interpretations, with the exception of Forten­
baugh's118, never make the distinction between the various farms of ethos, and 
Aristotle's ethos is mostly described in terms of "ethos öf sympathy". This may 
be due to the difficulty of Aristotle's concept itself, to the lack of clarity about 
it in the rest of the Rhetoric119, or to the tacit assumption that Cicero's concept, 
despite some minor differences, is basically the same as Aristotle's. More in particu­
lar, descriptions like 'moral character' _ are often found. This is of course not 
completely wrong, in that moral goodness (ape"") is one of the qualities necessary 
for Aristotle's ethos; but it is relevant only in so far, as it contributes to the 
trustworthiness of the speaker, and is not so central as such designations imply. 
More important, they suggest "ethos of sympathy"l20. 

A third question remains to be answered: is there a connection or overlap between 
ethos and pathos? The answer follows readily from that to the second one12l: 

with the "rational" concept of ethos, there is no overlap, since this kind of ethos 
does not aim at an emotional response such as sympathy. 

Aristotle's concept of pathos is in fact exactly complementary to that of ethos, 
for it comprises äll emotionsl22, vehement ones as well as gentle ones such as 
sympathy. Whereas sympathy is no part of ethos, it is, therefore, not omitted, 
but belongs to the department of pathos. It is not, however, separately treated, 
but is covered by a number of emotions between them: 'ITpa6~123, <pI.ALcx, xapl.~ 
('mildness, friendship, goodwill'). 

117. Cf. Quint. 5,7 (e.g. 5,7,25 ex ipsorum personis). 
118. Fortenbaugh (1988: 260-263). 
119. Cf. § 7.5, p. 246-247 and § 2.5, p. 54-56 respectively. 
120. 'Trustworthiness' and 'moral character' are sometimes even found side by side; th05 e.g. 

Cope (1867: 109-110), Hellwig (1973: 252 & 319); and not unlike this Sprute (1982: 170-171). For 
other descriptions d. e.g. SÜSS (1910: 149-150, and passim), 'die sittliche Persönlichkeit des Redners'; 
Freese (transI. of 1,2.3-4: 56a2-5), Kennedy (1963: 91; 1980: 68), Wörner (1981: 59). Fantham (1973: 
269) and Gill (1984: 153). explicitly take sympathy to be the aim of Aristotle's ethos, as does Schü­
trumpf (1970: 21; but the rest of his note 8 is very much to the point). Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 
65-72) is especially confused: she relies on passages from book 3 without analysing 2,1,5-7 itself 
(cf. ib.: 171), and confuses Aristotle's moral demands on an orator with the role of ßPE'rit in the 
"ethical" pistis; a similar confusion in Düring (1966: 135). The diagram presented by Sattler as 'a 
synthesis of the Aristotelian doctrine' (1947: 58; cited with approval by May 1988: 172 n. 11) has 
very little to do with Aristotle; e.g., the notion that "ethos" is 'manifested in choice through 
invention, arrangement' etc., confuses the speech with its composition. 

121. As already suggested in § 1.2, p. 7. 
122. Cf. below p. 67-68. 
123. For the connection with 'll"pa~ cf. lsoa. Paneg. (4), 13 (on prologues as generally 

O5ed): K(l'Ttt'll"pa1)VOVT(l'i 'ToUo; ßKpoa'Tß'i. This obvio05ly corresponds to the traditional category 
of e{j~ 'll"OLEtV'ToUo; ßKpoa'Tci'i. 
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Two minor points rnay be mentioned in conclusion. In 2,1,4 (77b29-31). Aristotle 
writes: 'TO ~v OUV 'TrOl,OV 'TLVa q>aLvECT8at. 'TOV AE')'OV'T"a XP'TlCTI,~EPOV EL~ 
'Ta~ O1.I~ßOllAas ECT'TLV, 'Ta OE ol,aKET.CT8aL 1T~ TOV llKpoarilv EL~ 'Ta~ oLKa~ 

('That the speaker should appear to be of a certain character is particularly irnport­
ant in deliberative oratory, that the hearer should be disposed in a certain way 
in judicial')l24. This was undoubtedly true: for a speaker in the Athenian assembly 
it was very useful, sometirnes even essential, to show how much he understood 
about war and peace, about naval tactics, about revenues, etceteral2S. Nevertheless, 
it would be amistake to suppose that Aristotle is, in his description of ethos, 
talking about the deliberative branch only, and to think that this is his reason 
for stressing the "rational" side of ethos although his complete concept c01;nprised 
all aspects of character. There is no hint of such a restriction: Aristotle only 
says that pathos is more useful in judicial speeches, ethos in deliberative ones, 
not that they are only applicable thereinl26. Moreover, the passage itself is c1ear 
enoughl27, as is the corroborative evidence: "rational" ethos is a cornplete descrlp­
tion of Aristotle's concept. 

Furthermore, Aristotle writes the following about ethos: oeT. OE Kat 'fomo 
O1.I~ßaLVELV ol,a 'Toil A0-Y0ll, llAAa ~'iJ öI,a 'Ta 1TpooeOo~CtCT8al, 'TrOl,OV 'TLVa etvaL 
'TOV AE-yovra (1,2,4: 56a8-10: 'This kind of persuasion, like the oth,ers, should be 
achieved by the speech itself, not by any preconceived idea of the speaker's charac­
ter')128. This reflects Aristotle's separation of technical and non-technical pisteis: 
technical ones must be brought about by the speechl29. Therefore, the impression 
that a speaker possesses knowledge about war and peace, and the like, is only 
inc1uded in ethos in so far as it is brought about by the speech itself. If a speaker 
should have authority in society, or if he can find witnesses to support bis charac-

124. Rudolf Kasse~ Der Text der aristotelischen Rhetorik. Prolegomena zu einer kritischen 
Ausgabe (peripatoi 3; Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 1971): 131-132 is probably right in regarding 
the sentence as a (possibly Aristotelian) addition, or at least (with Thurot) as a parenthesis (it 
was deleted by Graux): it obscures tbe causal connection between 77b31 OU -yap ... and the preced­
ing sentence. Tbat it is indeed Aristotle's, is, however, very probable: a later editor could have 
written it by expanding b25-26, but there is no reason why someone should have wanted to. 

125. Cf. the material for the deliberative genre in 1,4-8; and A. Andrewes' justified insistence 
on the need for expertise in Atbenian democracy (p. 83-84 of 'Tbc Mytilene Debate: Tbucydides 
3.36-49', Phoenix 16, 1962, 64-85). Cf. also below p. 247. 

126. 2,1,3 (77b25-26) is about both: 'Il'OAU -yap 5Ul(pEPEL 'Il'~ 'Il'lnrLlI, ~l.O'Ta ~11 tll 
TaÜi O"\J~ßouAaÜi, EtTa Kat tv Ta~ 5i.KaL~ ... Analogously, no one would conclude from 3,17,5 
(17b38-18a5) that enthymeme "and example were restricted to one branch each: EO'TL 5E Ta ~11 
'Il'apa5EL-YjUlTa &rJ~1fYOpLKWTaTa, Ta 5' t1I{h'~TJjUlTa 5LKallLKWTEpa· ••• 

127. Note the coordination 2,1,5 (78a9-10) M'Y0lJOW 'f\ O"\J~ßolJAEUolJOW. 
128. Hellwig (1973: 260-261) neglects tbe second part of the sentence; her explanation of the 

ftrst part is, therefore, superfluous. Her interpretation (1973: 280, 295-296) of the demand as a 
criticism of Plato is far-fetched. 

129. Tbc account of Buchheit (\.c. above n. 98; quoted Rashar 1983: 366) is wrong: he trans­
lates 'Il'potiEoosaa6aL by 'vorgeben' ('pretend'), and coneludes that Aristotle is here asking for 
morally upright speakers (cl. above D. 98). 
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ter, this is not part of Aristotle's technieal pistis ethos130• 

Aristotle's coneept of ethos has now been described. A tentative evaluation 
will be given (§ 7.5) after a comparison ~th Cicero's concept has been made 
(§ 7.4). It is now time to give some arguments why 1 have taken the treatment 
of ethos to be comprised in 2,1 and not, as some do, in 2,12-17. 

2.4 The FuiIctlon of Chapters 2,12-17 

After the treatment of ethos in the first chapter of the second boole, Aristotle 
duly discusses the arousing of emotions in chapters 2,2-11. This subject is then 
brought to an end by the following phrase (2,11,7: 88b28-30)131: 

51.' ~v ~v ouv 'nI 'lTaBTj tYY(:YVETal. Kat 5t.«AVETaI., t~ ~V al 'lTi.crrEI.~ -yt')'VOwal. 
'lTEpl amwv, E'4nrral.. 

The means of producing and destroying the various emotions, from which the 
pisteis connected with these emotions are derived, have now been stated. 

For the unprepared reader - though such readers will be hard to find in our 
time - the sequel must be a surprise. The six short chapters that follow (2,12-17) 
treat the ilB1}, 'characters', of different age-groups· (the old, the young, and 
those in the prime of life) and social groups (the high-born, the rieh, the powerful, 
those enjoying good fortune in general, and the opposites). Nothing in the preceding 
part of the second book has even hinted at this. 

Accordingly, scholars are, and have been, divided over the function of these 
chapters. One view, dominating in the nineteenth century and still occasionally 
found, is that they contain the treatment of ethos132, and this is of course of 
special importance here. 1 will, therefore, first argue for the view taken in the 
previous section (which is also the dominant one today133), that it is the first 

130. This is neglected Hellwig (1973: 262-263). 
131. In 88b29 I read t~ ~v, not Kat t~ ~V as Kassel does: below n. 275. 
132. Spengel (1852: 478-494 passim, but cf. 480 with 2nd note; 1867 TI: 246-247, although ad 

56a5 he mentions 2,1 and 2,12-14 [sie]), Vahlen (1861 [above n. 2]: 124-131; bis view is not unam­
biguously dear), Roemer (1898: ci), Marx (1900 [above n. 2]: 287, 302), Barwick (1922: 14-22), Kroll 
(1940: 1059), Solmsen (1941: 42; and [tentatively] Gnomon 39, 1967, 661), Fuhrmann (lI.ce. above 
n. 54, and Das systematische Lehrbuch, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960: 142 n. 1), Brink 
(1963: 83-84), Radt (1979: 302 [hut see below nn. 152, 156]). 

133. The adherents of the other position were foremost in Germany in the previous century 
(prev. note), although Brandis (o.c. above n. 7: 5) had located ethos in 2,1; SÜSS (1910: 147-158) 
was, it seems, the first after Brandis to advance this interpretation again. (On Vahlen d. n. 152.) 
In England it had already been established by Cope (1867: 108-112, 245; 1877 TI: 1, 173). It is 
dominant today: Schütrumpf (1970: 32-33), Fantham (1973: 268-269), Hellwig (1973: 251 et alib.), 
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cbapter of the second book that contains this treatment. After that I will deal 
witb the difficult question of tbe function of chapters 2,12-17. Finally, I will 
briefly toucb upon tbe possibility that they are Aristotle's first attempt at meeting 
Plato's demand for a scientific psychagogia (t/roxa-yuryLa: 'influencing men's 
SOUls'l34). 

An important argument for locating the treatment of ethos in 2,1,5-7 is that 
tbe subject of this passage conforms to the designation of ethos given in the 
introductory description of tbe pisteis: the pistis 'tbrough tbe cbaracter of the 
speaker', etc. (1,2,3-4: 56a2 and 5). After all, it treats certain qualities of this 
cbaracter, needed for a cert~ effect on the hearers. Cbapters 2,12-17, on the 
otber hand, are primarily about the character of the audience. It is true that 
one passage in these cbapters (~,13,16, to be quoted below p. 38) states tbat the 
speaker must adapt bimself to this cbaracter, but the speaker is not half as mucb 
in tbe centre as he is in 2,1. 

Furthermore, as noted in the previous section (p. 33), tbe aim of ethos as spec­
ified in two places of thefirst book is trustwortbiness, wbicb is exactly wbat is 
treated in 2,1. And this cbapter actmilly bas a reference to one of these places 
for the treatment of good sense and goodness (to 1,9,1: 66a25-28), and there is a 
cross-reference tbere (above p. 29-30) - while there is no sucb reference to 1,9 
from anywbere in chapters 2,12-17. 

The decisive argument, bowever, is the structure of the whole of tbe first 
cbapter of book 2. Ethos and pathos are tbere reintroduced by amov 'lTOl.OV 

'Twa KaL 'TOV Kpl.,"JV Ka'Ta<TKE,,&tEw (2,1,2: 77b24: 'representing oneself as a 
certain sort of person and puttirtg the judge in a certain frame of mind')l3S. So 
etbos comes before pathos, as it did earlierl36. And in the next lines (2,1,3-4: 
7Th25-78a6) their importance is discussed" in this same order. So it would be very 
surprising if wbat followed were not in this same order. And indeed, wbat comes 
next are, firstt37 (§§ 5-7: 78a6-20), the sections on the reliability of the speaker, 
and, second (§§ 8-9: 78a20-30), an introduction to the cbapters on patbos followed 
by these cbapters themselves (2,2-11). Consequently, §§ 5-7 must contain the 
treatment of ethos - it iSt moreover, obscure wbat othe.r function these sections 

Flashar (1983: 255), Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 70 n. 2 [but cf. above n. 120]), Fortenbaugh (1988: 
260). 

134. Translation Hackforth (o.c. above n. 47: at Phaedr. 271c10). 
135. Inadequately paraphrased by Brink (1963: 82-83). Tbe phrase 'TI"oL6v '!wa (cf. also 2,1,3-

4: 77b26, 29) is almost characteristic of ethos aIid of -lja~: cf. (ethos) below n. 244, and (ft6~ 
in general) 2,12,1 (88b31) and 15,1 (90b15). Cf. also 3,7,6-7 (08819-31); 3,16,8 (17a17-18); and the 
paralleIs from other works in Schütrumpf (1970: 13 nn. 3, 4, 24 n. 3). 

136. Above n. 33. Qnly 3,1,1 (03b10-13) is essentially different (pathos- ethos - arguments) 
(on 2,22,16: n. 138). This argument: Cope (1867: 112; 1877 n: 173). (Grimaldi 1980: ad 1,9,1: 66aZl, 
therefore, is wrong.) 

137. 'F'trSt'-'second': J.Lf:v in 78a6 is answered by 6t in 78a20. 
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might havel38 •• 

If, then, ethos is treated in 2,1, what is the function of 2,12-17? The opening 
sentence of 2,12 re\-~als nothing about their purpose, only about their content: it 
states that the characters will now be treated, and that account will be taken of 
emotions, "habits" (e~EL~, which here means virtues and vices), ages and fortunes; 
and indeed, in describing the characters of the age-groups and the "fortune-groups" 
it is chiefly their emotions and "habits" he discusses139• The only passage in 
2,12-17 themselves dealing with the use of the material is 2,13,16 (90a24-28). It 
refers to chapters 2,12-13 only (where the characters of the young and the old 
have been treated), but is obviously applicable to aU the material in 2,12-17: 

'f6>\1 ..,A\I o{,\1 ~\I Kat. 'f6>\1 'll'proßvrtpCd\l 'fa -I\&Tl 'fOLaÜTa· Wen' mt. ci'll'OOEXOV­
'fal. 'II'&vre~ 'f~ 'feil OlpE'fEJX!l il8EL. A.t)'O~~ A.~ Kat. 'fO~ b .... ~. oUK 
ä~o\l 'II'~ XpWlJ-SVOL. TO~ A.(rytM 'fOL.OVrOL. <p<XlIOiivraL. Kat amot. Kat ol. A.lryot.. 

Such are the characters of young men and elderly men; and sinee everyone likes 
to hear speeches that are spoken in bis own character, and speakers who resemble 
him. it is now easy to see what language we must employ so that both ourselves 
and our speeches may appear to be of such and such a character. 

This passage excludes the view, sometimes found1-1O, that the chapters are meant 
to pravide material for arguments from prob ability. It is true that 1,10,11 (69a30-
31) refers to them in such a context, and the material can indeed be so used: an 
accuser may, e.g., argue that the defendant is likely to be guilty of beating someone 
up because, being a young man, he is prane to anger. But the passage quoted 
shows that this cannot be the main function of the chapters. (Their positiun 
would of course also be inexplicable.) 

The adaptation of the speaker and his speech mentioned here can be, and has 
beeIl, variously interpreted: it may be taken as connected with ethos, or the point 
may be, as one scholar has put it141, to enable the speaker to assimilate his 
attitudes to the audience's and so more effectively play on their emotions. 1 sub mit 
that both connections should be accepted, though nOt without qualifications, and 

138. Tbe summary in 2,22,16 (96b28-97a1) might provide more support. Tbe content of the 
second book (until 2,18, obviously) is there described as 'll'EpI. T6>\I '*186>\1 Kat. 'll'a6IJjUiTW\I Kat. 
~EW\I ••• ol. Tlnrex., which may be taken as ethos - pathos - characters. But the designation of 
ethos as well as that of pathos is unusual (Ta il6T1 is nowhere else used for ethos, and this is 
the only occurrenee of 'II'&fhu,La in the Rhet.), and the argument would be hazardous. 

139. Tbe meaning of this frrst sentenee is often misunderstood: cf. Appendix 1. 
140. Schütrumpf (1987: 180; earlier. 1970: 31, he took the function to be 'psychologisch wahr­

scheinliche Darstellung von Personen'); d. Hellwig (1973: 234 - below n. 159); Quintilian seems to 
have taken it thus (5,10.15-18, where he refers to 2,1-17: d. below n. 235). 

141. Gill (1984: 153 n. 25). 
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that the cbapters are best regarded as an appendix to both ethos and pathos142• 

The following is meant to support this solution. 

As to the connection with ethos, this is indeed suggested by the passage from 
2,13 just quoted, an the more so since a similar passage in the first book does 
explicitly refer to ethos143: 1,8,6 (66a8-14): 

hEl. &e oV JL6vov Il\. 'Iri.are~ -yi.VOvrIlL SL' Chl'o&uc.TLKOÜ A.lryau ciU.d Kill. SL' i)8uc.oü 
('I"~ ..,.ap 'II'Ot.6v T1.VIl cpIltvwtlllL TOV A.E"{Ovrll 'II'LO"l'EiIoIUV, TOÜTO S' tcm.v civ 4-yu8~ 
cpIlLvrrrllL i1 ~ i1 ciJLCP6), SEaL civ TeX i'\&Tt 'l"WV 1roA.LTELWv !taiOTT}'; !xELV 
iuLd .. · '1"0 JIlv ..,.ap !KaOTT}'; ~oo; 1rL8llvclnIlTOV civci"fKTI 1r~ !KciCJT'l1V dVllI.. 

Sincc means of pcrsuasion are brought about not only through demonstrative 
speech but also through speech displaying character (for we have confidencc in a 
speaker if he appears to be a ccrtain kind of man, i.e., if he appears to possess 
goodness, or to have goodwill towards os, or both), wc ought to be acquaintOO 
with the characters of each form of government; for the character most likely to 
persuade each form, is necessarily a character corresponding to its own. 

Still, the chapters cannot be simply a supplement to the treatment of ethos in 
2,1,5-7: this treatment is a comparatively self-contained unit, in the sense that 
the argument is self-contained and that the references to other parts of the 
Rhetoric are straightforward and clear (above p. 29-30). Moreover, there is nothing 
in 2,12-17 to suggest the "rational" concept of ethos, which is the core of the 
treatment in 2,1. And ü the chapters were meant to be a sort of appendix to 

. ethos only, their position after the chapters on pathos would be very strangel44• 

Nevertheless, the approach of 2,12-17 is, as the passage on tbe employment of 
the material (above p. 38) suggests, not at an useless for ethos, even in its Aristo­
telian, "rational" variantl45: adaptation to the attitudes of the audience may make 
them more ready to regard the speaker as sensible, good and well-disposed towards 
them. 

A connection with pathos, the aim of die chap.ters being to offer an approach 
that may enhance the effectiveness of emotional appeal, is ratber plausible in 
itself, also because the descriptions of the characters take their emotions into 
account. So we may be tempted to regard them as a genuine sequel to the treat-

142. This "compromise" also Fantham (1973: 270), and already Brandis (l.c. above n. 133). 
143. Tbe point, in this form, is Fantham's (1973: 270); the similarity between the passages 

has of course often been notOO. 
144. This teUs strongly against Schweinfurth-WalIa's view (1986: 70-71, with 70 n. 2) that 

2,12-17 is an appendix to 2,1; and against Grimaldi's (1m: 126): he thinks 2,1 and 12-17 make up 
the treatment together, but obviously regards 12-17 as the treatment proper (cf. 1972: 63; 1980: 
ad 5682, ad 58a2, 352); thus Sprute (1982: 58, 62, 170-171) and Braet (1989: note 21). 

145. Cf. also Schweinfurth-WaUa (1986: 71) (lhough her analysis as a whole is unsatisfatory: 
above DD. 120, 144). 



40 

ment of pathosl46. But 2,13,16 (above p. 38) seems to indicate another main func­
tionl47. And why, then, should there be no reference to 2,12-17 at an in the 
sections on pathos, and should these sections be so unequivocally brought to an 
dose in 2,11 (above p. 36)1 And why would Aristotle, at the beginning of 2,12, 
say At:yOO BE 'IHXfrq ... 6pyi)v bn,au~av Kat 'l'cl 'l'oliain"a, 'lTtpt wv ElpfJKa­
J.LEv 'lTPO'l'tPOV (2,12,2: 88b33-34: 'by emotions I mean anger, desire, and the like, 
of which we have spoken earlier') - such a description seems superfluous, and 
the reference ('lTp6'l'tpov, 'earlier') surprisingly vague, immediately after 2,11!148 

Moreover, the concept of 'lTa8o~ ('emotion') presented by this last quotation 
is not the same as that employed in the sections on pathos. This is apparent 
from the different status of E'lT1i8uj.1ta, 'desire' (for food, drink, sex, etc.149). 
Here it is mentioned as an example of an emotion, and some of the characteris­
ties given in chapters 2,12-17 indeed belong to the department of desires15O• But 
in 2,2-11 it is not induded among the emotions - almost certainly because it 
does not directly influence judgements, which is the criterion in the definition of 
'emotions' in 2,1,8 (78a20-23)151. 

All this, however152, does not exc1ude that chapters 2,12-17 are relevant to 

146. As do Cope (1867: 112, 248; 187111: 173 [but cf. 1.38]), Gill (1984: 153 n. 25), W.D. Ross, 
AIistotle (London: Methuen, 194!)S): 213, Düring (1966: 131). SÜSS (1910: 155-158, 163-166) thought 
that the ofl&t1 are related to the 'll'a&l}, but this depends on bis faulty conception of .qe~ as 
'Stimmung' (see § 2.6); on a faulty interpretation of 2,12,1 (88b31-32) (cf. Appendix 1 n. 1); and cf. 
next note. (Martin's - rather confused - discussion, 1974: 159-160, is similar to SÜSS'.) 

147. SÜSS ignored this indication because he thought the passage unclear (1910: 155)! 
148. Tbe problem of the reference was noted by Spengel (1867: ad loc.); Ross accordingly 

brackets 'IfpOrEpoV. If we take a developmental point of view and regard 2;1-11 as a later addition 
(see below) , the reference might weil be to 1,10-11, cf. 1,10,8 (69a4) IiArryOl. 8' 6P~E~ 6m 
Kat t'll'L811~la. But, as often, other passages blur this picture: 1,10,17 (69bl4-15) refers forward 
to 2,2. 

149. For the meaning of hL811fLla cf. EN 3,11 (1118b8-12) and Rhet 1,11,5 (70al6-27) (of 
which 70a18-27 is an addition by Aristotle bimself, according to Kassel). 

150. E.g. 2,12,3-4 (89a2-9). " 
151. Leighton (1982: 165-168) (Roemer 1898: xciü f. also noticed that t'lfL811fLla was not 

mentioned in 2,2-11). lla&1] also ineludes t'lfL811~la in the EN and EE (e.g. EN 2,5: 1105b21-23). 
On the judgement mterion cf. below p. 67-68. The exclusion of bn,911~la from the 'Ifa91] in 2,2-
11 is in line with 1,10,17-18 (69bll-18), where 6m and brL8\JfLla are treated: for the farst 
Aristotle refers to 2,2-11, ror the second there is no such reference. In 2,2,10 (79a22) the term 
'Ifa.a~ is used ror a number of t1rL8\J~laL (even if 79a15-18 must be deleted), but this is obviously 
non-technical: hunger ete.. are in some situations conducive to anger. It must be confessed that 
t'lfL8\JfLla is mentioned in 2,1,4 (78a4 t'lfL811.,..oiivrL). But there is nothing in 2,2-11 either to 
correspond to EUEA'If..sL l:ivrL in the same sentence (from the context here it is e1ear that Cope's 
link with 2.5,16: 83a17-18 cannot be right); and there is PO explicit connection between t'lfL811~la 
and the 'll'a&1] in the passage. Perhaps Aristotle in 2,1,4 only enumerates a number of ractors 
bringing about change of judgement, narrowing down his" scope in 2,1,8 ff. to those factors that 
may be influenced by an orator (cf. p. 67-68). 

152. Tbe difficulty of the problem of 2,12-17 is not only illustrated by the great number of 
solutions offered (cf. nn. 132, 140, 142, 144, 146), but also by the ambiguity of the position of 
some scholars. Vahlen's farst statement (o.e.. above n. 2: 122-123: ethos in 2,1, pathos, which ineludes 
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pathos in the way indicated. Since they may also be relevant to ethos, they may 
be interpreted as a loosely added appendix to both. Their position, after the treat­
ments of ethos and pathos, is consistent with this interpretation. So is the vague­
ness, and the apparently arbitrary place, of the passage on their function (above 
p.38). 

Finally, 1 will indulge in some chronological speculation. The above is aimed at 
interpreting 2,12.; 17 as part of the whole of the Rhetoric, and this seems possible 
despite the contradictions with the treatments of ethos and pathos. These contradic­
tions, however, do show that these chapters cannot have been written for the 
purpose they now have. 

It has long been recognized that Aristotle's account of the emotions and the 
characters in 2,2-17 fulfils the demand in Plato's Phaedrus for a scientific psych­

agogia (lJruxcl"y<aryLa: 'influencing men's SOUls')153. It is true that bis analyses can 
offer nothing like the absolute and universal knowledge Plato had in mind, and 
that Plato himself would have chosen very different ways of approach1S4, but 
that reflects the basic difference in attitude between the two philosophers, and· 
does by no means remove the connection. 

Now it is clear that chapters 2,2-11 on the emotions are a most original ap­
proach to the problem, and do not really proceed along the lines set out by Plato. 
The main difference is, as Solmsen observed, that there is nothing in these chapters 
'like a distinetion between, and description of, the various EtÖll 1fro~' ('types 
of soul') as a basis for influencing souls; even the word 1froxft ('soul') does not 
occur in the passage15S• Chapters 2,12-17, on the other hand, are in fact an 
account of classes of souls, and thus much nearer the Phaedrus in method (if not 
in spirit)156. So we may conjecture that these chapters are Aristotle's first attempt 
at meeting Plato's demand, whereas 2,1-11 on ethos and pathos constitute a later, 
mote original attempt 

the i\&rl, in 2,1-17) is slightly incongruous with the suggestions that foUow (above n. 132); Kennedy 
(1963: 91-93) distinguishes 2,12-17 from what I call ethos, but is silent on how they fit into the 
whole; (1972: 222) he seems to regard them as treating ethos, but describes them as ü the subject 
were appropriate characterization; and (1980: 68, 75) he includes them in the part' on pathos. 
Schütrumpf also changed bis mind (above D. 140). Radt (1979: 296-297) suggests that 2,1 is about 
ethos - oontrast ib.: 302. 

153. HeUwig (1973: 19 on. 1-2, 233 D. 1) Dotes that the connection was seen by Schleier­
macher (1804), Havet (1846), Benoit (1846), Spengel (1852: 461-470), and many others afterwards. 
See on the subject of the connection also Solmsen (1938: 402-404). (It makes no difference here 
that some mention 2,1-17 instead of2,2-17.) 

154. a. c.g. HeUwig (1973: 287-289 and 204-216 respectively). 
155. Solmsen (1938: 402). 
156. This is Doticed by Radt (1979: 301-302) (who, however [302 n. 26], blues the distinction 

between ethos and pathos, and misunderstands the function of 2,1; he also seems to think [ib.] 
that bis views OD this matter correspond with Süss'). 
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This conjecture receives some support from the nature of the distinctions 
made in 2,12-17, for whereas we know of no antecedents for Aristotle's analyses 
of the emotions in 2,2-11, the practice of dividing people into classes, according 
to age, strength, etc., was an old one. It was used for rational arguments from 
probability as mentioned above (p. 38), which were already a traditional feature of 
rhetorical theory (e.g.: this young man must be guilty, since a young man is more 
likely to start a fight than an older one)lS7. It was also empIoyed in defining 
virtues: those of men, women, children, etc. were separately described158; and 
for other purposes159• Moreover, the use of the divisions in 2,12-17 for oratorica1 
practice can only be very limited, because they are too much divisions of indi­
viduals: no audience is composed of young or old or rich people only; nevertheless, 
the instructions of 2,13,16 (above po. 38) clearly point to such a usel60• This may 
have been the reason for Aristotle for devising the new approach to the emotions 
reflected in 2,2-11161• 

If all this is correctl62, chapters 2,12-17 are an example of the possibility 
sketched "in § 2.1 (p. 12), viz. a passage that has its own, natural interpretation 
if taken by itself, but also a different one if taken as p~ of the whole structure 
of the Rhetoric. Anstotle, in that case, replaced his old approach by a new one~ 
but kept the old text because it contained valuable material. But of course this 
chronological scheme must remain conjectural. 

157. Tbe example: Antiphon, 3rd Tetr. 3,2 (SÜSS 1910: 8). On this feature of the handbooks 
above n. 13. 

158. RheL Ala. 35,11 (1441a15-18); Gorgias did so: cf. Arist. Pol. 1,13 (126Oa25-28[ff.]) and 
Plato Meno 71c5-72a5 (Süss 1910: 100-101; but bis contentions on p. 101 go too far). 

159. Gorg. Pol. 32. Aristotle uses it only as a supplementary way of analysis: see 1,10,9-11 
(69a7-31) (cf. Hellwig 1973: 136); and it does not occur in bis own analysis of virtue (1,9), though 
in 1,5,6 (61a2-12) and 5,11 (61b7-14) he uses it for tbis purpose in passing." Hellwig (1973: 134) 
declares that both 2,12-17 and 2,2-11 are more appropriate for rational proof than for ethos and 
pathos - I do not know why this should be so; she thinks the iostructions for the use of the 
material (the seven passages mentioned above n. 59, and 2,13,16 quoted above p. 38) are tater 
additions; but precisely the odd place of 2,13,16 (which she adduces 135 n. 7) points, if to anything 
at an, to the conclusion that it is a remnant oe an earlier stage - a later addition would not be 
so clumsily placed. " 

160. Roemer (1898: xcii). SüSs (1910; 157) rejected this ('Es leuchtet ein, dass an eine derartige 
Verwendung unmöglich gedacht ist') - but he had dismissed 2,13,16 "as unclear! (above n. 147). 
Hellwig (1973: 1:12-227) addresses the problem in connection with the Phaedrus, but, in my opinion, 
iostead oe solving it she covers it up under a heap oe words: the division into "'vxTl ehr}..1\ and 
I\roxil 'll"OLKLA 1'\. e.g., has the same disadvantage as the divisions that need explanation. 

161. Cf. also Solmsen (1938: 403): Aristotle, as compared to Plato, had a much lower opinion 
oe the method of St.atpE~, upon which the concept of the Eihrl "'~ was primarily based. 

162. Parallels with Plato are no help in this dating experiment, for they are ambiguous: 2,13,16 
(90a25-26) (above p. 38) is strikingly parallel to Plato Gorg. 513b8-c2 (as noted Schütrumpf 1970: 
33-34; HeUwig 1973: 285; also Kennedy 1963: 93), and this might indeed be thought to point to an 
early dating; but the argument about ethos in 2,1,5-6 (78a9-14) also has a striking Platonic parallel: 
Gorg. 486e6-487b5 (also noticed HeUwig 1973: 281). 
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The interpretation of the function of 2,12-17 given above is more important. To 
sum it up: 2,12-17 cannot be the treatment of ethos. A number of inconsistencies 
with the earlier part of book 2, moreover, prevent their being firmly linked to 
2,1 on ethos or to 2,2-11 on pathos. These inconsistencies are not, however, im­
portant enough to prevent a function as an appendix to both, apart from a second­
ary function as offering material for arguments from probability, supplementary 
to 1,10. 

25 The Reception of Aristotle's Concepts 

The previous sections have been concemed with interpreting the Rhetoric. For 
that purpose, we must not only analyse the text carefully but may also, as long 
as the structure and the various contexts are not neglected, combine several 
passages to make sense together or to reinforce each other's interpretation, and 
the like. The question of the influence and reception of the work is a different 
one, requ!ring different methods. This is true, in principle, in all cases, but it is 
essential in the case of a treatise like the Rhetoric, which contains so manY 
unpolished passages, a number of very compactly reasoned ones, and some real or 
apparent inconsistencies. "Normal" readers generally read a work less carefully, 
they read it only once, perhaps twice, and that mostly trom beginning to end -
tb.e last being even more true in antiquity than today, because of the form of 
the books: a role does not encourage re-examination of earlier parts of a text. 
Combination and comparison of different passages is, therefore, hardly to be 
reckoned with. 

Accordingly, the numerous difficu1ties will have obscured quite a few points 
to normal ancient readers. And it is with such readers that we are here chiefly 
concemed: rhetoricians who might take some ideas from the Rhetoric and incorpor­
ate it into their OWll handbooks, and people like Cicero, writing about rhet0ric 
in a less technical way. The ancient commentators of Aristotle were, of course, 
readers of a very different kind, but they are irrelevant here, even apart from 
the fact that the first real commentaries only made their appearance in the late 
first century B.C., after Cicero's death. In this section, I will examine the Rhetoric 
with all this in mind, in an attempt to answer the question whether ancient readers 
from the period covered by this study were likely to discover the Aristotelian 
concepts important here: the three pisteü' and the "rational" variant of ethos. 

Obviously, the background of a reader was a decisive factor :n his reception 
of the work. For our purpos~, we may make a rough distinction betw~en readers 
from Aristotle's time and not long after on the one hand, and those from a later 
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period down to the first century B.C., i.e., between those still unfamiliar with all 
new concepts and ideas offered by Aristotle, and those brought up, as it were, in 
a rhetorical tradition that had incorporated a number of these. This tradition 
will be examined more closely below (chapter 3). A feature highly relevant here 
is that one of the concepts adopted by most· later rhetoricians (probably not 
through the Rhetoric, but via Theophrastus and others) was that of the officia 
oratoris. It is obvious that it made a lot of difference for areader if he was 
already familiar with this, for in that case the structure of the whole work would 
be far more readily intelligible. 

The history of Aristotle's text is rather unclear, and we do not know how 
widely the Rhetoric was actually read, although the work was, in principle, available 
also in the period covered herel63• We may, however, conjecture that the number 
of its readers was rather limited. In the following discussion ethe reader' should, 
therefore, be understood to mean 'the potential reader'. 

The obscurity of the history of Aristotle's text also has a more direct bearing 
on the discussion. It is almost certain that at least part of the early copies of 
the Rhetoric only contained the first two books, the third being edited separately 
und er the title ITEpt )..t~E~ (On Style; named after its first twelve chapters); 
but there were quite possibly also copies containing all three books togetherl64• 

So of the potential readers of the relevant part of the Rhetoric, books 1 and 2, 
some may have possessed only these, whereas others may have known all three 
books, either as a unity or as books 1 and 2, combined with the separate treatise 
On Style. 

This section falls into two main parts, since the question wh ether readers 
understood the concept of the three pisteis, and that whether they recognized 
that Aristotle's ethos was the "rational" variant, are best treated separately. Both 
parts analyse the Rhetoric as it was probably read, and discuss the background 
of the potential readers. At the end of the section follows a discussion of some 
ancient testimonies that may illustrate the analyses given. 

I will start with. the three pisteis, and analyse the relevant parts of the Rhetoric 
in the light of the question how difficult it was for areader to recognize the 
principle. It will appear that the text is not completely clear about it. It should 
perhaps be stressed again that this does not affect the interpretation, and that 
it implies no criticism of the author himself: Aristotle can hardly be held respon­
sible for a lack of clarity in a work he did not, as far as we know, intend to 
publish in this form, even if the material and its organization are probably all 
his. In accordance with the above discussion, the analysis will follow the order 

163. About the avaiIability cf. § 4.6. 
164. Arguments ror this view are given in Appendix 4; d. also p. 158. 
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of the textl6S. 
The rejection of emotional appeal in 1,1 will not bave troubled most readers. 

When reading about tbe three pisteis in 1,2, and especially wben seeing tbe cross­
reference to 1,1 (above p. 18-19), tbey must bave thougbt ab out it as Cope did: 
Aristotle cis to be understood as speaking only comparatively', and 'in consequence 
of the defects of the audience, we must accommodate ourselves to circum­
stances'I66. After all, most, if not al~ readers will have assumed that the treatise, 
though difficult, was coi:tsistent. The introduction of the threefold division of the 
'technical' means of persuasion and their first description in 1,2,3-7 (56a1-25)167 
(of which the beginnjng has been quoted p. 14-15) is very clear. Tbe next lines 
(1,2,7: 56a25-27) state: 'l"iJv i)1)'TOPI.KT)V OLOV 1Tapa<plJE~ 'Tl. ~ &l.aAEK'TI.K~ 

Etval. Kat ~ 1TEpt 'Ta . il8" 1Tpa),J.La'TEla~, ilv &tKal.6v EO"T1. 1TpOCTa)'opEUELV 
1TOAL'TI.KTJV ('rhetoric is as it were an offshoot of dialectic and of the study of 
charactersl68, which may be reasonably called politics'). Knowledge needed for 
ethos and pathos is thus subsumed und er the one head of the study of the ils" 
('characters'). This is a possible source of confusion, for it suggests that ethos 

. and pathos may in fact be taken together. Since the foregoing descriptions are 
so very clear, however, the chance of such a confusion· at this point seems quite 
small. Tbe same is probably true for 1,4,5 _(59b8-11), where this statement is re­
sumed, and rhetoric is linked to knowledge related to logic ("analytics"), and 
knowledge about the charactersl69. 

Tbe next passage relevant to our investigation occurs at the end of the treat­
ment of the material far rational proofs in the deliberative branch: 1,8,6 (66a8-
16), of which the largest part has already been quoted earlier (p. 39). It mentions 
the existence, besides rational arguments, of ethos as a means of persuasion. 
Pathos goes unmentioned, but this does not in itself contradict the threefold 
division. Moreover, a few lines further down this is compensated for: in 1,9,1 
(66a26-27) ethos is called 'a se co nd me ans of persuasion' (as discussed above 
p. 16)170. 

In 1,10 il6" ('characters') and especially 1Ta8" ('emotions') are frequently 
mentioned in connection with motives for crimes, but this will hardly have confused 

165. Tbe next survey incorporates all (passages with) instanccs of -f)e~, TJ8LK~, TJ8LK~, 
'V'a9~, 'V'a81JTLK~, 'V'a91JTLK~ mentioned in WarteIIe (1982) (who omits the first instance of 'V'a9TJ 
in 78a20 [his 78a19J), except that not aJI instances in 2,1(,8)-2,11 and 2,12-17 are enwoerated; 
irrelevant passages containing these words are mentioned in the notes. 

i66. Cope (1867: 140). This interpretation was even easier for those familiar with the beginning 
of the third book (lli::pt ~t~~) (3,1,4-7: 03b32-04a19). 

167. 1,2,1 (55b31) ('V'a9TJ) is irrelevant. 
168. Tbe translation 'ethics' (Freese, Rhys Roberts) is misleading, cf. Schütrumpf (1970: 43). 
169. 1,2,21 (58a19) ('rwv TJ6LKWV) is irrelevant; at 1,8,1 (65b24) the v.l. i\8Tj is probably wrang. 
170. 'V'a97J in 1,9,15 (66b29 and 31) means 'sufferings', but this cannot have been confusing. 
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anyone171. The same goes for similar passages in 1,13 and 1,15172. 
In 2,1,2-4 ethos and pathos are reintroduced, designated, however, not by 

these names but by amov 'tTOLOV 'TLVa Kat 'TOV KPL'T'i)v Ka'Ta(TKE1.)(i~ELV ('repre­
senting oneself as a certain sort of person, and putting the judge in a certain 
frame of mind'). This is not in itself confusing. On the other hand, between the 
last passage that mentions th~ pisteis (1,9,1) and tbis one lie seven chapters, 
some of them not very easy, and a number of readers may have needed more 
than the designation given to be reminded of the principle. Accordingly, the formu­
lation may have obscured the fact that ethos is treated in the sections immediately 
succeeding (2,1,5-7). Of course the beginning as weH as the end of what folIows, 
Le. the treatment of pathos {2,1{,8)-2,11)173, are very cleady marked, .but the 
next six chapters (2,12-17) may have reinforced the oversight of 2,1,5-7, since 
some readers will have taken them for the treatment of ethos. The fact that a 
number of modern commentators have thought that the description of the characters 
in these chapters constituted the treatment of ethos174 illustrates the possibility 
of confusion. For those readers who were still aware of the threefold division, 
but who took 2,12-17 for the treatment of ethos, this will of course only have 
obscured the nature of ethos. Those, however, for whom the concept of the three 
means of persuasion still needed some reinforcement probably lost their way here, 
especially because the treatment of the characters of the different classes includes 
a descrlption of their emotions {'tT&81l)17S. 

This is not made any better by the transition in 2,18,1-2 {91b20-28)176. First 
it is said that, because the characters of the different kinds of states have been 
treated in the chapter on deliberative speeches {1,8: above) 177, OLWPL(T~VOV <Iv 
E'C1l 'tT~ 'TE Kat OLet 'TLVWV 'ToiJ~ A.6'YO"~ ,;8I,KOiJ~ 'tTOL'fl'TEOV (91b22-23: 'it 
has been determined how and by what means we may make a speech present charac­
teT'), and this may suggest that 2,12-17, together with 1,8, indeed contained the 
treatment of ethos. The next sentence summarizes the conte nt of the whole of 
the first two books until now, naming first the materials for rational proof (1,4-
14) and then 'the means by which speeches can be made to present character' 

171. 1,10,5 (68b26); 10,9 (69a18); 10,11 (69a29); 10,18 (69b15). 
172. 1,13,7-8 (73b36, 37); 1,15,18 (76a25, 28). The passages 1,11,6 (70a28) and 1,12,10 (72b8) 

are irrelevant. 
173. Tbe treatment itself is elear, nor can any of tbe instances of tbe words #l~, 1I'cie~, 

ete. (above n. 165) bave caused confusion. 
174. Above p. 36 with n. 132. 
175. E.g. 2,12,5 (89a9-12); 12,9-11 (89a26-33); 13,4 (89b22-24); Cf. also 2,12,1 (88b31-32) TeX 

~ il6rl 1I'owt 'l'LV€<; KIX1'eX TeX 1I'ci611 Kat TeX<; f~EI.'i Kat TeX<; i]Al.Kta<; Kat TeX<; TUxa<; (on 
whieb cf. Appendix 1). (Tbe word ;1611 oceurs Crequently in 2,12-17.) 

176. This is true even apart from the diffieuIties presented by tbe involved first sentence 
(2,18,1: 91b8-20). 

177. Düring's suggestion of a different reCerence (1966: 119 witb n. 5) ignores 91b21 tll Tote; 

O"\JI1ßo"AE'UTl.Kote; (as observed by Radt 1979: 302). 



47 

(91b26-27 f:~ 6lV i)eLKO"~ 'TO"~ A6"Y01J~ hOeXE'T<lL 'lTOLE~lI). This last phrase 
(virtually arepetition of the previous sentence) must summarize both ethos and 
pathos (and 2,12-17). This is p~rfectly possible in view of the statements in 1,2,7 
and 1,4,5, mentioned above, which subsumed knowledge needed for both under 
tbe study of characters; but it must, after tbe potentially ambiguous chapters 
2,12-17, have baffled quite a number of readers. It will certainly not have helped 
tbem remember the principle of the three pisteisl78• 

The summary at the end of book 21'79 is not unambiguousl80, but need not 
occupy us here: the copies that contained it probably went together with a copy 
of the third book, the beginniI)g of which summarizes all foregoing material quite 
clearly (3,1,1: 03b6-13): 

... Tpta tcntv B. &1. 'll'p<ryJ.U1~val. 'll'Ept Tiw >'lryov, Ev JUv tK TtV6)V at 'Iri.o-re~ 
WoVTal., &impov 8E 'lrept "';v ~I.V, TptTov 5f; 'II'~ XpTJ TciEal. Tti .uP"l Tm; 
>'lryov, 'lrept JUV TWV 'lrinrEWV Et.pTJTal., Kat tK 'll'OOWV, ISTI. tK TPI.WV E~ Kat TaÜ'Ta 
'll'ota, Kat 81.ti TL TOOUÜ'Ta j.L6va· ii 'Yap T'f) aVroL TI. 'Ire'll'ov6EVClI. 0\. KptllOV'TE~, ii 
T'f) 'II'~ Tl.va~ inro>.a~ß«vel.V TO~ >'E'YOVTa~, ii T'f) 0:'II'o&8EI.X8al. 'll'EteoVTal. 
'll'tiV'TE~ • 

. :. thrce things require special attention in regard to speeches, first, thc sourres 
of the means of persuasion, second, the style, and third, the proper arrangement 
of the parts of the speech. Now we have already spoken of the means of persua­
sion, and stated that their saurres are three in number, and what these are, and 
why there are only these three; for in all cases persuasion is effected either 
because the judges themselves are affected in a ccrtain manner, or because they 
consider the speakers to be a ccrtain sort of person, or because the truth of the 
statements made is demonstrated. 

The first sentence states the principle of the officia; and because Aristotle, some 
lines further down, says, 'lTEpL OE 'Tii~ AE~E~ f:X6~v6v EO"TLV El'ITE~V (3,1,2: 
03b15: 'we have therefore next to speak of style'), the three pisteis are here 

178. Cf. the conjecture (in 91b27) T)6I.KO~ <Kat 'll'a&rrrl.Ko~> by Trincavelus; Spengel (1852: 
490; 1867: ad loc.) suspected the same (but preferred to think the whole phrase spurious). Note 
that this use of T}61.K~, parallelled by 'll'Ept Ta il611 in 1,2,7 and 1,4,5, virtually guarantees 
that the sentence is genuinely Aristotle's (Barwick 1922: 19-20 argues similarly; 2,12,1: 88b31-32, 
however, is not an appropriate parallel). 

179. Tbe rest of the book contains two hints about tbe thrce pisteis: 2,21, on the use of 
-yvWJ.U11., states how these may be employed for ethos and for giving (parts of) a speech an emo­
tional tone (2,21,13-16: 95aI8-bl7); and 2,22,16 (96b28-97al), wbich again summarizes the content 
ofthe frrst two books until that point, probably refers to ethos - pathos - characters (above n. 138). 

180. Tbe transition is possibly not Aristotle's (Düring 1966: 118). Tbe text is (2,26,5: 03a35-
bl): Wtp JUv 'll'apa&l.'YjUiTWV Kat -YVW~WV Kat tv8\J~11jUiTWV Kat lSA.~ TWV 'lrept 'T'l'tv 
5LCi1lOl.aV, lSOEV 'TE EinrOpTpoJLEV Kat ~ (lVra >'OOo~EV, E\.piJoew 'fu!,tv T()(J(lÜ'Ta. Tbe phrase 
lI>.~ TWV 'll'Ept "'V 8wlIOt.a.v may refer to ethos and pathos also, as some have thought (Spengel 
1852: 494-495; 1867: ad loc.; Solmsen [o.c. above n. 4]: 33 n. 1; Barwick 1966/67: 240, 242-245), but 
it may also refer to the material in 2,18-26 only (cf. Düring Lc.). Tbe phrase lSOEV ... >'Wo~v 
(and its position) strongly suggests tbe second interpretation, but Cor the reception of the concept 
of the pisteis this will have made little difference, especially since 3,1,1 is clear. 
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also clearly linked with the first officium. 
The chapter on propriety of style (3,7)181 may have reminded readers of the 

three pisteis, but the concepts of an emotional style and an "ethical" one (i.e., 
one showing character) ('lTa81p"I,K'l), ,;8I,KTJ AE~I,C;), announced in 3,7,1 (08a10-11) 
and treated Iater onl82, is confusing: the second has nothing to do with ethos, 
the means of persuasion, but is concemed with the convincing portrayal of charac­
ters appearing in a speech, which was especially important in the narrationl83• 

This may have blurred the role of the three means of persuasionl84• 

The chapters on 't"a~l,C; (disposition: 3,13-19) contain some statements and con­
cepts that do not combine easily with the concept of the three pisteis. Chapter 
3,14, which treats the prologue, does so mainlyon the basis of traditional rules: 
the material for prologues is derived from 'the speaker, the hearer, the subject and 
the opponent'. These categories are not immediately compatible with those of 
arguments, ethos and pathosl8S• Chapter 3,16, on the narration, discusses, among 
other things, convincing portrayal of characters and of peopie experiencing emo­
tions. There are also some stray re marks on ethos, but no explicit references to 
the conceptl86• And chapter 3,19, on the epilogue, mentions pathos, the praising \ 
of oneself and the blaming of the adversary, but all without a link with the three 
pisteisl87• Qnly 3,17, on the argumentatio, contains explicit references to the 
concepts of book 1-2. An example is the passage, quoted earlier (p. 24), that wams 
against combining ethos or pathos with enthymemes in this part of the speechl88• 

Why did Aristotle here suddenly return to the concept of the three pisteis? 
Probably, he wanted to emphasize bis principle particularly in his treatment of 
the part of the speech which was traditionally concemed with rational arguments 

. only, and which was commonly called pisteis (or pistisl89). For bis readers, how-

181. 3,1,4 (03b28) and 3,2,12 (05b2) ('liQ.6~) are irrelevant. 
182. Emotional style: 3,7;3-5 (08al6-25) and 7,11 (08bl0-20); "ethica1" style: 3,7,6-7 (08325-36). \ 

Tbe paraphrase of 3,7 in Flashar (1983: 255) is erroneous. 
183. Above n. 113; Hellwig (1973: '}fj7) wrongly associates it with ethos, which shows how 

oecessary the distinctioo ethos/'li6~ is. 
184. Tbe same goes for 3,12, where "etbical" and emotional style are mentioned again (3,12,2: 

13bl0; cf. 12,4: 13b30-31; 12,6: 14a21). SÜSS (1910: 175 o. 2) connects this directly witb etbos and 
pathos, but this depenels on bis views on ethos: § 2.6. 

185. 3,14,7 (15a24-27): §§ 7-11 (15a24-b27) are based on it; cf. also § 4 (15al-2). Tbe whole 
chapter is somewhat chaotic anyhow. 

186. 3,16,5 (17a2-7) is about ethos; §§ 8-10 (17a15-bll) about portrayal of characters and the " 
faithful desaiption of emotions, with ethos in between in § 9 (17823-36) and § 10 (17b7-10). .~ 

187. 3,19,1 (19blO-13) announces four 5ubjects for tbe epilogue, of which praise/blame and .:' 
pathos are treated in § 1 (b14-19) and § 3 (b24-28). 

188. 3,17,8-9 (18a12-21), partly quoted p. 24. Cf. also § 10 (18a27-28); § 12 (18a37-bl); §§ 16-
17 (18b24-38). SÜSS (1910: 214) already detected tbis consisteocy in 3,17. 

189. Lienhard (1966: 449) holels that tbe singular denotes tbe part, tbe argumentatio (which 
is correct), and the plural always tbe arguments witbin the a'8umentatio (wbicb is doubtful, es- , 
pecially in 3,13,4: 14b9-11; 3,17,1: 17b21; 17,14: 18b5). 
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ever, this will have made little difference, and the references in this chapter 
will not have compensated for the absence of the principle in the surrounding ones. 

The above analysis shows that the concept of the three pisteis is less dear in 
some parts of the work than in others. However, none of the inconsistencies is 
important enough to affect the interpretation, so the concept adequately describes 
the structure of books 1 and 2. On the other hand, this structure is not always 
clearly brought forward, and in book 3 the pisteis disappear almost completely from 
sight. The background of a reader will therefore have been an important factor 
in determining whether he understood the concept or not. The rhetorical tradition, 
in any case, was of no help, for it did, in all prob ability, never incorporate the 
three pisteis19Q• 

For contemporaries and near-contemporaries of Aristotle both features of the 
Rhetorie emphasized earlier, the organization according to officia oratoris, and 
the tripartition of the first officium, were new. But, in the first place, there 
were fairly many other new features of the work that were dearer than the 
.concept of the three pisteis, and could accordingly divert attention from it: the 
three genera eausarum (kinds of oratory), which may have been original in this 
forml9l, and were adopted by most later rhetoricians192; and the theory of enthy­
meme and topoi for rational arguments, however difficult the details of this may 
be and may have been 193. Furthermore, the comparatively philosophical character 
of the analysis of the emotions may even have contributed to its own neglect. 

These two factors may have played their part for any (near-)contemporary 
reader, whatever the form of his copy of the Rhetorie, but some other factors 
were dependent on this form. For those who possessed books 1 and 2 together 
with 3, the presence of the traditional parts of the speech in the second half of 
book 3 probably diverted attention from any principles adopted in the first two 
books194• As far as the pisteis were concemed, this was reinforced by the fact 
that this concept was neglected and obscured in these same chapters of the Rhet­
orie. Furthermore, there was the long part on style (3,1-12), where the pisteis 
(after the dear statement in 3,1,1) had also been lost sight of. Since there was 
much interest in style (cf. Theophrastus, "Demetrius" On Style), this very part will 

190. Solmsen (1938; 1941: 178-180). There are even insufficient grounds for supposing, as 
Solmsen does, that they were incorporated into pre-Hermagorean standard rbetorie: § 3.2. 

191. a. Hinks (1936: 172), So Im sen (1941: 42-43), Kennedy (1963: 85-86), and Hellwig (1973: 
142-166, with the conclusion 177). 

192. Cf. Solmsen (1941: 180-181). 
193. Solmsen (1941: 39-42, 169-178). 
194. Tbe observation is Kennedy's (1980: 77). 
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have received much attentionl9S• 

For those who only had the first two books, the principle of the officia cannot 
have been clear, since that is only announced at the beginning of the third book 
(above p. 47-48), and is in fact only realized through the addition of this book. 
Even if these readers recognized the principle of the three pisteis, they were, 
therefore, unable to connect this with the first officium. 

As far as it depended on the RItetorie itself, it is therefore quite understandable 
that the pisteis were not adopted by the early post-Aristotelian rhetoricians. By 
the first century RC., however, things were very different, for many of the con­
cepts once new had become part of the tradition. Potential readers like Cicero 
were, therefore, familiar with all features mentioned as possible hindrances to an 
understanding of the concept of the pisteis two or three centuries earlier. More­
over, even for someone not in possession of the third book, the officia oralons 
were so familiar that a link between invention and the content of Aristotle's 
first two books was probably not very difficult to make. This is not to say that 
this link was indeed always made: one of the testimonies to be treated below seems 
to show that it was not. Eut there is no doubt that Cicero, if he did read the 
Rhetorie, can indeed have recognized the concept. H he did, and if he read the 
work as a whole, he must also have perceived the connection of the principle of 
the pisteis with the fact that the parts of the speech were treated under the 
head of disposition, and with the ensuing relations hip between invention and dispo­
sition, which had been obseured in part of the post-Aristotelian handbooks (see 
§ 3.3). Cicero's organization of the material in De oratore, which is essentially 
the same as Aristotle's, bears witness to the fact that someone (whether Cicero 
himself or his sour ce) indeed understood all this. 

The next problem is the reception of Aristotle's concept of ethos. If readers, 
from whatever age, were aware of the presence of ethos in the Rhetorie (wh ether 
or not as one of the three pisteis), were they also likely to perceive that Aristot­
le's variant of ethos was the "rational" one? It seems they were not, for their 
backgrounds rather suggested ethos of sympathy to them, and the Rhetorie itself 
is, for a "normal" reader, not too clear about the point. 1 will illustrate both 
these claims, in this order: the background, being even more essential he re than 
in the foregoing, is treated first. 

The conditions for an understanding reception of the concept, as determined 
by traditional rhetoric and oratorical practice, were not favourable, neither in 
and shortly after Aristotle's own time, nor later. The foeus of pre-Aristotelian 

195. This is true whether its content was original or not (on its originality cf. Solmsen 1941: 
44). 
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rbetoric was almost exclusively judiciall96, and early potential readers of the 
Rhetoric were therefore not weIl equipped to recognize a concept which was, as 
remarked earlier (p. 35), primarily useful for the deliberative kind of oratory. 
Here the Rhetorica ad Alexandrnm is helpful. (This treatise was transmitted in 
the Aristotelian Corpus; it is probably not much later than Aristotle, and in many 
features reflects pre-Aristotelian rhetoricl97.) Even in the mIes for prologues in 
the deliberative branch given there, the character of the speaker was linked to 
the winning of sympathy (EÜVOI,a) 198. This link is of course also made in the 
precepts for judicial and other prologuesl99• And whenever else mention is made 
öf the character of the speaker, that of the client200, or, negatively, that of the 
adversary, it is either connected with rational proof from probabilities ('1, being 
who I am, am not likely to have done such a deed'), or with sympathy, never 
with "rational" ethos2(ll. That the theory for the prologue in this treatise was 
indeed the standard one is confirmed by hints in Aristotle202• Oratorical practice 
likewise primarily used character to arouse sympathy or to put the adversary in 
an unfavourable light203• 

There is, however, one passage in the Rhetorica ad Alexandrnm that sbows a 
eoncept similar to Aristotle's ethos. Because it is not without some difficulty, I 
will treat it here. In 14,8-9 (1431bl0-19) the first of the 'lTLO"'rEI8 E:'lTL8E'TOL, 

'supplementary means of persuasion' (the equivalent of Aristotle's 'non-technical 
means of persuasion'), is treated. It is i] B6~a 'TO;; At')'OVTO~, which is sometimes 

196. Above, p. 13 with n. 20. 
197. a. Kennedy (1963: 114-123), Manfred Fuhrmann, Untersuchungen zur Tertgeschichte der 

pseudo-aristotelischen Ale:xander-Rhetorik (AAW1\ll964,7), Barwick (1966/67; on bis reconstructions 
below n. 211). 

198. Rhet. Ala. 29,6-28 (1436b17-1438a2), especially 6-10 (1436b17-38). 
199. 36,3-4 (1441b37-1442a5) (Fuhrmann is probably correct in marking the passage as corrupt, 

but the general tendency is dear); 36,5 (1442a6-14) (E'Cl,ullEUX); 36,7-15 (l442a12-b28) (on &aßoATJ; 
both rational arguments and sympathy appear). On prologues in general: 38,4 (l445b39-46a2) (cf. 
38,5: 1446a4). 

200. In Rhet. Ala. a dient is sometimes implied, but the possibilities tbis creates as to 
character-drawing are only occasionally hinted at (Kennedy 1968: 422, cf. 426). 

201. Probabilities: e.g. 7,9 (1428b29-32); sympathy: 37,3 (l445b3-4); 37,6 (l445b17-20); 38,2 
(l445b32-34). In 22,8 (1434b28-31) convincing portrayal of people appearing in the sPeech ("etho­
poiia") seems to bemeant: Td il6'r1 TWV· Mrywv bJ.LOl.Oüv TO~ avep<{nro~ (contra Forster 
[Oxford Transl.], Rackham (Locb cd.], who take av6p<Jmo~ as 'your audience'). 

202. 3,14,7 (15a24-25) with 14,7-11 (15a25-b27); bis account of 5UXßoATJ in 3,15, which almost 
certainly derives from contemporary theory. 1,2,4 (56alO-13), where ~\I\.OI. TWV TE)(VOAO")'OUVTWV 

are said to explicitly consider character unimportant, may seem a bit puzzling. But EVI.OI. (which 
is not used in the comparable passages 1,1,3: 54a12; 3,13,3: 14a36!) should probably be taken literaUy. 

203. a. Gorg. Pa!. 28-32 (though rational proof from character is the only aim explicitly 
mentioncd, sympathy is probably also a chief aim); the examples from Lysias in Kennedy (1963: 91 
n. 86); Isocr. Paneg. (4), 14; Antidosis (15), 122. Some passages from Isocrates testify to the wide­
spread use of this technique: Antidosis (15), 278-280; Paneg. (4), 13; Phil. (5), 26. 
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taken as 'the reputation of the speaker'204. Indeed the phrase frequently has 
this meaning205, but the passage itself defines it very differently: 'f'O -riJv amo;:; 
BLaVOLav E~cpavLtEt.V Ka'f'et 'f'WV 'lTpa'Y~'f'CJ)v ('the pronounceinent of bis own 
view regarding the issues')206, so it must mean 'the opinion of the speaker'207. 
It has been objected that, taken in this way, the definition is a tautology2al. 
This, however, is a half-truth, for the very reason that the phrase could also mean 
'reputation'; 'moreover, the definition of a technical term is often more or less 
tautological. 

As far as the term is concemecl, therefore, there is no connection with ethos 
in any form. What complicates the problem is that the rest of the passage does 
exhibit such a connection209: 

&1. 8' ~j.L'lfE4>OV ci'lfoq><XLVEI.V O"EaVTOV 'lfEpl. 6>V civ H~, K(ll. t'lft.8EI.KvUva:L, ~ 
O"Uj.L<pEPEI. 001. Tci>..'1}6f\ At-yE1.V 'lfEpl. ToVrWV, TOV 8' ciV'rlAE-yoV'r(l JUlALO'r(l 8EI.KvUva:1. 
j.LT)ÖEj.LLav tj.L'lfELpLav [xoV'r(l TOV tvaV'rLov 'lfEPl. 6>V ci'lfoq:><ILVET(l1. '"'V M~(lv lS~. 
civ 88 TOÜTO j.L T! 8vvaTOV fI, &I.KTEoV, ~ K(ll. ol. fj.L'tTE4>01. 'lfoU.aK~ t~(lj.L(lPTa­
VOOO'\.V, civ 88 TOÜTO j.LT! troEX"'JT(lL, At-yEw, ~ cio-Uj.LCpOpOv tOTI. TO~ tvaV'rto~ 
Tci>..'1}6fJ 'lfEpl. ToVrWV El'II'tLv. T~ JJh oW ~(l~ TOU AE-yoV'r~ OÜTW XJYI1<TÖj.LE8(l 
K(ll. (lVrol. ci'lfoq><Xl.v6j.LEvot. K(ll. hEpo~ ciV11.At-toVTE~. 

You ought to show. yourself to be experienced in the matters about which you 
are speaking, and point out that it is to your advantage to tell the truth conceming 
them. One who is contradicting ought first and foremost to show that bis adversary 
has no experience of the maUers on which he is nevertheless giving bis opinion; 
if however that is impoSSIble, he ought to show that even persons of experience 
often make mistakes; and if this is inadmissible, he must say that it is contrary 
to the advantage of bis opponents to tell the truth about these matters. Such is 
the use which we shall make of opinions expressed by speakers, both when we 
are ourselves expressing them and when we are contradicting others. 

204. Paul Wenelland, Anarimenes von Lampsakos. Studien zur ältesten Geschichte der Rhetorik 
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1905),50-51; bis view was adopted by Süss (1910: 116-117) and Hagen (1966: 20). 

205. Rhet. Ala. 38,2 (1445b33-34) ~ t'lft.EI.KO~; Isocr. Paneg. (4), 14; Phil. (5), 26; 
Antidosis (15), 280. 

206. Wendland (I.c. above n. 204) paraphrases as folIows: 'Also äussert sich der Redner nicht 
über die Dinge, sondern an den Dingen legt er seine Denkweise, innere Gesinnung, sein -l)e~ 
dar', taking K(lTa (with gen.) as 'an' (thus Hagen 1966: 20), whi~.isimpossible: there is no such 
meaning in LSJ, and none of the four passages he adduces (p. 51 n. 1) offers the slightest support. 
(fhe meaning of K(lTa adopted here is common: LSJ s.v., A.II.7 'in respect of, conceming'.) Another 
decisive point is the plural ~(l~ Too AE-yoV'r~ at the end of the passage: 'reputations of the 
speaker' is meaningless. 

207. Tbus already, with the arguments given here n. 206 and some others, Adalbert Ipfelkofer, 
Die Rhetorik des Anarimenes unter den Werken des Anstoteies (Diss. Erlangen; Würzburg 1889): 
33-34 (not 'Ipfelkopfer', as Kennedy 1963: 117 calls him); before him Spengel, Griechische Prosaiker 
in neuen Obersetzung (hrsg. von Tafel u.a., Bd. 201; Stuttgart 1840), 354 (which I have not seen) 
and Cope (1867: 428); and after him Forster (Oxford Transl.) and others. Tbe solution proposed by 
Hellwig (1973: 253-254 n. 7) labours under much the same difficulties as Wendland's. 

208. Hagen (1966: 20), thus Hellwig (1973: 253 n. 7). 
209. Fuhrmann's text, except for TT!v ~(lV lS~ Forster (Oxford Transl., note ad loc.): 

'"'V TE ~(lV bj.LOlwc; codd.: deI. Fuhrmann. Tbe translation is Forster's, with minor alterations. 

I 
\. 
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These instructions are clearly aimed at adding weight to the speaker's opinion. 
This shows why 'the pronouncement of the speaker's view' should be one of the 
'supplementary means of persuasion': it refers to pronouncement of an opinion 
without the addition of its grounds, . solelyon the basis of the speaker's authority. 
The added instructions are meant to establish this authority, and are completely 
in line with Aristotle's concept of "rational" ethos. The factors mentioned are 
even very similar: experience shows that the speaker could tell the truth, like 
Aristotle's 'good sense'; and advantage that he wants to, like (less cynically) 
'goodness' and 'goodwill'210. 

This passage is the only one, as far as I know, that resembles Aristotle's 
approach to ethos. It would be interesting to know who was first, but that seems 
impossible to decide: although the Rhetoriea ad Alexandrum shows many pre-Aristo­
telian features, it waS perhaps (or even probably) written after the Rhetorie, and 
the matter is further complicated because the treatise was probably to some degree 
tampered with in later times2l1• 

In any case, the passage is an iso la ted one, and even relatively unimportant in 
the Rhetoriea ad Alexandrum itself. Therefore, and because of the firm association 
in other sources between character and sympathy, we may safely conclude that 
early theory and practice did not to any significant extent prepare potential readers 
of the Rhetorie for the "rational" concept of ethos. 

Whereas the backgrounds of earlier and later readers differed with respect to 
the three pisteis (above p. 50), they were very similar as far as ethos was con­
cemed, since post-Aristotelian handbooks had the same relevant characteristics 
as the pre-Aristotelian ones. They were also primarily judicial in outlook, and 
topoi taken from the character of the speaker were commonly enumerated, in the 
rules for the prologue, under the head of E'ÜVOI,(l (benevolentia, 'goodwill, sym­
pathy'; cf. § 3.5). Roman readers will have been even less receptive to the "rational" 
concept than their Greek contemporaries, since to them the rational aspect was 
virtually unknown in the practice of deliberative speeches also. The members of 
the senate knew each other weIl, and did not need to be informed of the creden­
tials of a speaker, whereas speeches made before an assembly of the people fre­
quently relied on pathos, or on auetoritas (,authority, prestige'), which was also 
important in the senate and in judicial speeches212. The latter may indeed be 

210. This analysis: Ipfelkofer (o.c. above n. 'lff7: 33). 
211. Fuhrmann (o.c. above n. 197: 143-171, with the conclusions 171). 1 have not taken a 

stand on the authorship: Anaximenes' claim seems to me more doubtful than some think. Barwick's 
reconstruction of the historical relationship between the Rliet. and the RlIet. Alex. (1966/67) is so 
uncertain as to be virtually worthless (despite a number of pertinent observations). 

212 Cf. Quint. 3,8,12-13 (I must admit that he describes auetoritos in terms resembling Aris­
totle's description of ethos: prudentissimus ... et optimus; tbis seems to overemphasize the role of 
prudentia in practice, but rather because of a tendency at moralizing tban because of any near-
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considered a form of ethos, but it is a far cry from the form Aristotle describes. 

Readers with such backgrounds are not likely to discover the "rational" variant 
of ethos, unless it is brought forwardvery clearly. A survey of the relevant pas­
sages will show that the RlJetoric does not do so. (The natural sequence of the 
passages need not be strictly observed here, since almost all of them point to 
this same conclusion.) This is not to say that many of these passages show a 
conflicting concept. But whereas a passage may be in agreement with "rational" 
ethos, it may nevertheless be confusing, especially if the moral aspect is empha­
sized: although this aspect does belong to "rational" ethos, a reader not fully 
aware of that concept may interpret it as pointing to "ethos of sympathy". 

None of the passages in book 1 referring to ethos is in conflict with Aristotle's 
concept as outlined in 2,1. Two of these indeed mention trustworthiness. Even 
there, however, misunderstanding is not far off. First, there is 1,2,4 (56a5-6): 
ÖLet ~V ouv 'TO;; ilBo,,<;, ö'Tav oiYrw AEX8ii 0 AO-YO<; cOO-re a~L01TLO"TOV 

'iTOLf}<1aL 'TOV AE-yovra' 'TOL.<; -yap E'ITLELKE01. 'ITLc:rrE"O~V ~OV Kai, 8äTIOV 
('persuasion through character is effected when the speech isspoken in such a 
way, as to render the speaker trustworthy; for we believe good men more fully 
and more readily than others'). In this first description, the aim of ethos is already 
specified, but the explanation still only mentions goodness213. The second passage 
is 1,9,1 (66a27-28): EK 'TOOV amoov ••• iuui<; 'TE Kai, äAAOV a~L01TLc:rroV Ö"IfTlUO­
~8a 'iTOLEi.V 'ITpo<; apEri}v Cit is by the same means that we shall be able to 
make ourselves or others appear trustworthy as far as goodness is concemed')214. 
'Goodness' (apErit) is here linked, not identified with trustworthiness, but !bis 
was probably lost on readers with backgrounds as sketched. Another passage is 
still more confusing: in 1,8,6 (66a10-12) (quoted p. 39), two qualities are mentioned 
as inspiring confidence: 'ITLCJ7E"O~V ... .xv a-ya8o<; q>aLV'fl'TaL il E"VO"<; il 
äJ.Lq>w ('we have confidence. in a speaker if he appears to possess goodness, or 
to have goodwill towards US, or both'). The element of q>POVf1CTL<; Cgood sense'), 
which might have hinted at the "rational" variant, is here lacking!2lS 

This element of 'good sense', which is so important to the "rational" concept 

Aristotelian concept on the theoreticallevel); and cf. Kennedy (1972: 41, 42, 55-57 [Cato's definition 
of an orator as vir bonus dicendi peritus], 57, 65, 78,100(101). 

213. Since this is a preliminary description, this does not contradict the interpretation of 
Aristotle's ethos as given in § 23. . 

214. For thc meaning of 'If~ with acc. 'in reference to' see LSJ s.v., C.nI.1. Tbe meaning 
'for (a purpose)' (ib., C.m.3) is not appropriate here: thc means to be discussed in 1,9 are those 
for depicting dJlE'il\. not dEL01\'LOTLa, so dp€,.,q leads to d~L01fLOTta. not the other way round. 

215. 1,15,18 (76a23-29), on witnesses of character, is also confusing (EI.~ t'lfLt:UCEtaV!), even 
if such witnesses did not fall under the p;stis ethos (above p. 35-36). (1,2,7: 56a22-23 and 316; 1,4,5: 
59b10 are neutral; in the first of these ,.a~ dpE'l'cX'i is too vague for Copc's interpretation [1867: 
110] as 'Pp6~ d~ Eijvoux). 
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of ethos, is mentioned only in 2,1,5-7. Moreover, it is improbable that the two 
(ambiguous) mentions of trustworthiness in book 1 were adequate preparation for 
Aristotle's very compact presentation. This means that of those readers recognizing 
this passage as the treatment .of ethos, many, if not all, will have missed the 
significance of <pp6VT]<TL~ and the essence of Aristotle's concept, as most modem 
interpreters have. They will have taken ethos in the way· that their backgrounds 
suggested to them, i.e., as being aimed at sympathy. . 

Moreover, 2,1,5-7 is very short, and many readers will, like some modem com­
mentators, have taken 2,12-17 for the treatment of ethos, encouraged by 2,13,16 
and 2,18,1-2 (above, p. 38 and p. 46-47). They will certainly have understood the 
purpose of ethos to be sympathy216. 

The first chapter of book 3 is explicit about the three pisteis (above p. 47-48), 
but the description of ethos is, again, vague as to its content: 'JTOLOiJ~ 'TLV<I~ 

inroA<IJ.LßaVELV 'ToiJ~ AE"Yovr<I~ (3,1,1: 03bll-12: 'they regard the speakers as 
being of a certain kind'). Some other passages in tbis book are like this217; others 
are potentially confusing in a general way, as 3,7 is (above p. 48); and others only 
mention the moral aspect, suggesting to a :feader ethos of sympathy218. Although 
chapter 3,17 is consistent with the principle of the three pisteis itself, this sugges­
tion is there reinforced (3,17,12: 18a37-b1): 

lxovrex JUv oW ci1ro&~E~ Kexl. TJ8LK~ AEK'rEOV Kexl. ci1ro&LK'rLK~, Mv 8e 
JL TJ !~ !v6\JJL ilJL«TCl, i)6LK~' Kexl. JLCiUov Tc!l !'!rU;LKEl. apJLlrrrEI. Xp1]O't'c)V !p<ltVE­
o6exl. il TOV Alryov aKP!.ßil. 

Now if you have proofs, you must speak in a way that brings to the fore your 
charader as weIl as the prooCs, but if you have no (sc. rational) enthymemes219, 

in a way that brings to the fore your character. In fact, it is more fitting for a 
good man that he should appear decent than that bis speech should be painful1y 
exad. . 

Rational argumentation is here made sub ordinate to appearing XP"(M"6~ ('decent'), 
which is, again, not strictly contrary to "rational" ethos, but does suggest "ethos 
of sympathy"220. The final chapter, 3,19, about the epilogue, even seems to contain 
areal contradiction with the principle of two separate pisteis, "rational" ethos 
vs. pathos, for making the hearer well-disposed towards oneself and' ill-disposed 

216. Cf. also 2,21,13-16 (95a18-bl7) (above n. 179). 2,22,16 (96b28-97a1) (ib.) will not have 
made much difference. 

217. 3,1,2 (03b17-18); 12,2 (13b10); 17,8-10 (18a15-21; 27-28). Irrelevant passages where ~a~ 
occurs: 12,4 (13b30-31); 12,6 (14a20-21). 

218. 3,14,7 (15a27-34) and 16,5 (17a2-7) (both probably: ethos is not mentioned); 16,8-10 (17a15-
bIO) (partly about portrayal of characters; ethos 17a23-36 and 17b7-10; d. Schütrumpf 1970: 5, 
and above n. 186). 

219. On the interpretation of 'enthymemes' etc., cf. p. 24-25. 
220. Tbe same suggestion 3,17,16-17 (18b24-38). 
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towards the adversary is treated as separate from playing upon his feelings221• 

Tbe only passage in book 3 mentioning the rational aspect (although ethos is not 
explicitly mentioned) is 3,17,4 (17b36-38) (the context is deliberative oratory!): 

&t fiE Kat bpiiv Et 1'1. ljlEiI&1'al. tK1'~ 1'00 1I'pa-YIJ41'O~' 1'EK~f)pW -ya.p 1'a\rra 'jl<ltve-
1'al. Kat 1'WV ciAAwv MI. ljlEiI&1'm .. 

One must also look to see whether the adversary makes any false statements 
about things outside the issue, for they will look like evidence that bis other 
statements also are false. 

Tbis one passage, however, is not clear enough by far to undo the suggestions 
made elsewhere. 

Gf course the analysis of what ancient readers may have understood is to a certain 
extent speculative. It is therefore important that we have some ancient testimonies 
that may illustrate the above analyses222• 

The first one is from the treatise JIepL P'Jl'TopI.Kii~ (On Rhetoric) by Philodemus, 
a Greek who lived in Rome from the seventies of the first century B.c.m The 
text is preserved on p'apyri from Herculaneum, and is rather damaged in some 
places. In the relevant passage224, he mentions pathos, perhaps also ethos, and 
says that, though the rhetoricians have borrowed everything else -from Aristotle, 
they have not borrowed this. As he also seems to speak of 'three things' in this 
connection, he may have known about Aristotle's three pisteis. How he took ethos, 
we cannot tell225• 

221. 3,19,1 (19b10-13); and 19,1 (19bl4-19) vs. 19,3 (19b24-28). 
222. This part does not reflect any thorough personal investigation. Tbe lines of the (diffuSe) 

Aristotelian tradition as sketched by Solmsen (1941), however, are dear. er. also Angermann (1904; 
comments on this work in Solmsen 1941: 175 n. 81). 

223. Edition: Siegfried Sudhaus (ed.), Phi/odemi Volumina Rhetorica vols. I, II, Suppl. (Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1892-1896; repr. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1%4) (references are to vol., page and column). A. 
paraphrase with introduction: Harry M. Hubbell, 'Tbe Rhetorica of Philodemus', Transactions 0/ 
the Connecticut Academy 0/ Arts and Sciences 23 (1920), 243-382. On Philodemus' dates cf. Hubbell 
p.259. 

224. I p. 370 col. LXXXVIII, with corrections II p. xxvi (HubbeIl [o.c. prev. n.]: 338 translates 
the uncorrected text). Tbe text as (fmally) given by Sudhaus (see next n. on same difficulties; line 
endings are indicated, low dots as given by Sudhaus are not except in line 16 1'o.~w): [1'WV mpt 
'Ta. 1I'a]l&rJ Ka[l. "i61J OVVEO'M]Kt]lva[1. «p]1jOi. 'T[a] K"pLWTal'Tov tv 'TC;X. Ka1'avofJloaL, ~I.ci 'Tlvwv 
Kat )'EvI vä'Tal. Kat Ka1'a1l'pa{)vel1'al. 'Ta\rra. TO\rrO ~E ~6lvov ~ m, 1I'pooi')KOV tlaVTO~ 
O[ilK] tvxEl.pi'l<1tll.l 'T0Ue; trrrropa~ tK 'TWV 'AlpLaTOTEAOlJe; ~'TEve[-y]lKEtv, 1'« AOL1I'« 
~'TEV1jlvo){6m... TOLOirrwv ~I 1'LVWV AE"fO.uVWV 1'q 1TPOXE!.p6[1'EPO]V civ ME[EI.]lEv Etml. 
[il) 1'WV 1'0.9V (puto 1'pl.Wv) I ~pWv [~'I)? K]a'Ta«ppovi')l[oal.]. 

225. Sudhaus reads -fl&rJ in line 1, but this whole line, as weU as the greatest part of the 
second ODe, is not preserved (tbc third ODe seems to have been hard to decipher). Tbc mention r 
of pathos is preserved. Tbe presence of ethos is not impossible, and would be almost ccrtain if 
we knew that Sudhaus was right in (not implausibly) suggesting that line 16 bad 1'pI.WV; on the 
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A second testimony comes from Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the Greek literary 
critic who worked in Rome from ca. 30 B.e.226 He certainly read the Rhetorie in 
three books227, but the text to be quoted presently is from a relatively early 
treatise, Lysias, and it is unc~rtain whether he had read it then already,. and if 
so, if he already had a copy containing books 1 and 2 together with book 3228• 

Lysias 19 begins thus229: 

ci~JUlL ~ &'11'0 'I'WV KaAO"~V<I)V tV'l'EXVWV '1I'i.o-rEwv Kat xwp~ WEP l:KaO'TO\J 
~~ tll.aU~OJUlL. 'I'Pl..xi'l 8E VEVEJ.LT)l.dvwv 'I'oVrwv i"~ tt '1'0 '1I'pci"(JUl Kat '1'0 
-lJ8~ Kat '1'0 'II'ae~ .... 

I &hall begin with the so-called technical meaos of persuasion and discuSs each 
of them separately. These are divided into matter, character and emotion. 

So Dionysius had understood the tripartition itself (or, if he had not read the 
Rhetorie himself yet, bis source had)230. It is, however, essential to note that 
the passage under discussion, Lysias 19, is about Lysias' handling of the part of 
the speech argumentatio23!. . Dionysius, therefore, seems to have misunderstood 
the place of the pisteis in Aristotle's system, Le. the fact that they were meant 
as a division of invention. Whether this is due to a misunderstanding of the Rhet­
orie as a whole or to bis having read books 1 and 2 without book 3 is, of course, 
uncertain. 

Dionysius' handling of ethos, however, is dear,and revealing (Lysias 19,3-4)232: 

Kat TeX .. tK 'I'WV of)6wv "fE '1I'i.crrEI..o; &~wA6"(wo; 'II'aV\J Ka'l'a01C.E1XitEI..V EJ.LOI.."fEOOKE't. 
'll'ollaK~ p.!v -ycip tK '1'0\1 ßi.O\J Kat Tfto; cpiIoEwo;, '1I'ollaK~ 6' tK 'I'WV '1I'p<nipwv 
'II'pci~wv Kat '1I'poaLpEO'EWV &~Iinr\.O'Ta Ka'l'a01C.E1XltEI.. TeX iJ&r1. lSTav 6e J.L T)6EJ.Ll.aV &qr 
OPJ.LTtv 'I'owin-rlv ).aßlI 'll'apci 'I'WV 'll'pa·YJ.L(iTwv, aVr~-TJ6O'11'ol..Et Kat Ka'l'a01C.EootEL TeX 

other hand, the singular 'I'o\rrO ~ J.L6vov (lines 7-8) seems to plead against this. But the exact 
wording is unknown in any case, and il81l seems improbable (cf. below n. 270). (professor P J. 
Sijpesteijn points out to me that, since the lines cootain ca. 16 lelters each, Sudhaus' first guess 
[1,370] made line 1 too long, whereas bis second one leaves some room there - which is not imposs-
ible, but emphasizes the uncertainties.) . 

226. About Dionysius cf. Stanley F. Bonner, The lilerary Treatises 0/ Dionysius 0/ Halicamas­
sus: A Study in the Development 0/ Oitical Method (Cambridge UP, 1939; repr. Ainsterdam: Hakkert, 
1969), Grube (o.c. above p. 5 n. 10: chapter 13), Kennedy (1972: 342-363). 

'lZT. Cf. Ep. ad Amm. I, 8 (p. 266,20-21 U.-R.) Ii.. tv 'I'i'J 'I'pt'T'!l ßilß>"'!J 'I'WV ttXvWV 
n&rJKE 'll'Ept Tfto; JU:'l'acpopci.. Ka'l'eX ).~I..V oVrw "(pcicpwv' .... ; and Comp. verb. 25,14 (p. 126,6 
U.-R.). Cf. Kennedy (1972: 343-344). 

228. Tbe point is Düring's (1966: 125 with note 33). 
'1:19. Dion. Hai. Lys. 19,1 (p. 30,20 - 31,2 U.-R.). 
230. Thus Solmsen (1941: 179 n. 92). Cf. also (Gill 1984: 158 n. 47) Dem. 18,6 (p. 166,19-26 

U.-R.). 
231. Lys. 18,5 (p. 30,19 U.-R.) tv ~ 'I''i> 'II'&.06oOO6al.. Ta 'll'pci"(f.Ul'l'« (!). 
232. p. 31,8-16 U.-R. The translation is adapted from Stephen Usher's (Loeb ed. of Dion. 

Hai., The Oitical Essays). 



58 

'll'pOaW1Ta Tcj) 'A.~ 'll'l.O'l'a Kat XP'lO"T<!, 'll'poaLpEO"ELC; TE airro1.c; aO"TEtac; WO'I"L6EtC; 
Kat 'll'a&q J,LETPLa 'll'poaa.mwv Kat 'A.{yyoUC; E'II'LELKE1.C; a'll'ooLÖOilc; Kat •• , 

He also seems to me to show very notable skill in constructing means of persuasion 
from character. He often makes bis client's character appear trustworthy,by re­
ferring to tbe circumstances of bis life and bis parentage, and often again by 
describing bis past actions and purposes. And when the facts fail to provide him 
witb such material, he creates bis own moral tone, making bis characters seem 
by tbeir speech to be trustwortby and honest. He credits them with civilized 
purposes and attributes controlled feelings to tbem; he makes tbem voice appropri­
ate sentiments ... 

Dionysius uses the word a~t.6·iTI.CT'To'i ('trustworthy'), which may derive directly 
from Aristotle, but takes tbis in a broad sense and ascribes to Lysias the ability 
to depict bis dient as good and respectable. (This estimate of Lysias' skiil is in 
line with bis earlier description of Lysias' ethopoiia [Lysias 8], for Dionysius is 
now generally understood to mean by this the favourable presentation of the 
characters of bis clients, i.e. the same as ethos as a means of persuasion233.) 

This shows that reading the Rhetoric did not preveIit him or his source from 
taking ethos, Aristotle's secondpistis, as "ethos of sympathy". 

There are, as far as I know, no other testimonies comparable with these two, 
except, of course, the indirect one of Cicero's De ora/ore. There invention is 
divided into· the tbree pisteis, which illustrates that this feature was indeed recog­
nizable. Ethos in De ora/ore, however, as will be argued in a later chapter (§§ 7.3-
7.5), is not Aristotelian, ·since it aims at sympathy, but it is impossible to decide 
whether this is due to a conscious change of the Aristotelian concept or to a 
misunderstanding of the Rlzetoric: Dionysius refers to 'the so-called technical 
pisteis', which shows that he employs the concepts as he has understood them 
when he found them elsewhere, but Cicero does nothing of the kind, and thus 
leaves open the question of his relationship with predecessors. 

Other testimonies are few in number, probably because Aristotle was not widely 
read234, neither are they very helpful. Quintilian, e.g., quotes hirn a number of 
times, but probably not at first hand. The account of ethos and pathos in bis 
sixth book is not weil integrated into his system; Aristotle as a source is out of 

233. The "modem meaning" attached to etlJOpoiia, the faith,ful or trustworthy depiction in a 
speech of characters as tbey are, either those of the clients of a logographer or those of persons 
appearing in (tbe narration of) a speech, is not the one used by Dionysius (as e.g. Kennedy 1963: 
92 states): Stephen Usher, 'Individual Characterisation in Lysias', Eranos 63 (1965), 99-119: 99 
n. 2; Hagen (1966: 5-10), Hellwig (1973: 259 n. 17). Usher shows, however, as others have done 
(cf. Kennedy: I.c. witb n. 87) that Lysias himself did use the technique of ethopoiia in the modem 
sense; so, paradoxically, 'Dionysius underestimates Lysias' ability at individual characterisation' 
(Usher, vol. 1 p. 61 n. 5 of bis Loeb ed. of Dionysius). 

234. Cf. e.g. Sandbach (1982) (cl. below p. 106 n. 3). 
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the question, and its presence is almost certainly due to Cicero's influence23S• 

The only other extant authors exhibiting the threefold division of pisteis are 
Minucianus and Martianus Capella (third and fourth/fifth century AD. respective­
ly)236. In the latter's treatise, the pisteis are a division of invention, and ethos 
is aimed at sympathy, but the influence is probably Roman and Ciceronian237• 

Minucianus, after briefly discussing the threefold division of pisteis238, goes on 
to deal with "epicheiremes", i.e., the forms of rational proof (the term covers 
enthymemes etc.), and it seems likely that bis work is meant as a treatise on 
invention, and that the pisteis are indeed a subdivision of that officium. Ethos, 
surprisingly, is described in "rational" terms, and, correspondingly, sympathy (eü­
voLa) is explicitly mentioned as belonging to pathos. Minucianus, however, belongs 
to the age of the commentaries, and though his connections are practically un­
known239, he (or bis source) probably differed much from the "normal" reader of 
the centuries B.C. Nevertheless, it is not without value that bis case shows the 
possibility of an understanding reception of Aristotle's "rational" ethos. 

To sum up, the threefold division of invention made in the Rhetoric was probably 
unclear to early readers. Later ones, especially those who possessed all three 
books together, had a better opportunity of grasping it. But the testimony of 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus shows that the place of the pisteis ~ a division of 
invention was not necessarily understood. 

Ethos was likely to be interpreted by readers from the whole period between 
Aristotle and Cicero as aimed at sympathy, as it has been by almost all modems. 
The gap between Aristotle's "rational" concept of ethos and what bis readers' 
backgrounds suggested to them was probably too large to be bridged by so short 
an exposition as 2,1,5-7, embedded in a work containing so many hints leading 
them astray. The difficu1ty we have in interpreting Aristotle is nothing new. 

235. Tbe reference to Arist. (RheL 1,2,4: 56a13) in Quint. 5,12,9 might seem to reflect the 
genuine Aristotelian concept of ethos, but the context teUs against this, and the designation pro­
bationes _. 'lrrtIhrrLKa'i is decisive. About ethos and pathos in Quint. 6,2 cf. the references below 
n. m. O. also the much debated passage 5,10,17, which gives an (inaccurate or expanded?) resum6 
of RheL 2,1-17 (cf. Spengell852: 496-497; 1867 11: 248; Roemer 1898: lxxxviii, xcii f.; Angermann 
1904: 42-43; SÜSS 1910: 155; Hellwig 1973: 237 n. 12). 

236. Solmsen (1941: 179 with n. 92). 
237. Mart. Cap. 5,502-505 (= §§ 28-29 in RLM) treats ethos and pathos (443-505 = §§ 6-29 is 

about invention; d. S06 = § 30). He polemically insists on not treating the parts of the speech at 
the same time (503 = § 28). O. bis introduction of the three pisleis, 473 (= § 21; he there employs 
the order ethos - arguments - pathos, which is prompted by the comparison with the parts of the 
speech: bis su~uent treatment follows the usual order arguments - ethos - pathos). O. also 
Appendix 2, pp. 324 and 325-326. 

238. Minucianus 1, p. 340-341 Sp.-H. 
239. O. Kcnnedy (1972: 624-625), Kleine Pauly s.v. Minukianos, 1 and 2. 
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2.6 Ethos and~: Some Modem Terms and Interpretations 

The interpretation of Aristotle's concept of ethos given in this chapter differs 
from most modem ones, as remarked earlier (p. 34). In view of the large amount 
of literature on the subject, and the diversity of current approaches and uses of 
terms, it seems useful briefly to discuss two issues. The first is a terminological 
one, the second concerns the approach of Wilhelm Süss. (In what follows, the 
relationship between ethos and its Greek form 7i80~ is essential, and the Greek 
form will accordingly not be transcribed.) 

In an influential discussion of .fr6o~, Cope distinguished between what he called 
'three kinds of 1}eo~'240. The first was what I have called ethos, Le., the second 
of the technical pisteis; the second was 'Ta f)811 'TWV 'ITOAL'TELWV (1,8,6: 66a12: 
'the characters of states', 'forms of govemment'); the third, belonging to style, 
the quality often called ethopoiia and concemed with faithfully portraying persons 
appearing in a speech241. Similar descriptions are found elsewhere: Kennedy, e.g., 
speaks ab out 'several different "characters"'242. 

The distinction between the several categories is useful, but designations like 
'kinds of .fr6o~' are potentially confusing243. They suggest that the word 7i8o~ 
has different meanings (in the case of Cope and Kennedy, three), and that it is 
a technical term in all of these meanings. But the one meaning 'character' is 
appropriate in all three cases; and the word is never used as a term. The pistis 
ethos, e.g., is introduced by at ~v (sc. 'ITt<T'TEL~) ... EtO"LV EV 'T<!l il8EL 'TOÜ 
AE'YOV'TO~ (1,2,3: 56a2-3: 'some pisteis are dependent on the character of the 
speaker'); it is frequently referred to by descriptions like a\J'T()v 'ITOLOV 'TLVa ... 
Ka'Ta<TKElJ&tELV (2,1,2: 77b24: 'representing oneself as a certain sort of person'); 
but never by the word 7i8o~ alone244• As emphasized before, my use of 'ethos' 
for the means of persuasion instead of the Greek 7i8o~ is an attempt to avoid 
confusions such as Cope's245, and others springing from it. An example of these 

240. Cope (1867: 108-113; cf. 112 'third variety of #10<;'; 1Bn II: 138). 
241. Above n. 233. 
242. Kennedy (1963: 91-93) (on 1m: 222 cf. above n. 152); his three categories are not the 

same as Cope's. Braet (1989: note 19) uses the term ethos to designate his five categories. Cf. also 
SÜSS (1910: 2; see below). Sattler's account of 'Aristotle's conception of ethos' (1947: 57-61) is 
confused. 

243. Freese (p. 477), using Cope's three categories, produces a much clearer picture by avoiding 
this way of speaking. 

244. With the introductory formulation cf. 1,2,4 (56a5) &ui .•. 'TOU il6o~; and witb the 
second description quoted: 1.2,4 (56a10); 1.8,6 (66a10); 2,1,3-4 (TIb26-27, 29); 3,1,1 (03bll-12), and 
also 1.9,1 (66a26-27) (above p. 16). 

245. l.SJ Ii.V. #!O<;, II.2.c shows the same confusion in presenting 'delineation of character' 
as a meaning of -liOO<; as a rhetorical term: in aIl cases quoted it is the wbole expression that 
denotes such delineation, not the word 1jE!0<;, e.g. #10<; t~!fXllVELV (Philodemus Rhet. 1,200 
Sudb.). Cope (1867: 113) fosters another confusion: be also calls his third kind 'the third method 

~. 
i 

i· 
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is that the means of persuasion is sometimes even designated by the plural 'il&rJ 
('characters')246, which blurs the distinction between ethos and the subject of 
chapters 2,12-17, the 'characters' of several classes of people. 

Of course, the 'character' of astate is different in kind from the 'character' 
of a human being. This difference, however, is due to that between states and 
human beings, it is not due to, or expressed by, the word 'character' (7Je~) 
itse1f1A7. 

H the views of WilhelmSüss are often misrepresented, this must be ascribed to 
the obscurity of bis arguments248• Nevertheless, bis book seems to have had some 
infIuence249, 'and it is frequently mentioned. He sometimes uses the word 7Je~ 
in the way criticized above, but there are objections to his views that are, though 
connected with tbis use of the word, still more fundamental. In the following survey 
of bis theories I will attempt to remove the obscurities, but some are bound to 
remam. 

Süss2S0 distinguished between three concepts, all of which he thought are found 
in ancient theory. (1) Objective, psychological use of character in rational argu­
ments from probability; this is unproblematic2S1• (2) Use of 'moral' character 
(~ao~). This corresponds to the pistis ethos, and as such is also relatively unprob­
lematic: the description of ethos in moral terms, and thus in terms of "ethos of 
sympathy", though not adequate in the case of Aristotle, is common. In fact, 
Süss was one of the first to defend the view that ethos was treated in Rhetoric 
2,12S2• (3) 'Subjective-dynamic' 1Jao~. The concept is problematic, but crucial to 
Süss' approach. This 1Jao~ is a quality .of the speech: the speech is regarded as 
a living organism possessing a certain character, by which it can influence the 

by which the speech may be made to express character' (his itaIics): this suggests the existence of 
one purpose, which is served by all 'three variants'. 

246. Cope (1867: 108, 112), Kroll (1940: 1059), Solmsen (1941: 42, 179), Fuhrmann (1984 [above 
n. 54]: 33, 147). 

1A7. Of course, the use of the same word in the two cases tends to blur the difference, but 
that is another question. 

248. SÜSS (1910). Inaccurate representations: e.g. Kennedy (1963: 93 n. 89) (SÜSS does not call 
bis second kind of -fJ8~ subjective, only bis third kind); Radt (1979: 302 n. 26) (he seems to 
imply that Süss thinks 2,12-17. treated the pistis ethos); Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 71 with n. 1) 
(SÜSS had other reasons for coupling 2,2-11 and 12-17 than she suggests). 

1A9. O. below n. 267; and also Kroll (1918a; 1940: 1059), Grant (below p. 309 n. 30), Konrad 
Glaser (,Platons Stellung zum Kampf von Philosophie und tragischer Dichtung', WS 58, 1940, 30-
73: 47-49), H. Koller (Die Mimesis in der Antike, Bern: Francke, 1954: 158-162), Rudolf Kassel 
(Untersuchungrm zur griechischen und riJmischen Konso/ations/iteratur, Zetemata 18, München: 
Beck, 1958: 7), Charles P. Segal ('Gorgias and the Psychology of the Logos', HSPh 66, 1962, 99-
155: 132-133), and even (despite repeated crlticisms) Hellwig (1973: 292). 

250. SÜSS (1910: 2). 
251. O. above pp. 38, 42. 
252. Above p. 36 with n. 133. 
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hearers. 
This last variant he coupled with an alleged meaning 'mood' ('Stimmung') of 

the word 1l8oC; itself, in a way perhaps best explained by the analogy with 'ITc:i8oc;. 
By a confusion, primarily in modern usage, similar to that concerning ethos/1l8oC; 
discussed above, the word 'ITc:i8oc; is not only used in its strict sense of .. 'emo­
tion'2S3, but also for designating the arousing of emotions (the means of persuasion . 
pathos), and for the quality qf a speech that causes emotions. Süss, then, used 
("subjective") -f)eoc; to designate the quality ·of a speech that causes a 'mood' 
(1l8oc;) in the hearers. Thus Tj8oc; is considered a milder form of 'ITc:i8oc;. 

This view is open to grave objections, as will be discussed below, but it is not 
all. Süss connected it with the notorious concept of catharsis, and ascribed this 
whole reconstructed theory to Gorgias, whom we know may weil have described 
rhetoric as psychagogia (lfruxa'YliYYta, 'influencing men's SOUls')2S4. Catharsis in· 
Aristotle's Poetics· (6, 1449b27-28: -ri}v 'TWV 'TOLOlrrffiV 'ITalh)~J.(hffiv Kc:i~ap(Jw) 

was, in Süss' time and long afterwards, most often taken in a "psycho-therapeutical" 
sense: tragedy arouses emotions, and this leads to a 'purgation' ( catharsis) of 
these emotions in the spectators, who then corne to feel calm. Süss thought that 
it was this theory that constituted Gorgias' ideas ab out psychagogia, and he de­
s.cribed it in the way just rnen~oned: 'ITc:i8oc;, as a quality of a speech, leads to 
purgation of 'ITc:ifrq, ~emotions'. Moreover, he assigned an analogous place in this 
system to -f)eoc;: 1l8oc;, as a quality of a speech, leads to purgation of il8", 
'moods'15S - an elegantly symmetrical edifice, but what 'purgation of rnoods' may 
be is never explained. 

This implausible reconstruction is at the basis of Süss' interpretation of the 
Rhetoric2S6• Chapters 2,12-17, which treat the il8", 'rnoods', are a sequel to the 
chapters on 'ITc:ifrq, 'emotions' (2,2-11)157. The possibility of confusion with the 
'moral' use of 1l8oc; (i.e. with ethos) is Aristotle's fault, for Gorgias and his 
followers had reserved the term Tj8oc; for the 'subjective-dynamic' variant, and 
did not2S8 use it for ethos: this they· called &6~a 'To'Ü }..E'YOV'TOC; ('reputation of 
the speaker'), which was, rnoreover, not a 'technical pistis' but one of the 'non­
technical' ones (this is partly based on the passage from the Rhetorica ad Alexan-

253. Cf. below p. 67-68. 
254. Plato Phaedr. 261a7-8; Süss (1910: 21-22) may indeed be right about the ascription of 

this "defmition" of rhetoric to Gorgias (d. 261b-c); d. Hellwig (1973: 178 n. 2). 
255. Süss (1910: 94): ' ... das rhetorische 1)a~ .. , ist ein von dem 1I'cie~ nur graduell, nicht 

qualitativ verschiedenes homöopathisches kathartisches Mittel der Stimmungsauslösung'. 
256. Süss (1910: 116-118, 126-131). 
257. In order to maintain this interpretation, be bad to ignore the only passage that indicates 

how the material can be used (above n. 147). 
258. or with few exceptions: Süss (1910: 118). 
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drum analysed above p. 51-532S9). 

Some fundamental shortcomings of this theory are common to most Quellen­
forschung260. The system of Gorgias and his followers (among whom Süss reckons 
Isocrates) is reconstructed from doubtful evidence261, but it is this reconstruction 
that is supposed to have been perfect, consistent, and meaningful, whereas all 
later, extant writers are supposed to be confused and to have muddled the original 
design. But this "confusion" is the result of the fanciful reconstruction itself. 

Süss' ideas about 'catharsis' bear testimony to the far-reaching in:flue~ce of 
Bemays' psycho-therapeutical interpretation of the notorious passage in Aristotle's 
Poetics262, an interpretation now frequently r~jected263. But they are unwarranted 
even if Bemays' interpretation would be correct264• In the first place (to begin 
with the last-mentioned feature of his reconstruction), the grounds for ascribing 
"the theory of catharsis" to Gorgias are wholiy insufficient26S• In the second 
place, which is worse, the link between catharsis and the concept of "subjective­
dynamic" .fiSOI) is Süss': even if this concept has existed, there are no examples 
from Gorgias or others establishing the connection. This is not surprising, for, in 
the third place, the concept of "subjective-dynamic" .fiSOI) did notexist, it is 
wholly fictitious: of the many occurrences of the word 1iSol), there is only -one 
where it might possibly denote this concept (Isocrates Philippus 26); but even in 
that passage, there is nothing wrong with the meaning 'character'266. In the 

259. Cf. n. 204 there; the interpretation of oo~a 'l"OU AE-yovro<; as 'reputation' is wrong 
(p.51-52). 

260. Cf. in general Douglas (1973: 95-102). 
261. E.g., Dion. HaI. and the Anon. Seg. are supposed to be reliable sources for "Isoaatean" 

thought: Süss (1910: 126-127, 129-131). 
262. Poet. 6 (1449b27-28); Jakob Bemays, Grundzüge der verlorenen Abhandlung des Aristoteles 

über die WlTkung der Tragt'Jdie (Breslau, 1857; repr. in Zwei Abhandlungen über die aristotelische 
Theorie des Drama, Berlin, .1880, repr. Darmstadt: Wiss. Buchgesellschaft, 1968). 

263. Gerald F. Else, Aristotle's Poetics: The Argument (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard UP, 1957), 
224-232; 423-450, supported by Düring (1966), 171-177; cf. also N. van der Ben, 'Aristotle, Poetics, 
1449b27-28', in:J.M. Bremer et al. (eds.), Miscellanea Tragica in honorem J.C Kamerbeek (Am ster­
dam: Hakkert, 1976), 1-15; Leon Golden, 'Catharsis', TAPItA 93 (1962), 51-60; id., 'Mimesis and 
Catharsis', CPh 64 (1969), 145-153; H.D.F. Kitto, 'Catharsis', in: L. Wallach (ed.), The Classical 
Tradition. Studies in Honor 0/ Harry Caplan (New York: Comell UP, 1966), 133-147; Roselyne 
Dupont-Roc, Jean Lallot,Aristote. La Poetique (Paris: Seuil, 1980), 188-193. Most of these references 
are taken from the lucid essay 'Katharis' by N. van der Ben and J.M. Bremer, p. 177-186 of their 
Dutch translationAristoteles Poetica (Amsterdam: Athenaeum - Polak & Van Gennep, 1986). 

264. Criticism of Süss also Hagen (1966: 11, 13), Hellwig (1973) (belowon. 265-266). 
265. Süss (1910: 83-85, d. 272) bases hirnself primarilyon Gorg.Hel. 8-14, where the compari­

son to medicine is an entirely different one (the same objection in Hellwig 1973: 58 n. 1; cf. also 
her justified doubts about another ascription to Gorgias by Süss, ib.: 113 n. 9). 

266. This same criticism Hagen (1966: 13 with n. 4), Hellwig (1973: 251 n. 3). Isoa. Phil. 24-
26 is about the difference between a speech as delivered by the writer and as read out by someone 
eise: t1rEL&iv ... ava"fl:yvw01<l1 &t 'I"~ aVrov u1Tt.8avwc; Kat ~'T}8Ev -ljeo<; tVO"TlJUlI.v6ILE~, 
... : 'lf ... someone reads it out aloud unconvicingly and without putting anything of his own char­
aeter [perhaps 'pcrsonality'] in it .. .'. 



64 

fourth place, tbere is no support anywhere in the Rhetone for the meaning 'mood'. 

The notion that 'mood' was indeed one of the meanings of lleo~ as early as the 
fourth century Re. was entertained by others before Süss, and is still frequently 
found. But Schütrumpf has effectively disproved the existence of such a meaning 
in Aristotle's writings267• 

There are, indeed, some late instances of the word where the meaning 'charac­
ter' is impossible268• Something resembling 'mood' may perhaps already be found 
in the pseudo-Aristotelian Problemata269• In Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 1}eo~ is 
still basically 'character'270, but a development is apparent: the word is, in a 
number of occurrences, extended to an effect produced in the listener, viz. the 
state of mind corresponding to tbe character (1ieo~) of the speaker271• But a 
genuine meaning 'mood' seerns not to be behind tbis. 

Even Quintilian, in his chapter on ethos and pathos, does not equate 1ieo~ 
witb 'mood' or 'gentle emotion'. He has some difficulty in finding the right descrip­
tion, and writes that there is no Latin equivalent for the word (6,2,8). It is true 
that in 6,2,9 he says adfeetus '" 'lT<i8o~ eoncitatos, 1i8o~ mites atque compositos 
esse dixenmt ('they explain 'lT<i8o~ as describing the violent emotions, and 1i8o~ 
as designating those whicb are calm and gentle'). But he only does so after ex-

2fJ7. Sehütrumpf (1970: 6-22), where some referenees to writers with similar views may be 
found (August Döring, Die Kunst/ellre des Anstote/es, Jena 1876; repr. Hildesheim, New York: Olms, 
1972: p. 338; Franz Dirlmeier [übers., komm.], Anstote/es, Eudemische Ethik [Werke in deutscher 
Übersetzung, Bd. 7], Berlin: Akad.-Verlag, 1%2, 1%92: 355; WJ. Verdenius, 'The Meaning of 1t6~ 
and 1t6LK6'i in Aristotle's Poetics', Mnemosyne Sero m, 12, 1945, 241-257: 243). His discussion 
includes (ib.: 13-22) the famous case of the eighth book of the Politica, whieh deals with music 
as part of education. 

268. Tbe old meaning of the plural 'abodes' ete. (LSJ s.v., I) is irrelevant here. Kroll (191Ba) 
has a number of places from the scholia where 'character' will not do (e.g. the BT -scholion on 
fliad 3,57: Kroll, 70). As a wh oIe, however, bis analysis of the scholia, meant to reveal the meaning 
of -f)e~ as used by the grammarians, is disappointing. He holds that (besides the usual 'character') 
it ranges from 'mood' ('Stimmung') via 'emphasis' ('Nachdruck, Betonung') to 'irony', but in a 
number of instances the meaning 'charaeter' can still easily be discemed, and some other cases 
are of a very late date. Anyhow, Kroll himself maintains (pp. 68; 74) that the unusual meanings 
of 1t6~ are not found outside the scholia. 

2fJ9. Schütrumpf (1970: 11-12). THßo'i there indeed denotes 'eine vorübergehende Stimmung', 
but even there, abasie meaning 'eharacter' may be defensible: supposing it has this meaning, the 
word may have been chosen in order to express the paradoxical effect of e.g. wine, that can seem­
ingly change a man's character, i.e. something comparatively stable, for a short time: d. Prob/. 
30,1 (953b21) 5Ld '1'0 airro 'lrOL.Et lS 'l'E ot~ Kat iJ ~ tKaO'TOlJ '1'0 Ttß~. 

270. Tbe same is the case in Cicero: De foto 1 mores, quod Tt6~ illi vocont; Alt. 10,10,6. ,t 

Philodemus I, 370 Sudhaus (above p. 56 with nn.) is of no help, since Tj61l in line 1 is only Sudhaus' 
guess - an improbable one, I would say. 

271. This conclusion and formulation: Gill (1984: 158). Crucial cases of ~ßO'i in Dion. Hal. " 
are Dem. 2,5 (= p. 131,5-6 u.-R.; cf. GiU l.c. n. 46); 43,2 (p. 224,15-16); Lys. 7,3 (p. 15,3-6), all of i 
which Usher (Loeb ed.) rightly translates by terms very near 'character'. Hagen (1%6: 5-10) on 
Dion. Hal. is biased, and bis diseussion of Rhet. 2,1, allegedly showing that Dion. is very dose to 
Arist., is based on sheer confusion. 
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plicitly stating that he will not give a' translation, but only a description of the 
essence of rhetorical ethos as he sees it: cautiores voluntatem complect( quam 
nomina interpretari maluerunt ('the more cautious writers have preferred to give 
the sense of the term rather than to translate it'). Quintilian's chapter on ethos 
and pathos does show that 1}6oli, as a rhetorical term, had acquired a range of 
connotationsm ; but as to meaning, his very doubts seem to show that, if 'gentIe 
emotion' was then a meaning of -liBoli at all, it was not a common one even in 
rhetorical theory. 

The existing discussions of the word are either unsatisfactory, or do not concern 
themselves with the development in meaning273• The above sketch could therefore 
only be brief and tentative. The subject might well repay detailed study. But as 
regards Aristotle, there needbe no doubt that the meaning of TJBof) comes very 
c10se to our 'character'. 

2.1 Pathos 

Pathos is treated in chapters 2,2-11 of tbe Rhetoric. From the structure of 2,1274, 

and the tripartition into pisteis, it is clear that the analyses of the fifteen emotions 
treated there are indeed primarily meant for pathos, i.e. for the arousing of emo­
tions in the audience. This is confirmed in the introductory lines to the subject 
at the end of2,1 (§ 9: 78a23-28): . 

&1. ~ &aLpEt.V 'I'cl "ll'Epl. ~K(lOTOV ~ 'I'pw' M:yw 5' otov "ll'Ept 6~, (1) "II'~ 'I'E 

&aKElJLEVOI. 6P)'lA01. Etat, (2) Kat 'I'lm.v ElW8ao'1.V 6p-yttw6Cl1., (3) Kat bt 'll'0~· 
d. .,ap ro plv b fi 'I'cl Mo fXOl.JLEv 'I'o,",oov, &'II'aV'l'a ~, p.of}. &8oo'l'ov civ 

fl", 'I'iIv 6pyi)v !p.'II'Ol.Et.v· b~~ ~ Kat !'II'l. 'I'WV liUoov. 

It is necessary to divide the material about each of the emotions under three 
heads; for instance, when talking about anger, (1) what state of mind makes people 
inclined to anger, (2) with whom they usually get angry, (3) ,and on account of 
wbat. Por if we knew one or two of these heads, but not all three, it would be 
impossible to arouse anger; and the same applies to the other emotions. 

It is also apparent from the seven passages about the use of the material (above 

z:n. On this passage cf. particularly Gill (1984: 158-160; bis desaiption of De or. is not 
entirely satisfactory, but this does not affect that of Quint.); and also Solmsen (1941: 179), Grube 
(o.c. abovc p. 5 n. 10: 292). 

273. Schütrumpf (1970) is very good, but of course limited to (parts of) the writings of Aris­
totte. Gill (1984) on ethos and pathos is illuminating, but be is concemed 'only witb cases where 
the two terms are contrasted' (149 n. 4). On KroU (1918a) above n. 268 (a re-examination of this 
material would have to pay more attention to chronological differences). 

274. Above p. 37-38. 
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p. 21-22). It has been argued above (§ 2.2) that the form the arousing of emotions 
may take is not specified, but that Aristotle thinks both enthymemes and other 
forms may be appropriate. Another function of the chapters is to supplement the 
materials in 1,10 and 1,13 for rational arguments about emotions as motives for 
crimes, as the references in these chapters show; but this is, accordingly, only a 
subordinate one27S• 

The chapters 2,2-11 themselves are very dear, and much of what will be said 
hefe is non-controversial. After listing the emotions treated, I will touch upon 
the meaning of the word 'lJ'cieo~ and the change of judgement brought about by 
emotions; then on the ways by which the clarity of the chapters is achieved; the 
exactness of Aristotle's analyses; and the passages outside 2,1-11 relevant to pathos. 
I will end with a more controversial issue: the irrational character of the emotions 
in question. The separate emotions will not be treated here, but, partly, in the 
comparison with Cicero in § 8.5. 

The emotions treated by Aristotle in chapters 2,2-11 are the following: 

[i 6prf1 anger 
'll'p«~ mildness 

[4 cpV.la love, friendship 
lxep«(~) enmity (hate) 

[S cp6/m fcar 
8ci~ lad of fear276 

[6 al.axVvtt shame 
cbaLQ'XUVl'l.a shamelessness 

[7 Xcip~ favour, goodwill 
aXClpLOTEtv lad of goodwill 

275. 1,10,5 (68b26) and 10,17 (69bl4-15) refer to 2,2-11 and 2,2 (on anger) rcspectively; 1,13,8 
(73b36-37) to 2,2. a. 1,10,8 (69a4-7) and 10,9 (69a17-19); 10,11 (69a30-31: 2,U-17 are referrcd 
to); and 1,15,19 (76a29-30). Gill's account of the function is unfoundcd (1984: 153 n. 25: the chapters 
are also meant 'to provide the speaker with guidelines about which emotions he can plausibly 
express'); about Hellwig (1973: 234) above n. 159. 

Conley (1982: 305, 309-3U) puts cxcess.ive emphasis on the use of the material for rational 
demonstration. His analysis of this use, however, teUs us more about 1,10 and 1,13 than about 
2,2-11. He claims (1982: 306) that the closing passage 2,11,7 (80b28-30) mentions the rational use: 
51.' wv JUv o{,v 'l'el 'll'ciEht !-yy{.-yvt;TClI. Kat 5wAUt:Tal., Kat [KClt ä, om. AFf] t~ wv Cl\. 'll'LarElR 
-y(."(VOlI'fClI. 'll'Ept ClVrWV, E'4nyrClI.. As SÜSS (1910: 161) before him he assumes that Cl\. 'll'tmE~ ... 
'll'Epl. ClVrwv must refer to this usc of the material, as opPOscd to the use in arousing emotions 
referrcd to in the first half of the sentencc. But this is very doubtful: (1) 'll'Ept is sometimes 
used in a broader sense than 'about, conccroing': d. LSJ s.v., D.5, and e.g. Rhet. 1,2,22 (58a34), 
where 'll'Ept roirrwv docs not denote the subject of Tel OTOI.XEta KClt Tel,> 'll'pO'f(iO"ElR, but the 
fields from which their subjects are drawo; (2) his interpretation requircs KClt, which may very 
well be an interpolation in A; (3) even with KClt, doubts remain: KClt may be explanatory (d. 
Denniston, 291 (5); Booitz s.v., 3S7,13ff.). In view of the emphasis on the usc of the chapters Cor 
pathos, thereCore, Conley's interpretation, though it may be right, seems much less attractive 
than the traditional one (which is adoptcd in the translation above p. 36). 

276. Rather than 'confidencc': below p. 288. 
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U EAEO" pity 
vEJ.LE018 indignation 
(1'66\10') envy 

[11 t;y.a<; emulation 
Ka'Ta<pp6vT1018 contempt 

The reason for making pathos into an integral part of rhetoric is put foxward by 
Aristotle in 2,1: rhetoric is concerned with judgement, and things appear different 
to someone under the influence of an emotionm . Accordingly, Aristotle defmes 
'IT&80c; as follows (2,1,8: 78a20-23): 

~ 8e 'Ttt '11"&81') 81.' öon J.Lf:'TaßQ.llovn: .. 8La<pEpot)01. 'll'po.. 'Ttt.. Kpl..o-tl.... ot.. E'lfE'Tal. 
~inrT) Kat i)öovf), otov 6P'Yi! EAEa<; <p6ßa<; Kat öaa (i).)..a 'TOLa\rra. Kat 'Ttt 'ToUrOI." 
tvaV'TW. 

Emotions are all those (sc. feelings) that so change men as to make their judge­
ments different. and that are accompanied by pleasure and pain; such are anger, 
pity, fear. and the like. as weIl as their opposites: 

The definition is in itself incomplet~, for it can iriclude, for instance, headaches 
and stomach-aches: these and similar physical phenomena are accompanied by 
pleasure or pain, and they affect judgement. But it is dear from the rhetorical 
context that simple and unqualified change of judgement cannot be meant, but 
only change in a certain direction278: head-aches change our judgements sometimes 
favourably, at other times unfavourably, whereas anger always changes it unfavour­
ably towards the object of anger. This is also braught implicitly to the fore by 
the examples of anger, pity and fear. And the mention of the three elements of 
a 'IT&80c; (above p. 65), which immediately follows the passage quoted here, confirms 
this: only what we call 'emotions' match the definition and have an object and a 
cause as weIl279. 

The equation of the 'IT&811 in the Ritetorie with English 'emotions' is, however, 
correct only Ü it is remembered that they include gentle as weIl as violent ones 
(see the above list). The rendering 'passions' is therefore inadequate in this connec­
tion (although it seems correct elsewhere in the Rhetoric2BO). There is astrang 

2n. 2,1.2 (77b21-24); 2,1.4 (77b31-78a6); cf. also 1.2.5 (56a14-17). 
278. This role of the context is ignored Leighton (1982: 158). Fortenbaugh (o.c. above n. 99: 

229 n. 35). 
279. Cf. Wörner (1981: 62-64). Fortenbaugh (1979: 53-55); the latter's argument from Plato's 

Pllilebus (53 n. 23) is rightly rejected by Leighton (1982: 158). Leighton advocates. as I do. the 
equation of the '11'&81') to 'emotions' (157-168). but bis arguments are not valid. because based on 
modern categories as a whole: he excludes a/l 'sensations' from Aristotle's 'lfa.8T\ on the ground 
that some do not match Aristotle's deftnition. 

280. Cf. 3.19,3 (19b24-28): the emotions to be aroused in the epilogue are probably violent, . 
and thc examples given conftrm this. This points to a rendering 'passions' of 'Ttt 'lfa.8T\ in b25, 
even if b27-28 refcrs to 2,2-11. 
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link with the general meaning of 'iTaeO~ 'state, condition'281, which is also appar­
ent from 1,1,4 (54a17) ... Kat 'Ta 'Tol,aiha 'iTaS" 'T'ii~ tJ11JXii~ ... ('and similar 
states/emotions of the soul') - though the word, in this use, is of course restricted 
to conditions that are not stable, but temporary and liable to change282. 

As remarked earlier (p. 40), the concept of 'iTaSol) as appearing from chapters 
2,1-11 does not include E'iTI,S1Jf.LLaL ('desires'), whereas these are included in chap­
ters 2,12-17. They are also included in Aristotle's E!hica Niclzomaclzea and Etlzica 
Eudemia. The choice of the concept here, therefore, seems determined by the 
function the 'iTaS" have in rhetoric: they alter judgements, whereas desires do 
not, or only indirectly or (like headaches) not in a particular direction283• In the 
Rheton"c Aristotle is not completely explicit about the ways in which these alter­
ations are brought about, but a fairly complete picture can be reconstructed with 
the help of some other treatises284, and there appear to be a number of ways 
Aristotle may have in mind. The most important ones result in connivance, the 
favourable interpretation of ambiguous cases, and the mishearing, misperception, 
etcetera, of evidence. 

Since 'iTaSol) means 'emotion', the corresponding means of persuasion (pathos) 
is never called by this name, just as ethos is never designated by ilSol), 'character' 
(above p. 60). For instance, pathos is introduced by at oe (Sc. 'iTL(T'TELI) Eto"W) 
EV 'T<il 'TOV aKpoaTIjv ol,aSElvaL 'iT~ (1,2,3: 56a3: 'some pisteis depend on 
putting the hearednto a certain frame of mind')28S. 

As to the clarity of the chapters on pathos, there are several features contributing 
to this. One of these is that Aristotle explicitly couples ,related emotions (see 
the list p. 66-67). All groups are pairs of opposites, except EA,EO~, vef.LEO"L~ and 
<pS6vol) (pity, indignation and envy). Their relationship is more complicated, but 
it is explained at length in 2,9,3-5 (86b16-87a5)286. 

281. LSJ S.v., III; cf. II 'emotion, passion'. 
282. Stable ones are called E~ELo; in lhe EN: 2,5 (1105b19-1106a6); cf. also Cat. 8 (8b26-10a10). 
283. Leighton (1982: especially 165-168); cI. HeUwig (1973: 233). 
284. See tbe difficult but illuminating analysis in Leighton (1982: 144-154). 
285. Other descriptions: 1,2,5 (56a14-15). 8ui 8e 'TWV aKpOCX'iWV, ÖTCXV ELo; 'IT0.6oo; imo 

'TO"Ü Mryo\l 'ITpocxX6Gxn.v; 2,1,2 (77b24) (cf. 2,1,3: 77b28-29); lhe seven passages above n. 59; 2,11,7 
(88b28-30); 3,1,1 (03bll). 

286. See also p. 289-292; and especially Mills (1985). Conley (1982: 304 n. 12) rightly rejects 
Süss' couplings EAEOo;-vt~01.') and «p66voo;-ti'jA00; (cf. 2,11,7: 88b23-24), but notices an obscurity 
in lhe relationship between EAEOo; and «p66voo;. In 2,10,11 (88a23-28) 'envy seems also to be op­
posed to an unnamed '11"0.600; ••• which is not the same as pity'. But tbe emphasis in this passage 
is on the opposition bctween pity and lhe unnamed emotion, to which envy is not so much opposed 
as akin; and the same holds for EAEoo; and VEj.LEO"civ in 2,9,16 (87b14-20), where an unnamed 
emotion akin to indignation is opposed to pity. So there seem to be two emotions opposed to 
EAEoo;, apart from q>66voo; and ti'jAoo; (a different interpretation in Hellwig 1973: 235 n. 10). 
The cause of this obscurity (if it is one) is, that claims of an adversary to pily are based on 



69 

Another feature contributing to cIarity is that all emotions are first defined, 
and that their treatment is based upon this definition287• • OpyfJ ('anger'), e.g., 
is defined as ÖPE~L.~ ~7a Ai)1T"~ 7L.lJ.wpLa~ <paL.lJolJ.iV1l~ oL.a <paL.lJoIlkV'lllJ OAL.)'<U­
pLalJ EL~ alrrolJ il 7WlJ ail'Toli IJ.T] 'ITPOcriiKOv288 (2,2,1: 78a31-33: 'a longing, 
accompanied by pain, for a conspicuous revenge caused by a conspicuous slight 
directed without justification towards oneself or one's friends or relatives')289. It 
is such slights that are taken as the starting point for almost all separate observa­
tions on anger in 2,2. 

In the third place, the separate analyses are structured clearly, and in the way 
announced by Aristotle in the introduction to the emotions (2,1,9: quoted p. 65)290. 
This principle of enumerating the elements subject, object and cause is in general 
consistently followed: all deviations are either natural or are explained291• 

some misfortune tbat bas befallen bim (2,8,1/2: 85b13-14; cf. 2,9,16: 87b14-16; 2,10,11: 88a23-24), 
wbercas indignation and envy are based on sometbing good tb at has befallen someone. Tberefore, 
such claims to pity need not, and will orten not, be countered by arousing indignation or envy, 
but by sbowing that tbe adversary deserved the misfortune or is a riYal of tbe audience, which 
leads to emotions akin to indignation and envy respectively. (Cf. about indignation 2,9,4-5: 86b25-
34; 9,16: 87b14-16; about envy 2,9,5: 86b33-87a5; 2,10,11: 88a23-25). 

So 'cnvious' peoplc (wbo bave an ".ftBo.. cpa\l>"ov": 2,11,1: 88a33-36) can feel pity, ü the 
object is not their equal. Mills (1985: 4-5) is therefore not entirely correct in stating tb at envy 
cis not discriminating'. This is true witb resped to the deservedness of the fortunes of others, 
but envious people do discriminate between tbose wbo are their equals and those wbo are not. 

7ß7. Solmsen (1938: 393 witb n. 11). 
288. Tbe text contains a number of düficulties. Tbe most important ones are: t:t.. amev 

Ross: 1'WV E~ amev MSS., Kassel, aIii; 1'0\1 Ö>"L)'WPE1.v J.Li1 'lfpo<J"fJKOvrO'> A: J.Li1 'lfpoO'T\K6vrWC) 
ß Vet.: Ö>"L')'WPE1.V J.Li1 'lfpo<TT]K6vrwv Kassel. The reading J.Li1 'lfpooiiKOV (accusative absolute) has 
been suggested to me by Dr. N. van der Ben, who argues that (1'0\1) ÖAL)'WPE1.v is uncharacteristi­
caIIy pleonastic and may be an intruded gloss. (On the ace. abs. cf. K.-G. 2,87-89.) Kassel's conjec­
ture is unattractive in any case: the personal construction of 'lfpoo-TJKEI.V is not mentioned in LSJ, 
and derives only weak support from 79b12; there are no otber cases in the Rllet. (Wartelle 1982: 
s.v.; 78b34 sbould be explained differently). The meaning, of course, remains the same (cf. § 18: 
79bl1-13; § 23: 79b30). 

7ß9. cpaLVOJ.L€~/-1]V 'conspicuous' Rhys Roberts, in accordance with Cope (1877 Ir: ad loc., 
wbere some paralleIs are given). This interpretation seems to be supported by 2,3,16 (80b20-22) 
(wbere see Kassel's apparatus). (Freese interprets it differently: 'real or apparent'.) 

290. HeUwig (1973: 239-240) connects this with 'die ... MlVaJ.LLc;-Formel in Platons ·Phaidros·'j 
but tbe link is artificial, and her analysis of the Phaedr., I think, based on an over-interpretation. 

291. a. also, e.g., 2,2,27 (79b37-80a1). Deviations: 2,3 on 'lfpa{)vweal. (the cause is an absence 
of ö>"l.)'wpta, whicb is explained in 2,2); 2,4 on <pL>..i.a-ExBpa (tbe subject is not explicit because 
everyone can experience this 'lfaBo .. : the essential point is the relationship with the other person 
involved, cf. 2,4,4: 81a8-11, etc.; cause and object are intimately connected and treated together 
[except for § 29: 81b35-37 which treats cause alone]: Hellwig 1973: 255); 2,5 on fear (object and 
cause are treated togetber in §§ 1-12: 82a21-b28); 2,5 on 8aPPE1.v (§ 16-22: 83a12-b11) (it has no 
object, for it is absence of fear - cf. 83al4-15); 2,7 on XaPLC; (the three elements are c10sely 
related and treated together; cf. § 4, 85a30-31); 2,9 on indignation (like fear: §§ 7-11: 87a8-b4; 
cf. b2-4). Roemer (1898: lxi ff.) and Süss (1910: 158-160) think that 'diese Disposition nur unvoll­
kommen durchgeführt wird'. 
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A fourth aspect making for clarity is the presence of the seven passages about 
:: how to put the analyses into practice (abeve p. 21-22). 

The definitions of the emotions are often regarded as provisional, 'suitable for 
. rhetorical purposes, but withoutscientific 'exactness' (Cope)292. Solmsen, however, 
rightly stressed . that Aristotle's innovati~)U - consists not only in his granting to 
pathos and ethos 'a status on a par with the arguments and thereby elevating 
them to first-rate factars but also in his careful analysis of the nature of the 
various emotions and of the conditions under which they may be either aroused 
or allayed'293. The most important argument commonly adduced to prove the in­
exactness of the definitions is that many of them begin with EO''T'CI) 5" ('let then 
... be')294; this use of EO"T'CI) ('let ... be') in the definitions, however, is no clue 
to their nature, but emphasizes, as it does in the Prior and Posterior Analytics, 
that each definition is a starting point for deductive reasoning29S• Moreover, 
Aristotle himself points out that exact definitions are necessary, because an orator 
needs exact knowledge of the emotions (Le., of all three elements involved in 
each case) to be able to arouse them (e.g. 2,1,9, qua ted p. 65296). Contrast his 
statement about the material for rational arguments for the deliberative branch 
(1,4,4: 59b2-6): 

Ko:6' EKO:OTOV ~EV oiiv aKpLß~ öLapL8~'1)O'o:ae(ll. Ko:t ÖLaAo:ßE1.v Et~ e"Wq "II'Ept WII 
Etwao:m. XPT1~O:T~ELV, tTL ö' ÖO'OV h&eXETO:L "II'Ept o:mwv &LOp(.aO:L KO:Ta T1)v aA'1)8ELo:V, 
OU &Et KO:T(I TC)l/ "II'O:p6VTO: KO:Lpav tTJTEtv &ui Ta ~frrE 'T'f)~ ln'rrOPLKfi~ EIvO:L TEXVIl'> 

Now to enumerate and classify accurately the usual subjects of politica1 deliberation, 
and to frame, as far as possible, true definitions of them, is a task which we 
must not attempt on the present occasion, for it does not belong to the art of 
rhetoric ... 

In book 1, Aristotle is only 'supplying "filler" for the enthymemes' of rational 
argumentation, Le., material which need not be exact because it aims only at 

292. Cope (1877 11: ad 2,2,1; cf. 1867: 13-14). This view e.g. Kennedy (1963: 95 n. 92), Sprute 
(1982: 170), and elsewhere: see the references in Fortenbaugh (1979: 40 n. 2). 

293. Solrnsen (1941: 42; thus 1938: 394); his ''tI'a81'\ and i181'\' has here been replaced with 
'pathos and ethos' (d. above p. 61 with n. 246). 

294. (2,2) öm (3) "II'pa~, (4) <pLAta, (5) <p6ßo,>, (6) o:LoxilVT\ and aVO:LQ'XllllTta., (7) 
XaPL'i, (8) EAE~. 

295. All arguments given here are from the convincing treatment by Fortenbaugh (1979: 42-
53; this argument 46-48, 51-53; d. 1975: 16). (Hellwig 1973: 69 n. 29 has not understood the point.) 

296. Also 1,2,7 (56a20-25); cf. Fortenbaugh (1979: 49; his reference, n. 17, to 1,8,1: 65b22-25 
is irrelevant); cf. also 1,10,17 (69b14-15). 
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convincing the hearers297• 

The definitions in 2,2-11, therefore, are exact. This does not mean, however, 
that they are complete, in the sense of offering a complete scientific description 
as referred to in De anima298: Aristotle has adapted the discuss~on to the o subject, 
and perhaps to the audience of these lectures. To use traditional terms, the causa 
materiaIis is ° never mentioned (in the case of öpyf), anger, this would be the 
boiling of blood around the heartm), neither is the causa fonnalis300. The causa 
jinaIis, i.e. the purpose of the emotion defined, is often described: the purpose 
of anger, e.g., is conspicuous revenge (above p. 69). The causa efficieru is always 
indicated: in the case of anger, a conspicuous slight. This last cause is the starting 
point for the deductive reasoning just mentioned: in the whole of 2,2, e.g., the 
occu.rrence of such a slight is the basis for the observations. 

The rational analysis of the emotions is completed by the method of enumerating 
the three elements involved in each, which provides the orator with the precise 
knowledge he needs. 

Chapters 2,2-11 themselves contain instructions, about the use of the analyses: 
the audience must be brought into such astate that they may become angry, 
etcetera. But they say nothing about the stylistic form or the place this must 
take in a speech; neither is this systematically ~eated elsewhere. There are, how­
ever, a few passages containing hints on the subject. The two most interesting 
ones301 deal with 'lTafhrnKTt ll~18, 'emotional style'J02. 2,21,13 (95a18-24) prescribes 
the use of maxims. contrary to well-known ones if this will create the impression 
ofbeing an emotional utterance. This is illustrated as follows (95a22-24): 

197. Cf. also 1,9,14 (66b22-24). The quotation is from Fortenbaugh (1979: 49 n. 17). Cf. however 
(ib.: 46-48): same definitions in book 1 are, to Aristotle's mind, exad. But this is of no importance 
in the Rhetorie itself: the attempt of Eugcnc E. Ryan ('Aristotlc's Rhetoric and Elhics and the 
Ethos of Society', GRBS 13, 1972, 291-308) to show that a Iargc part of what Aristotle says in 
book 1 is 'substantial' is unsuccessful, for & distinction between "technical" and "substantial" parts 
of the work (ib.: 300) is not supported by the text. Flashar (1983: 368) is superficial. Hellwig (1913: 
69-70, 106, 238) does not distinguish between books 1 and 2 

298. Fortenbaugh (1979: SO,with reference to De anima 1,1: 403&30-31). 
299. De anima 1,1 (403a30-b1); d. &16-19. Aristotle did have ideas like this when writing the 

Rhdoric: 2,13,7 (89b29-32) . 
300. UnrT\ should not be interprcted as such: d. Lcighton (1982: 155-157) . 
30L Othcr passages: 3,12,2 (13b10); 16,7 (17a12-15); (16,10: 17a36-b7 is about samething eise: 

n. 186); 17,8 (18a12-15: a~, p. 24); 17,9 (18a17-21); 17,10 (18a27-29); 19,3 (19b24-28: above, p. 48 
with n. 187). Even if the connedion with thc concept of the three pisteis is not clear in some of 
them (p. 48-49), designations like '!r«fhrrud\ >..~~ leave no room for doubt: pathos is involved, 
whether this is part of & systcm of three pisteis or not. 

302 Cf. De int. 1 (16a3-4) Wn. p.!11 o{,,, ,-a b TfI cpwvfl '-00" b 'I'fI +uxn '!r«tht 
JUi'-Cdv riJLßo>..«, where, howcver, '!r«fMu,ul,-cx is to be taken very generally: 'affedions of the 
soul' is the translation in J.1.. Ac1crill (transI., Dotes), Aristotle's Categories antI De InterprdatiOM 
(Odord: Clarcndon, 1963); d. ib., 113. 
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otov Et 'r~ 6~6jJ.E~ «patT) "'E~ Etval. ~ fiEl. ·YVYVWoKEI.V am6v· o{n~ 
"(OW El t-yt")'V(IXJKEv m\1T6v, OUK civ 'lr0'rE OTpaT'IT'fEtv ~i.woEv. 

For cxample, if a angry speaker were to say: 'It is not true that. a man should 
know himself; at any rate, this man, if he had known himself, would never havc 
daimcd an army command'. 

Here the expression of the speaker's emotion is not linked with the emotions of 
the audience, as it is in 3,7, the chapter on propriety of style. Emotional style, 
it is said in the relevant sections3OJ, is meant to show the emotions of the speaker, 
but this is ainied at an emotional response in the audience. This is especially 
clear from 3,7,4 (08a23-24): O"UvoJ.l.OL.O'ITa8EL 0 aKO\l6lV tiEt 'Ti!> 'lTa81]1"L.K~ 

U-yovn, KeXll 1.I:q6b AE-yn ('if someone speaks emotionally, even if he has 
nothing substantial to say, the hearer is always similarly affected'). This relationship 
between speaker and audience is no innovation of Aristotle's, and of course weil 
known from later times. 1t appears in full-fledged form in De oratore304• 

Aristotle's inclusion of pathos among the means of persuasion has. been variously 
evaluated. in modem scholarship. 1 have argued above (p. 17-20) that the first 
chapter of the Rhetoric does reject its use as unfair and irrelevant, and that 
attempts to reconci1e this with its inclusion in the rest of the work are implausible 
and find no support in the text of this first chapter. Some recent analyses, how­
ever, start from the other side: in trying to refute the notion that Aristotle bimself 
sanctions the use of unfair means, they stress the rational aspects of Aristotle's 
concept of pathos itse1f3OS. In the course of these analyses four things tend to 
be confused: the rational analysis by the orator, and the questions if getting 
emotionally involved is rational, if it is good, and if its effects are rational. By 
distinguishing between them 1 will try to show that attempts to "whitewash" Aris­
totle are for the most part misguided - and unnecessary. 

The exactneSs and systematic nature of Aristotle's treatment of the emotions 
does not "elevate" the emotions to the "level of rationality". What it does is what{' 
is explicitelyaimed at (2,1,9: above p. 65): it puts the playing upon the emotions 
by the orator on a firm rational basis, which is a very different thing. 1t renders 
emotions intelligible, not necessarily·intelligent306• Moreover~ there is ample room I. 

for manipulation, as is shown by the use of Ka'ra- and 'lTapO:<TKE"citELV ('make, 

303. 3,7;3-5 (08a16-25) and 7,11 (OSb10-19 - especially b17-18). Tbe link is possibly also made 
in 2,24,4 (01b3-7), if 6p-yttTJT(lI. is what should be read in b7. 

304. CC. e.g. Plato Rep. 3,395-396. De or.: cf. § 83. (Cf. also p. 137 of Solmsen, "Drei Rekon­
struktionen zur antiken Rhetorik und Poetik', Hemlu 67, 1932, 133-154; repr. in 1968: 129-150, 
and in Stark cd. 1968: 184-205.) 

305. Fortenbaugh (1979: 61-64; 1975: 17-18), Wömer (1981: esp. 70, 78); Cooley (1982: 304-305, 
cf. 315; see also abovc n. 275). 

306. Braet', designation 'rational form of psychology' (1989: § 2) is therefore unfounded. 
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render, represent as': above p. 25-26), and in general by the possibility of using 
other means besides enthymemes that has been argued for above (ibid.). And even 
enthymemes may lead to conc1usions that are untrue. 

There is an important element of cognition and judgement' to Aristotle's emo­
tions, since they are based on an evaluation. If someone is to get angry, he must 
evaluate some act as a slight, and if he fears someone, he thinks this person 
capable of doing something he evaluates as harmful. These evaluations and judge­
ments, however, can, but need not be rational307, for the hearer is not necessarily 
aware or in control of the way his own judgements involved are formed. The 
examples Aristotle gives seem to confirm this, e.g. ~ov BE tm. ~ 'TWV 

otKE'TWV I(o"'a~ (2,3,5: 80a15-16: 'evidence of this is what we do when punish­
ing slaves .. .'): they are rather illustrations of the validity of bis abstractions, 
than examples of the conscious use of them in practice. The possibility of non­
enthymematic arousing of emotions also supports it And if book 3 is accepted as 
proof, the passage from 3,7 on the effect of emotional style just quoted confirms 
it, for there is no thing rational in getting emotionally involved if the speaker is. 
Emotions, therefore, can still be blind impulses. 

And even if feeling an emotion may in some cases be reasonable or understand- • 
able (which is not the same as 'rational' or 'intelligent')Dl, it is notalways 
good, as is apparent from <pa6vo~-. 'envy'. It receives the same methodical, rational 
treatment as the others, but Aristotle explicitly says that it is inferior and feIt 
by inferior people309• The possibility of excess with respect to emotions that is 
behind the doctrine of virtue as a mean in Ethica Nicomachea also shows that, 
whereas Aristotle thought it was reasonable in some cases to feel emotion, he 
thought it was not so in others3tO• 

Finally, the effect of emotions, even if it may be reasonable or understandable 
to feel them, is at least irrelevant3t1: they are meant to change the judgement 
of the audience (above p. 67). Aristotle does not state that emotions. can induce 
a judge to arrive at a favourable judgement only in cases where he does not know 
what to decide, or the like: he says that to people under the influence of emotions 
things appear different. There is not the slightest suggestion that the judgement 
nevertheless remains fair. 

In short, Aristotle's analyses render the emotions intelligible, but not intelligent; 

3JJ7. Wömer (1981: 70) overstates bis case: 'Dasjenige aber was wahr oder falsch sein kann 
und mit Verstand verknüpft ist, liegt im Bereiche des Rationalen'. So does Fortcnbaugh (1979: 62). 

308. Fortenbaugh (1979: 62) makes a suggestive combination: 'intelligent and reasonable'. 
309. 2,11,1 (88a34) 1'0 &! 4p8olldJ,l cpatiAOJ,l Kat cpaUAWJ,I. er. 2,9,1 (86b12-13) (on tAutJ,l 

and llEJ.LEotb): &J.LCPW 1'ci 'll'ci&rJ 'fi6~ XPT)OToti; 2,9,5 (86b33-87a1); Mills (1985: 4-5). 
310. E.g. EN 2,6 (l107a3-6). 
311. Wömer (1981), wben paraphrasing Aristotle, frequently slips in termssuggesting relevancy, 

without distinguishing this hom the reasonableness or feeling an emotion (59 'eine sachentsprechende 
affektive Einstellung'; 78). -
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some of the emotions he treats are even inferior; and all are potentially irrelevant. 
His deseription is therefore entirely pragmatie: the means he intends to provide 
an orator with, may be used in every way that rhetorie itself may be used, i.e. 
both rightly and wrongly. He is not, however, cynieal, and the attempts to remove 
the pragmatie element from his 'art' are wholly unneeessary: using means that 
are, strictly speaking, unfair is frequently unavoidable in praetice312; moreover, 
the moral responsibility cannot rest with the method or with the one who describes 
it. As Aristode says, all good things, exeept virtue, may be used to do great 
harm if used in a wrong way. Tbe ehoice is with the user313• 

28Summary 

Tbe principle underlying the analyses given in this ehapter has been set out in 
§ 2.1. Roughly put, it ~ounts to the assumption that the Rhetorie has a qualified 
unity. All larger parts must be intelligible in the work as a whole, but inconsist­
encies on a smaller scale must be allowed to stand if they cannot be plausibly 
explained. 

Tbe aspects of the structure of the Rhetorie relevant to ethos and pathos have 
been treated in § 2.2. Two important differenees with the handbooks of rhetorie 
in Aristode's time are the organization aeeording to "offieia oratoris", and the 
division of the OOt of these officia, invention, into three means of persuasion, 
viz. rational arguments, ethos and pathos. Tbe first of these eharacteristics is 
hardly problematic, but the seeond entails a number of problems. Tbe rejection 
of pathos in the OOt chapter of the work cannot be brought in line with its 
recognition as being on a par with rational arguments in the rest of the first 
two books. Whether this reflects an early stage in Aristode's thought must remain 
an open question, but as it stands it should be understood as a rhetorica1 opening. 
Tbe place of ethos and pathos in the strueture of books 1 and 2 has caused much 
trouble (see the scheme on p. 20), because it was commonly assumed that their 
form could only be non-enthymematic. It can be explained if it is noticed that 
ethos and pathos, in Aristode's opinion, may also take enthymematie form. This 
should not be confused with Grimaldi's view of the enthymeme as incorporating 

312 O. Aristotlc's (grudging) admission of tbc importancc of style in 3,1,4-7 (03b32-04a19). 
313. 1,1,13 (S5b2-7) and 1,14 (S5b15-21). Tbc fact that these statements occur in 1,1 

strengthens rather than weakens the argumcnt. Spengel (1852: 461) already expresscd the view 
defended herc. Hcllwig's treatmcnt (1973: 274-279 [cf. 273], 320-321) is characteristically wavering: 
this is not made any better by her puzzling restnction of the question to her chapters on ethos. 
Onc quotation may serie to illustratc the tendencies rejed.ed herc (ib.: 275): 'Der echte Redner 
darf nur für Wahrheit and Gcrechtigkeit cintreten' - this should be 'Der moralisch gutc Redncr 
wird nur •• .'. 
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all three pisteis, which is untenable. 
Of the two non-logical pisteis, ethos is treated not in 2,12-17, but in 2,1,5-7 

(§ 2.4). This passage has been analysed in § 2.3. The Ethica Nicomachea has not 
been used to elucidate it, since the terminology and concepts employed in that 
work are notably differ~nt. Aristotle's ethos as described in 2,1 is "rational ethos": 
it is concerned with the reliability of the speaker, and sympathy on the part of 
the audience is not included in the concept. This is consistent with Aristotle's 
concept of pathos: since that comprises the vehement as weIl as the gentle emo­
tions, including those akin to sympathy, sympathy is not omitted, nor is there 
any overlap between ethos and pathos. 

Chapters 2,12-17, where the 'characters' ("l8,,) of different classes of people 
are described, cannot be directly linked either with the treatment of ethos in 2,1 
or with that of pathos in 2,2-11 (§ 2.4). This part might represent an earlier 
attempt at meeting Plato's demand for a rhetoric based on psyclzagogia. Its function 
as it stands seems to be that of an appendix to the treatments of both ethos 
and pathos. 

The qualities of the Rlzetoric determining the possible reception of the pisteis 
and of the "rationalll concept of ethos, as weIl as the backgrounds of the potential 
readers, have been analysed in § 2.5. (The question if it was ac"tually read is a 
different one; concerning Cicero this is treated in chapters 4 and 5.) The division 
of invention into three pisteis was probably unclear for (ne ar-)contemporaries of 
Aristotle, even for those who possessed books 1-3 together. Due to the incorpor­
ation of a number of other concepts from the Rhetoric into the rhetorical tradition, 
however, it must have been much easier to recognize for readers of Cicero's 
time. Such a change of background did not take place with respect to ethos, and 
Aristotle's "rationalll concept was not in !ine with what any of his potential readers 
expected. Therefore, and because it is not brought forward very clearly, it probably 
escaped almost all his readers in antiquity, as it has those in modern times. 

Two problems related to modern interpretations have been discussed in § 2.6. 
First, 1 have stressed the importance of realizing that Tj8o~ is not a technical 
term, but that it means something very ne ar to our 'character'. Second, it has 
been argued that Süss' analyses are misguided, and that the notion that Tj8o~ 
can mean 'mood' or 'gentle emotion' is certainly wrong where Aristotle is con­
cerned, and probably so with regard to a very long time afterwards. 

Chapters 2,2-11 on pathos, discussed in § 2.7, are comparatively dear. Their 
analyses of the emotions are meant to be exact. The main problem hefe is evalu­
ating Aristotle's moral attitude. Most attempts to "whitewash" hirn are based on 
the confusion of a number of questions. In Aristotle's view, feeling emotions may 
sometimes be reasonable; but emotions are not always good, and they may still 
be blind impulses; and their effect is certainly irrelevant to the issues to be decided 
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by the judges. But Aristotle is not cynical, for the responsibility for the right or 
wrong use of rhetoric, including emotional appeal, rests with the user, not with 
the system itself. 



3. SCHOOLRHETORICBE1WEEN ARISTOTLEAND CICERO 

3.1 Introduction: the Different Types of Handbooks 

Aristotle's views about rhetoric had a considerable influence on later handbooks, 
even though this was probably not due to a wide knowledge of the Rlzetoric, but 
to indirect disseminationl . One of the things adopted by most handbook-writers 
was the organizing principle of the officia, as follows from a statement of Quintil­
ian and is confirmed by one in De inventione2• To invention, disposition and 
style that were found in Aristotle's work3, his pupil Theophrastus added delivery 
(iJ1T6KPLO'"L~, pronuntiatio, actio), as suggested by AristotIe himself4. The subsequent 
addition of j..LVJlj..L 'TI (memoria, memory) cannot be attributed to any known rhetor­
ician, but must have taken place before about 150 B.e., for Hermagoras, already 

1. Tbe RJletoric was available, but probably not widely read (cf. § 4.6). On the influence of 
Aristotle's ideas in general Solmsen (1941). (Flashar 1983: 373 is superficial.) 

2. Quint. 3,3,1 omnis autem orandi ratio, ut plurimi maximique auctores tradideron~ quinque 
partibus consta~ inventione, dispositione, elocutione, memoria, pronuntiatione sive octione (cf. p. 
91-92); eie. [nv. 1,9 partes ... eae quas plerique dixeront .... 

3. Above p. 14. 
4. Aristotle: Rhet. 3,1,3-5 (03b21-04a8). Diog. L. 5,48, in a list of Theophrastus' wrilings, 

mentions the tille fiEpt inrOKplm:~ a'. The early Stoics already knew Cour officia (Diog. L. 
7,43). On Tbeophrastus' addilion cf. Solmsen (1941: 47); on his work on delivery Kennedy (1%3: 
282-284), and William W. Forlenbaugh, 'Theophrastus on Delivery', in: W.W. Fortenbaugh el al. 
(eds.) (o.c. above p. 30 n. 99), 269-288. 
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knew its. The resuit was the dassical quintet of officia. 
However, handbooks based on the old system of the parts of the speech, which 

had been typical of pre-Aristotelian rhetoric, continued to be written. And even 
those using the principle of officia differed from the Rhetoric in a number of 
important ways, two of which are relevant here. First, as will be set out in more 
detail in § 3.2, none of them seems to have induded ethos and pathos as indeQen­
dent means of persuasion: as in pre-Aristotelian handbooks, these were only men­
tioned in the roles for the prologue (ethos) and for the epilogue (in which emo­
tions, especially pity, had to be aroused). Second, a number of handbooks treated 
the parts of the speech not under the head of disposition as Aristotle had done, 
but under that of invention. This system, in which invention contained separate 
roles for the prologue, for the narration, etcetera, is best considered a contamina­
tion of the Aristotelian prlnciple of officia with the pre-Aristotelian one of the 
parts of the speech. It constitutes an essential departure from the Aristotelian 
system, in which the stage of invention provided the material that was to be 
divided and arranged in the stage of disposition. As a consequence, ethos and 
pathos as independent concepts were not only absent in fact: their absence was 
even inevitable in principle. This conceptual aspect of the second feature of the 
handbooks based on the officia is treated in § 343. 

De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium, the two earliest extant post­
Aristotelian handbooks (apart from the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum ), are both based 
upon the "contaminatedll Aristotelian system. Modern analyses often imply that 
a11 handbooks in Cicero's time that used the officia were of this kind. This is, I 
think, untrue (§ 3.4): some still treated the parts under disposition, even though 
they did not include ethos and pathos. 

In § 3.5 it is examined in what ways the handbooks did pay attention to non­
logical means of persuasion (chiefly in the rules for prologue and epilogue). The 
question of the distinction between speaker and dient (the first question on p. 7) 
is treated in § 3.6. 

All these points are not only worth considering in their own right, as constitut­
ing part of the his tory of rhetoric. They are also essential for understanding De 
oratore, vize for an assessment of the possible sources of the Aristotelian scheme, 
for an evaluation of the difference between this work and the handbooks then 
current, and of Cicero's polemic against them. 

An important point hardly ever stressed in this connection is the large number 
of different handbooks that must have existed al ready in the early first century 

5. Cf. Solmsen (1941: 47). On Hermagoras' system of ofJicia: Mallhes (1958: 107-114), Kennedy 
(1%3: 317-318). It may have been Hermagoras who added memory, but this is no more than a 
possibility: Mallhes (1958: 212), cf. Kennedy (1972: 124). Early Stoic rhetoric did not include it 
(Diog. L. 7,43). 
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B.C. The author of the Rhetorica ad Herennium assures his addressee that he 
writes the treatise not for gain and glory as the others do (1,1 non enim spe 
quaestus aut gloria commoti venimus ad scribendum quemadmodum ceteri). This 
must mean that there was a eonsiderable demand for rhetorical treatises, and 
that many of these were in fact written6• We may, I think, safely assurne that 
the number of Greek handbooks, in this eentury and before, was rather large 
also. A certain diversity is therefore to be expeeted7~ 

As for the background assumed here for the evaluation of earlier systems, 
this is basically the one given by Quintilian (3,1,15-16): 

Tbeophrastus quoque Aristotelis discipulus de rhetorice diligenter saipsit, atque 
hinc vcl studiosius philosophi quam rhetores praecipueque Stoicorum ac Peripateti­
corum principes. fecit deinde velut propriam Hermagoras viam, quam plurimi sunt 
secuti. 

... wbile Tbeophrastus, the pupil of Aristotle, produccd some careful work on 
rhetorie. After him the philosophcrs, more especia1ly the leading members of the 
Stoic and Peripatetic schools. surpassed even rhetoricians in the zeal they devoted 
to the subject. Hermagoras next carved out a path of bis own, so to speak. which 
numbers havc followcd; ._ 

Some points may be added to this. During the third century, the level of rhetorie 
as taught by professional rhetoricians was low, higher education being the provinee 
of the philosophica1 sehoolsB• In the period that followed, this eentral position of 
the philosophers was threatened, no doubt partly because the Romans preferred 
practica1 education, and there ensued, somewhere before 1609, the quarrel between 
rhetorie and philosophy that has been so vividly described by Von AmimlO, a 
quarrel not yet over a century afterwards, witness Philodemus' fiEpt P1JTOPI.Kft'; 

6. This point was made by Tbeodor Birt, 'Verlag und Schriftstellereinnahmen im Altertum', 
RhM 72 (1917-18), 311-316: 312-313. (The comparison with a merchant in Rhet..Her. 4,9 maybe 
inspired by this situation.) Tbe point remains valid even if the statement in RlJet. Her. 1.1 primarily 
concerns l.atin treatises (evcn in Cicero's later years Latin books, as opposed to Greek ones, seem 
to have been hard to come by: Birt, Das antike BuclJwesen, Berlin: Hertz, 1882: 363-364); and also 
if this "boomw in Latin treatises belongs not to the eighties, but to the sixties of the fll'St century 
B.C., as Peter Lebrecht Schmidt would argue ('Die Anfänge der institutionellen Rhetorik in Rom', 
in: Eclcard Le~vre, ed., Monumentum ClJiloniense. Festschrift Erich Burck, Amsterdam: Hakkert, 
1975, 183-216). 

7. Cf. also Quint. 3,1,2 inquisitione opinionum, quae diversissimae fuerunt; 3,1,19-20; Suet. 
Gramm. 4,6 veteres grammatici et rhetoricam docebant ac multorum de utraque arte commentarii 
!eruntur. 

8. Cf. Von Amim (1898: 80-81). 
9. Tbe quarrel was already going on in 155, when the embassy of philosophers (Cameades, 

Critolaus, Diogenes of BabyIon) was sent to Rome by the Athenians; and probably also in .161, 
when philosophers and rhetoricians were banished from Rome (Suet. RlJet. 1). 

10. Von Arnim (1898: 80-112). See also Kennedy (1963: 321-330). 
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(On Rhetoric) and De oratorell • The effort of Hermagoras, who worked ca. 15012, 

to put rhetoric ~n a new basis was very probably partly prompted by the desire 
to answer the challenge of the philosophers. 

This picture is admittedly rather broad, but the important thing far the moment 
is to have roughly determined where rhetorical doctrines may have originated or 
may have been preserved. Some more details ab out the relationship between rhet­
oric and the philosophical schools will be given in chapter 5. 

32 The Absence of Ethos and Pathos 

This section is concemed with the absence of ethos and pathos as independent 
concepts from the post-Aristotelian handbooks until the middle of the first century 
B.C. Direct evidence for this absence is of course scanty. lt consists of the two 
surviving handbooks from that time, De inventione, the work of Cicero's youth, 
and the anonymous Rhetorica ad Herennium, both from the beginning of the first 
century B.C.13: there ethos and pathos are only mentioned in the rules forprologue 
and _epilogue. But Solinsen has assembled a number of testimonies that clearly 
prove that, despite the diversity of rhetorical doctrines mentioned in the previous 
seetion, in this respect the two extant works are typical of all handbooks of their 
time. One of these testimonies, e.g., is De oratore 2,201, where Cicero makes the 
main speaker of that boole, Antonius, say that ethos and pathos 'are not adequately 
treated in the roles of the handbooks' (quae minime praeceptis artium sunt perpo-

11. Cf. also Apollooius Molon, the early first century rhetorician (RE TI: 141-144, s.V. 
Apollooios, DO. 85): he wrote KaTci 'J>v.oaO<pwv (ib.: 143). 

12. Tbe place of H. in Quint. I.c. suggests that he was the frrst important rhetoridan after 
the dominancc of the philosophical schools in the third ccntury. This associates him with the 
quarre~ which means that even 150 may not be early enough, and that 130, the date Matthes 
(1958: 70-71) is inclined to favour, is implausibly late. His arguments are, moreover, UDSound: (1) 
Tbe fact that Posidooius, as Iate as 62 B.C., thought it necessary to refute him (Hennag. T5 = 
Plut. Pomp. 42) does not point·to a Iater date than 150: as Matthes himself retates (1958: 73-76), 
Hermagoras' (direct) influencc lasted much longer still; (2) Quint. 3,6,33 shows that a ccrtain Arche­
demus, in bis discussion of stasis, did not mention the stasis of ~TQA"1'J"'~, which was invented 
by H. (cf. Matthes 1958: 165 n. 4); accordingly, Matthes says, H. must be later than Archedemus, 
whom he thinks may well be the same as the Stoic philosopher of that name from Tarsus (prob. 
died ca. 140). But, even apart from the unccrtainty of this identification, it does not follow that 
H. comes after him.: H.' authority will not have been overriding from the start, so Archedemus 
may just have ignored bis invention of ~TW."1'J"'LC;; and even if H. did come after him, Archedemus 
may have written on stasis many years before his death, so an earlier date remains possible. 

13. I adopt the tradition aI dating of RlIet. Her., the BO's of the frrst century B.C. (cf. e.g. 
Kennedy 1972: 111-113), not a later one as e.g. Douglas does (below n. 35). 



81 

litae). In fact, a few testimonies may be added to Solmsen's14. 
This evidence, however, is relevant only to a Iimited time, about the end of 

the second century B.e. This Ieaves open the question if early post-Aristotelian 
handbooks did contain Aristotle's division into three pisteis. The evidence about 
tbis is not such as to warrant too much confidence, but it nevertheless suggests 
that they did. not. 

Solmsen, however, supposed that they did, and that their inc1usion 'was aban­
doned by the Hellenistic rhetoricians ... How soon after Aristotle this happened 
it is. difficult to say ... The Stoics, as is weIl known, generally disapproved of the' 
arousing of emotions, and Hermagoras was influenced by them. In view of bis 
enormous influence on the later rhetorical systems I should think that he was 
responsible (though not necessarily alone responsible) for the fact that inventio 
was reduced to a theory of the arguments and that the other two factors disap­
peared'15. This amounts to three statements: (a) ethos and pathos did occur in 
the handbooks between Aristotle 'and Hermagoras; (b) Stoic influence was respon­
sible for their absence from Hermagoras' system; (c) bis influence in turn is the 
most important factor that explains their absence from later handbooks. 

Point (a) is the crucial one and will be examined below. But even if it is true, 
point (b), about the nature of the Stoic influence on Hermagoras, should be modi­
fied. Although there is no doubt that his theories did indeed not include ethos 
and pathos as independent concepts16, he certainly did not share the Stoics' rejec­
tion of emotional appeal, for bis mIes on digression and epilogue probably pre­
scribed playing upon the feelings, and his system included deprecatio, a type of 

I 

~c case wholly dependent on the arousing of pity17. Nevertheless, something not 
;~;, unlike (b) might be true: Quintilian's statement quoted above (p. 79) shows that 

14. SoImsen (1938: 394-396). His testimonies: (la) De or. 1,87-89; (b) 2,201; (2) Philodemus 
RheL 1,37~ Sudhaus (above p. 56 with on.); .(3) Quint. 6,2,15 and its context. To these may be 
added: (lc) De or. 1,52-53 and 1,60 (cf. Barwick 1963: 77), where Crassus says there is much outside 
rhetorical theory proper that the perCect orator must know: (52-3) sed tarnen in iis ipsis rebus 
pennulta sunt, quae isti magistri qui metorici vocalltllr nec tradunt nec tenent. quis enim nescit 
maxime vim existere oratons in hominum mentibus vel od iram aut od odium out dolorem incitandis 
vel ab hisce isdem pennotionibus ad lenitatem misericordiamque revocandis?; (60) num admoveri 
possit oratio ad sensus animorum atque motus vel illflammandos vel etiam extinguendos ... ; (ld) 
2,232 quasi vero ... horum ipsorum, de quibus Alltoni/ls iam diu loquitur, ars u/la silo obse",atio 
quaedam est, ut ipse dixit, earum rerum quae in dicendo valent. It is true that ars here means more 
than 'things contained in the handbooks', and that earum rerum ... refers to everything treated 
from 2,99 onwards. But this would probably not have been stated thus if the handbooks had had 
anything to say about ethos and pathos, especially in view of the emphasis on these two in 2,178ff. 
(cf. p. 250). (le) 2,179-181, where Catulus expresses his surprise at Antonius' announcement that 
he will now lreat ethos and pathos (cf. p. 194-195). 

15. Solmsen (1941: 178). 
16. Matthes (1958: 60-61, and passim). 
17. Digression and epilogue: Matthes (1958: 208-209); digression: Hermagoras Cr. 22a Matthes 

= lnv. 1,97 (cf. also De or. 2,80); deprecatio: Matthes (1958: 163). 
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Stoic rbetoric was probably int1uentia118, and Hermagoras, wbo was probably influ­
enced by tbeir 10gic19, mayaiso bave been influenced by their rhetoric. The' 
absence of anytbing like emotional appeal in their system may therefore have led 
to the absence of ethos and pathos as separate means of persuasion in his. In 
any case, bis theories did not include ethos and pathos. Point (c), the hypo thesis 
that bis influence was decisive, may then be right, for Quintilian's statement 
that he went bis own way and that many have followed hirn is borne out by what 
we know of bis influence20• On the other hand, not everyone needs to have fol':' 
lowed him, and Quintilian's next sentence actually mentions Hermagoras' foremost 
rival, Athenaeus (cui maxime par atque aemulus videtur Athenaeus flüsse). If (c) 
is to be true, Athenaeus and other rivals must have been influenced by Hermagoras 
(or by Stoic rhetoric) with respect to ethos and pathos. In this modified form, 
Solmsen's reconstruction may be true. 

The alternative hypothesis, however, seems more attractive, viz. that ethos 
and pathos, as concepts, were absent from the whole or virtually the whole of 
post-Aristotelian rhetoric. It has been argued in the last chapter (§ 2.5) that as 
far ,as Aristotelian influence depended on direct knowledge of the Rhetorie, tbis 
alternative would be quite plausible. Moreover, on the principle of Occam's razor, 
it explains more siriIply the correspondence on this score between pre- and post­
Aristotelian handbooks: there was, then, one more or less continuous tradition, 
wbich incorporated some of Aristotle's concepts, but disregarded others, among 
which ethos and pathos. These considerations are of course no proofs. These may 
be found in the actual bistory of rhetoric in the third and the first half of the 
second century (as the background I assurne the one sketched in § 3.1). 

The Stoics, as remarked above, rejected emotional appeal21 and cannot therefore 
have adopted Aristotle's three pisteis. As for the Peripatos, it is likely that Theo­
phrastus in bis rhetorical writings and teachings treated invention along Aristotle's 
lines22: having heard him in person, he did not need the Rhetorie for that. But, 
as I will try to show in § 5.4, it is unlikely that his successors preserved this 
approach. 

But the main question here concerns the specifica1ly rhetorical tradition, and 
because of its 10'; standing in the third, century it would be no surprise if it did 

18. Quintilian's testimony should not be lightly discarded: below p. 184. 
19. Below, n. 67. 
20. Cf. Matthes (1958: 70-81). 
21. See e.g. SVF III 451; De or. 1,220; 227-230; 2,159; Brut. 113-116; 117 (cf. Quint. 6,1,7). 

Max Pohlenz, Die Stoa. Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
vol. I 19785, vol. n 19SOS): I, 52-53; 11, 31. 

22. There is no direct evidence that I know of; regrettably, no confirrnation can be derived 
from the title of one of bis books, IIEpl. 'fWV (iT~xvwv 'n-tcJTEWV (Diog. L. 5,46; cf. below p. 181 
n. 75): the division into 'll'LureV; ä- and lV'fEXVOI, was common, however much its place in the 
various systems differed (cf. Solmsen 1941: 44-45,186-187; and below p. 130-132). 
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not preserve Aristotle's three pisteis either. This is in fact what is strongly sug­
gested by the only passage providing real evidence, De oratore 1,87. According to 
this passage the Academic philosopher Charmadas, in a discussion allegedly held 
about 102 B.c.23, mocked the rhetoricians for having nothing to say on ethos 
and pathos. This testimony, about which more will be said in chapter 5, is of 
course primarily relevant for the end of the first century B.C.24. But Charmadas' 
statements are part of the quarrel between rhetoric and philosophy that had begun 
much earlier; and one of the philosophers particularly associated with the attacks 
on rhetorical education is Charmadas' teacher, Carneades, who became head of 
the Academy about 16()2S. It is therefore hard to imagine that the criticism voiced 
by Charmadas (even if it was not formulated exactly as in the passage frorn De 
oratore26) did not apply sixty or seventy years earlier than 102, since in that 
case the rhetoricians (among them Hermagoras ) gave up treating ethos and pathos 
in the very period when they were violently attacked. 

This indicates that ethos and pathos were probably absent from the rhetorical 
handbooks as early as 170 or 160, Le. just before Hermagoras, and at or just 
before the time professional rhetoric began to gain importance again. This makes 
the hypo thesis that ethos and pathos had been absent in the third century also, 
when rhetorical education was at a much lower level, very plausible. 

But the evidence is tenuous, and Solmsen's hypothesis may still be right. As 
things are, however, the little evidence we have seems to favour the assumption 
that ethos and pathos, as independent concepts, are not among the Aristotelian 
principles that became part of the rhetorical tradition .. 

3.3 The Nature of the Contamination 

To treat the parts of the speech not under the head of disposition but under 
invention, as De inventione, the Rhetorica ad Herennium and undoubtedly many . 
other handbooks27 did, is commonly, and rightly,called a contamination of the 
Aristotelian scheme with the older one of the parts of the speech28• This term 
has a conceptual and a historical aspect: a conceptual one, because a contamination 
is supposed to be, in some measure, a confusion of two or more principles; and a 
historica1 one, because the principles involved are assumed to have first existed 

23. O. L.-P. ad 1,82 pro consule. 
24. It is one of Solmsen's testimonies (above n. 14). 
25. Below p. 168. 
26. Below, §§ 5.1 and 53. 
1:1. O. the polemic in De or. mentioned below pp. 85, 90-91. 
28. E.g. Solmsen (1941: 48-49), Kennedy (1963: 265-266, ·conflation'). 
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in a pure form. The historical aspect matches the approach known as Quellen­
forschung29, which was directed towards reconstructing the original systems whose 
traces survive in the extant handbooks. Its procedures, however, were based on 
the conceptual aspect: illogicalities in the surviving handbooks made it possible 
to recognize historically different layers in these works, Le., different "original" 
principles combined in them. 

In many other cases where Quellenforsehung applied analogous procedures the 
results were, to say the least, doubtful, because the illogicalities involved were 
often largely imaginary. In the case of the systems of De inventione and the 
Rhetorica ad Herennium, however, our knowledge of the Rhetorie and of De ora/ore 
puts the conclusion of a contamination beyond doubt. The historical aspect is 
treated in the next section. Here the conceptual one will be examined. 

The underlying principle of Aristotle's officia, and especially of the difference 
between invention and disposition, is that of a sequence of various stages of 
handling the material of a case, leading to the composition of a coherent speech. 
All means of persuasion have to be "invented" before being arranged into parts 
of a speech, as is clear from Rhetorie 3,1,1 (03b6-8) (the question of the order 
style - disposition, which is the reverse of the order that became traditional, is 
of no importance here )30: 

'Tpta tml.v ii &t 'lrpa'YJ.l4T'E,,sfWal. 'lrEPl. 'TOV AlryOV, EV JUV tK 'TL\I(J)v a\. 'lrLo-re~ 
roovrat., &Vrepov 8! 'lrEpl. rilv A~l.lI, 'TpL'TOV SE 'Ir~ XpT) 'Ta~al. 'TeX ~PTI 'Toii 
Alryo\J, ••. 

... three things require special attention in regard to speeches, frrst, the sources 
of the means of persuasion, second, the style, and third, the proper arrangement 
of the parts of the speech. 

The treatment of arrangement in 3,13-19 is somewhat unsatisfactory, for these 
sections are hardly connected with the treatment of invention31, and are to a 
large extent a continuation of the older scheme. But the principle itself is clearly 
there. It means that when an orator starts working on his prologue he has already 
thought out all possible means of persuasion, some of which he may use now, 
and the same goes for the other parts. This procedure is suited to compose a 
maximally coherent speech, for it enables the orator to connect the separate 
parts with all available material. Moreover, as Solmsen put it32, on this theory 
'the stirring-up of the emotions will not be limited to the beginning and end of 
the speech but will permeate the whole speech, all the parts of which will be 

29. a. especially Barwick (1922: 1-3). 
30. Tbe three stages mentioned here are probably primarily the ones that must be treated in 

a book on rhetoric, but the implication for the orator is also dear. 
31. O. pp. 17,48-49. 
32. Solmsen (1938: 400). 

" 
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directed toward o/uxa)'OO')'ta' (psychagogia). 
But if an orator should work according to the contaminated scheme things are 

different Starting his invention with the prologue, he cannot draw upon" a complete 
set of arguments and other means of persuasion, which means a potential lack of 
cohesion with the rest of the speech. Moreover, ethos and pathos will be restricted 
to those parts of the speech where they are mentioned: the prologue and the 
epilogue. This is not to say that there were many orators actually following this 
procedure. The important point is that it is impliedin the contaminated scheme. 

This analysis of the two systems is essentially the one found in De ora/ore, 
where the Aristotelian scheme is used, in a slightly· expanded form. Invention is 
treated in 2,99-306. Following this stage, all invented material should first be 
judged and ordered, Antonius then says in 2,308-31433, and he continues (2,315): 

bisce omnibus rebus consideratis, turn denique id, quod primum est dicendum, 
postremum soleo cogitare, quo utar exordio. nam si quando id primum invenire 
volui, nullum mihi occurrit nisi aut exile aut nugatorium aut volgare aut commune. 

When a1l these things have been considered, oo1y then, as the last stage, it is 
my custom to think about what is to be said frrst, ie.. what prologue I mllSt 
USC. For whenever I tried to find (invenire) that frrst, the oo1y things that occurred 
to me were dry or futile or general or cornmon. 

The scheme of De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium, therefore, pre­
sents areal, conceptuaI, contamination, as has frequently been observed34• But 

. there is a link with the absence of ethos and pathos that has, I think, not yet been 
described: this absence was almost a necessary condition for the contamination. 

H ethos and pathos are removed· from the Aristotelian system, all that is left 
for the first oJJicium is the invention of rational arguments, Le., of the material 
primarily meant for the argumentatio alone. This may sever the link between the 
other parts of the speech and invention. This change may be illustrated by the 
following two schemes (where, for clarity's sake, the number of the parts of the 
speech is assumed to be four, though De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium 
actually have six): 

33. a. below § 6.4, p. 205-208. 
34. a. Barwick (1922: 3 n. 1): 'Dass die poTtes OT'Otionis mit der inventio nichts zu tun haben, 

hatte auch schon G. Thiele ... richtig erkannt, ... '; Matthes (1958: 117 n. 1): 'Dass die JLtPTI TOÜ 

A{ryou ein -Fremdkörper- innerhalb der Eilprov; sind ... '. 
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'invention disposition invention disposition 

prologue prologue 

narration narration 
rational 

arguments ~ argumentatio argumentatio 

epiloguc epilogue 

SCHEMEl SCHEME2 

It must perhaps be stressed again that the first, Aristotelian system implies no 
restriction of certain pisteis to certain parts of the speech, such as of pathos to 
the epilogue. It therefore allows, and even favours, a distribution of pisteis only. 
determined by the requirements of th~ case in hand: if, as often happens in prac­
tice, it is useful that the argumentatio should contain much ethos or pathos, this 
is perfectly compatible with the Aristotelian scheme. 

It is of course uncertain whether e.g. Hermagoras' system really matchedthe 
second scheme. But the ultimate source of De inventione and the Rlletonca ad 
Herennium3S, which was in turn derived from Hermagoras and was still uncontami­
nated, probably did. This source did contain, like De inveniione and the Rlzetorica 
ad Herennium, an attempt to link the prologue firmly to the case, and for that 
purpose four types of cases were distinguished36, each requiring a different kind 
of prologue. But although this does offer some link with the case itself, a connec­
tion with the material for the rest of the speech is not provided for. The roles 
for the prologue are therefore still unconnected with invention. Hermagoras may 
have given additional precepts that linked the prologue (and the other parts) 
firmly with this officium, but since the distinction between the types of cases 
(in the form found in De inventione and the Rlletorica ad Herennium) sterns from 
him37 it is perhaps not very plausible that he did. 

However that may be, the step from the second system to a contaminated one 

35. Tbc exact relationship betwccn the two treatises will probably always be a matter of 
dispute; but the fact of an (ultimatc) common source is now bardly ever denied. Cf. tbc references 
in Kennedy (1972: 126 D. 32); and Barwick (1922: 6-7). An exception is Alan Edward Douglas, 
'Clausulae in the Rhetorica ad Herennium as Evidence of its Date', CQ 10 (1960), 65-78; but sec 
Kennedy's aiticism (1972: 113 D. 4). 

36. Rhet. Her. 1,5 has four typcs, tbc fiftb one in Illv. 1,20 is not Hermagorean (Matthcs 
1958: 192 D. 2), and was thcreforc probably not in the common source of the two Latin treatises. 

37. Matthcs (1958: 192-195). 
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is only small, since the two stages are now easy to integrate. The following (sim­
plified) scheme represents the result of the "telescoping" perrnitted by the second 
scheme above: 

invention disposition 

prologue (former disp.) 

narration (former disp.) 

former inv. ----+ argumentatio 

cpiIogue (former disp.) 

SCHEME3 

Matters were in fact more complicated. In particular, invention and disposition of 
rational arguments contained a number of elements that might be distributed in 
different ways, and the contamination might thus be carried through in various 

. degrees of completeness38• For instance, De inventione starts with general consider­
ations on stasis that also belong to invention in the uncontaminated scheme, and 
thus still has a stage preliminary to the roles on the parts of the speech; but 
the Rhetorica ad Herennium exhibits a system where the contamination is complete: 
the general considerations on stasis are hefe incorporated in the treatment of 
argumentatio39• Depending on the distribution of the several elements, the rules 
for disposition (represented as completely "empty" in the above scheme) could be 
very short, as in the Rhetorica ad Herennium (only three sections: 3,16-18!), or 
somewhat longer. These complications are, however, of no further importance here. 

In short, the contamination consisted in the "telescoping" of invention and dispo­
sition described above, which was more or less suggested by the absence of ethos 
and pathos. This absence. was in fact almost a necessary· condition for it, for it 
was impossible startingfrom the first, Aristotelian scheme - provided, of course, 

38. o. Matthes (1958: 113-1.20). Tbe elements are (a) the distinction between different staseis; 
(b) general topoi; (e) topoi for cach stasis; (d) tractatio (form of the arguments); (e) iudicium 
(IC~: tbe judging of the arguments found); (f) panitio (the order of the arguments). Element 
(b) is to be found in [ny. 1,34-49, but there is no trace of it in Rhet. Her. (d. Matthes 1958: 
1.20). About (e) and (f) d. bclow, § 6.4, p. 205-208. 

39. Tbe place of the topoi for cach stasis in 1nv. 2 is not areal difference with Rhet. Her., 
for itis promptcd by considerations of composition only: d. 1,34; 49; 2,11. . 
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that the original flexibility inherent· in it was preserved, i.e., that the invention 
of, e.g., all means of emotional appeal was considered potentially relevant for all 
parts of the speech. 

The reason why the contaminated scheme was often preferred was probably 
didactic. The framework of the parts of the speech is, after all, an easy one, . 
because it joins invention with the ultimate result of applying rhetoric: a speech. 
This reason is in fact suggested by the author of the Rhetorica ad Herennium 
himself (1,4): 

... una cum oratoris officiis, quo res cognitu facilior esset, producti sumus ut de 
orationis partIbus loqueremur et eas ad inventionis rationem adcommodaremus, _. 

Along with the spealcer's functiODS (officiD), in order to make the subject easier 
to understand, I have been led also to discuss the parts of the speech, and to 
adapt these to the theory of invention. 

The analysis given in this section may be illustrated from Quintilian. On the one 
hand, he treats the parts under the head of invention, thus employing the contami­
nated scheme. Nevertheless, probably under the influence of De oratore, he also 
has aseparate chapter on ethos and pathos (6,2). The looseness of the connection 
between this chapter and the rest of biS treatment of invention reveals the basic 
incompatibility between the concept of the three pisteis and the contaminated 
scheme. 

3.4 Date of the Contamination; Handbooks in Ocero's TlID.e 

Apart from the nature of the contamination, the date of its first appearance is 
of interest. So is the question if it was the dominant way of organizing a rhetorical 
treatise by the time Cicero was writing his De .oratore, or that other types of 
handbooks were also important. Since the handbooks· wholly organized according 
to the parts of the speech present no problems in this connection40, I will first 
concentrate on the two systems based on the officia. 

The usual picture is that of a linear development, taking place in the whole of 
school rhetoric41: the parts of the speech originally belonged to disposition, as 
in Aristotle himself, but from a certain time they were treated under invention. 
This contamination with the scheme based solelyon the parts of the speech must, 

40. Below p. 91. 
41. E.g. Solmsen (1941: 49), Kennedy (1963: 265-266, 313-314; 1972: 115). Matthes' account is 

similar (1958: 109, 117 'die Kontamination' [my italics)) , but not really open to objections, since 
he only treats the branch of the tradition (rom Hermagoras to Inv. and RheL Her. 
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then, bave taken place somewbere in the second century B.C., viz. before the 
common source of De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium, whicb derived 
from Hermagoras, but after Hermagoras bimself, since be still treated tbe parts 
under 'I'a~L~(disposition)42. 

'Ibis dating of the first appearance of tbe contamination seems very uncertain 
to me. Of course De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium are contaminated 
versions of a system going back to Hermagoras, and the cbange in this brancb of 
the tradition must bave taken place somewbere in between43• But there may already 
bave been contaminated handbooks in Hemiagoras' time, and before: if my bypoth­
esis of § 3.2 is correct and ethos and pathos bad not become part of the rhetorical 
tradition, this necessary condition for tbe contamination (cf. § 3.3) was present 
in the wbole of post-Aristotelian rbetoric. Moreover, the didactic reasons for 
preferring the contaminated option were at least as strongly present in the third 
centwy, wben the level of rbetorical education· was 10w44. But positive evidence 
for either of the alternatives is lacking, and it sbould be admitted that we do 
not know wben the new type of bandbook first emerged. 

The other aspect of the .usual picture is more important: the coexistence of 
the two types is often implicitely mIed out4s. In general, the uncertainty stressed 
just now renders this doubtful; and some positive evidence is available whicb 
clearly proves it to be wrong: bandbooksof both sorts were current in Cicero'~ 
time. The crucial passageis De ora/ore 1,138-145, wbere Crassus deals cursorily 
with the commonplace mIes be leamt in bis youtb46: Leeman-Pinkster bave shown 
that, contrary to what bas been thought, tbe parts of the speecb are there subor­
dinate to disposition47 - although they seem to suppose that tbis only reflects 
Cicero's own choice of the Aristotelian arrangement adopted in book 2, thus dis­
regarding the context that unmistakabIy points to the school system48• Within 

42. That Hermagoras did so has been convincingly argued by Matthes (1958: 117-121). It was 
already supposed by Georg Thiele (Hennagoras. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rhetorik, Strassburg: 
Trübner, 1893: 145, 152 and 113-140), but bis arguments were unsound, because based on an erron­
eous reconstruction ofHermagoras' system oC officia (d. Matthes 1958: 113-114). 

43. That Rhet. Her. 1,4, where the contamination seems to be excused, points to this, as 
Matthes (1958: 117) says, is probable (d. the wording in 3,16; [ny. 1,30). a. below p. 90. 

44. Abovc p. 79. 
45. ReCerences above n. 41. 
46. 1,137 non negabo me isto omnium communio et contrita praecepta didicisse. a. Antonius 

in 2,41: _. Crassus heri ... posuit breviter in artir distributione idem quod Graeci plerique posuerunt, 
neque SQM quid ipse sentiret, sed quid ab illis dieeretur ostendit. 

47. L.-P. (I: 232-233); the older interpretation was that parts and o/ficia are here unconnected 
(Barwick 1922: 7-8 [cf. my Appendix 2], Solmsen 1941: 47 n. 44). Tbe decisive point Cor L.-P.'s 
interpretation is that it makes a passage intelligible that would otherWise be unusually obscure. 

48. They tentatively link tbis choice with Hermagoras, and only via Hermagoras with Aristotle. 
But Hermagoras is not a veryplausible candidate Cor a strong infIuence on De or., and more import­
ant, they thus disregard the conceptual link belween this choice and ethos and pathos (§ 3.3), as 
many other critics do. 
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the dialogue, this means nothing more than that in Crassus' younger years the 
uncontaminated form was still current, which not necessarily contradicts the usual 
picture. But since the contaminated form was certainly known in 91 when the 
dialogue is set, Cicero could easily have chosen to make Crassus refer to this 
instead of to a system of bis youth. His choice not to do so is therefore clear 
proof that the uncontaminated form described by Crassus was sufficiently well 
known in Cicero's own time to be referred to in passing, and important enough 
to be represented as a very usual system and to be polemized against. 

This is confirmed by Brutus 263 and 271, where two of Cicero's contemporaries 
are said to have used Hermagoras' system, and where that system is still talked 
about as influential. Other evidence supports this long lasting influence of Herma­
goras, and although some of it may refer not to his own (uncontaminated) hand­
boole, but to later handbooks representing (part of) his theories, it is implausible 
that this is always the case49• 

Some passages now appear in a slightly different light. That Crassus' presenta­
tion of the uncontaminated system in De ora/ore 1,138-145 serves Cicero's own 
polemical purpose was at the basis of my argument. Furthermore, the excuse for· 
the contamination in Rhetorica ad Herennium 1,4 quoted above (p. 88) is often, 
plausibly, taken as a sign that the ultimate source of this treatise undertook the 
contamination himself50; but the presence of the excuse was probably also, and 
more directly, prompted by the fact that the author and his potential readers 
were quite familiar with the uncontaminated system. 

More important is Antonius' polemic in De oratore 2,315 against subsurning the 
parts under invention, wbich was quoted earlier (p. 85). In view of the above, its 
malice51 cannot be explained anymore by supposing that he emphatically intro duces 
a scheme that was again new in Cieero's time because the contamination had 
intervened between Aristotle and CiceroS2• Because Antonius' most violent criticisms 
in 2,78-84, as well as Charmadas' in 1,86, are also directed against the precepts 
for the separate parts, we may perhaps suppose that the contaminated handbooks, 

49. Brut. 263, 1:71 are T6-7 Matthes. About Hermagoras' direct influence cf. Matthes (1958: 
75-76), and bis T5 = Plut Pomp. 42 (on which·cf. above n. 12). De or. 3,75 should probably not 
be taken as representing the UDcontaminated system: scribunt enim de litium genere t:t de principiis 
et de namztionibus seems primarily meant to indicate the main features of standard theory, not a 
sequence of these features. 

SO. Abovc n. 43. 
51. This malice is revealed by the use of the terms volgare and commune: both are technical 

terms for faulty prologues of a specifie kind ([/Iv. 1,26; RlJet. Her. 1,11). School rhetorie is thus 
condemned in its own terms! Tbe fact that these are, characteristically, not used in their technical 
sense contnbutes to the sarcasm: Antonius also mocks the handbooks' scholastie attempts at preci- . 
sioD, as he often does more explidtly. (Exile and nugatorium are, as far as we can tell from the 
surviving material, no technical terms.) 

52. This is, approximately, Barwick's explanation (1922: 9). His reconstructions are also unten­
able: Appendix 2 below. 
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though not the only ones, were gaining importance in Cicero's timeS]. This would 
explain why Quintilian takes this system for granted in spite of bis respect for 
De oralore, and why there seems to be no trace of the other system after Cicero. 
On the other hand, this conclusion is far from compelling: the contaminated system 
was further from the one used by "Antonius" than the uncontaminated one, and 
this may be sufficient explanation of the emphatic nature of bis polemic '7 far 
more emphatic than Crassus' in book 154• 

A more accurate and complete picture of the variety of rhetorical systems in the 
period covered by thls study may now be given. First, however, it" deserves some 
stress that the systems treated or mentioned above are the only main types sup-" 
ported by the evidence until now (a re-examination of the later rhetorical treatises, 
especially the numerous Greek ones, might bring to light some new information). 
At least three other types have been claimed to have existed on a significant 
scale, but for these, evidence is either non-existent or of a very late date, or 
derived from clearly non-typical cases such as Cicero's Panitiones oratoriaeSS 
(more details in Appendix 2). Moreover, the survey to begiven here only comprises 
handbooks exhibiting a complete system or, like De inventione. part of a complete 
system. There were also separate books on the different parts of the spe~ch; 
these seem to be of a relatively late date, or perhaps of purely Greek origin, for 
they are not hinted at by Cicero. Treatises on separate officia were as old as 
TheophrastusS6• 

I now turn to the systems that actually existed as types between the fourth or 
fifth century and the first century B.C. The first is the one based upon the parts 
of the speech alone. This was the oldest one, employed by the pre-Aristotelian 
artsS7, but a number of the surviving handbooks from later centuries (AD.) also 
use itS8, so it was probably current through the whole of antiquity. 

The second one is the system based on the officia oralons, with the uncontami­
nated and contaminated variants discussed above. As remarked earlier (p. 77), 
Quintilian suggests that it was more frequent and important than the first one: 
he says that plurimi maximique auetores (3,3,1: 'most authorities, and those the 

53. Both 2,79-83 (about the parts) and 1,86 (qllaerebat ... libn) must be directed against the 
system based on the parts onlyand against the contaminated system (L.-P. ad 1,86 assume that 
only the first is aimed all. 

54. This difference a1so serves Cicero's characterization of bis two main speakers. 
55. On this treatise d. § 5.2, p.1'72-173. 
56. Monographs on separate parts of the speech: Quint. 4,pr .. 7; on separate officia: d. the 

brief remark in Kennedy (1963: 268). 
57. Above § 22, p. 13. " 
58. Barwick (1922: 11) and Solmsen (1941: 46 D. 43) mention the Anonymus Seguerianus (352-

398 Sp.-H.), Rufus (399-407 Sp.-H.), Apsines (217-329 Sp.-H.), all Greek, aod the Lalin rhetorician 
lulius Severianus (RLM 355-370). 
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most important') employed the five officia. Although this statement indeed shows 
that the system of officia was the dominant one, it is primarily meaht to indicate 
that there were considerable variations within this system Itself, of- which the 
one with the fivefold division was the most important: in the following sections 
(3,3,4-10) Quintilian lists a number of alternative sets of officia. The most note­
worthy among these is Hermagoras': despite his vast influence as regards stasis 
theory, bis more elaborate system of officia was apparently not adopted by otheriS9• 

The most noteworthy omission from Quintilian's list is the task of intellectio (or 
v01pl8, wderstanding', viz. of the basic facts of the case): the separation of 
this from invention must have been a later development60• All these variants, 
however, the ones he mentions and the (laier) ones he does not, may here be 
considered as belonging to the same main system, for the important point here is 
the relationship between the officia and the parts of the speech. 

Of·tbis second system the uncontaminated form, which treats the parts of the 
speech under the head of disposition, is the original one: it go es back to Aristotle. 
It was still current in Cicero's. time61, but there seem to be no traces afterwards. 
The contaminated form, where the parts are the basis of invention, is better 
known. Its first occurrence is uncertain and may have been as early as the third, 
or as late as the end of the second century B.C. It was also frequently used in 
later times61• 

As Solmsen has remarked, the contamination seems to have ~een most frequent 
in the branch that received most attention in the handbooks, the judicial one: 
sometimes one and the same author treats this according to the contaminated 
scheme, but the other two branches according to the uncontaminated one63• As 

59. Later some of them wcre sometimes part of invention or disposition (cf. § 6.4, p. 205 
with n. 53); this may or may not be due to bis influenee. On Hermagoras' system Matthes (1958: 
107-114). 

60. Cf. Martin (1974: 213 n. 21, and 11 n. 126, 15, 26, 28). Ouintilian's silenee seems a more 
reliable argument against supposing that vln}o18 was part of Hermagoras' system tban those ad­
vanced by Matthes (1958: 121). a. also § 6.3, p. 200-201 witb n. 30. 

61. RheL Ala. bas roughly tbe same order as Arist. Rhet., altbough style (c.22-28,1: 1434a33-
36a12) 15 somewhat summarily treateci. Tbe UDcontaminated scbeme was also used by Hermagoras 
(cf. n. 42); referred to in De or. 1,138-145; used in De or. itselfj and perbaps by tbe early Stoics 
(Diog. L. 7,42-43 mentions 40Jfida and, separately, 4 parts [cf. Appendix 2, p. 325-326)j for tbem 
didactic considerations wcre not very urgent, and they may bave drawn directly from Theopbrastus). 

62. Cf. Solmsen (1941: 48-50), Barwick (1922: 2). It is represented (witb some variations)by 
the Latin treatises of Ouintilian, Fortunatianus (RLM 81-134; also ed. by Lucia Calboli Montefusco, 
Bologna: PAtron, 1979), lulius Vidor (RLM 373-448j also cd. by R. Giomini - M.S. Celentano, Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1980); and by the Greek one of Longinus (179-207 Sp.-H.; tbus Solmsen 1941: 49 with 
n. 55, and Kennedy 1972: 638; Barwick', conclusion, 1922: 2 n. 1, is unwarranted, especially in 
view of the incompleteness of the passage on invention). 

63. Solmsen (1941: 48-49), whose account, however, is not entirely accurate: Rhet. Her. indeed 
treats the deliberative and epideictic branch (3,1-9; 10-15) according lo tbe uncontaminaled scheme, 
but 1nv. does not: 2,155-176 and In-178 are on one level witb 2,14-154, sinee 811 lhree provide 



93 

regards the relationship between the two main types, the development of the 
contaminated version of the second must have been stimulated, or even directly 
caused, by the uninterrupted.presence of the first. This fits in with the statement 
in De inventione 2,8, where the Aristotelian and the Isocratean traditions (of 
which the latter probably worked with the parts alone) are referred to: er his 
duahus diversis sicuti familiis ... unum quoddam est conflatum genus a posterioribus 
('These two opposing sects, as we may call them, ... were fused into one group 
by later teachers')64. 

35 The Extant Handbooks, Stasis Theory and Ethos and Pathos 

The foregoing sections have dealt with the overall organization of the handbooks. 
It is now time to investigate in what form ethos and pathos were present in 
them: for although they were absent as independent concepts, the handbooks did 
not entirely neglect them. Such an investigation requires a discussion of the details 
of the handbooks involved, which means that foeus will have to be on the two 
extant ones, De inventione and the RlJetorica ad Herennium, and on the influence 
of stasis theory in this respect. The usual analysis is that the precepts for prologue 
and· epilogue were the only parts of the handbooks where attention was paid to 
the indirect means of persuasion. This is essentially correct, although it may be 
in order to supplement it by two considerations: first, a number of the topoi for 
the argumentatio did refer to, or hint at, ethos and pathos, but in a very unsys.;. 
tematic way; second, the precepts for the prologue and the epilogue were rather 
rigid and arbitrary. 

The structures of the· two handbooks are slightly different, but the common 
features are far more numerous6S, the most important one being stasis theory. 
This theory, though anticipated as early as Aristotle's Rhetoric, received its most 
influential methodical form from Hermagoras, around lS()66. Hermagoras may have 
been influenced by Stoic theories of logic, but his own theory was by no means 
a mere adaptation of logical schemes; and the connection seems not very strong. 

material for the argumentatio as promised in 1,49; book 1 as a whole is meant to be applicable to 
all three kinds of oratory, despite the emphasis on the judicial kind (cf. e.g. 1,11; 17; 2,U-13; 
155). In Quintilian, 3,7, on the epideictic branch, contains 00 reference to the parts; 3,8, on delib­
erative oratory, contains a short treatment of them (3,8,6-U), which, however, is not systematic. 

64. Thus Solmsen (1941: 49); Barwick's conclusion (1922: 43) is in the same vein, though again 
based on untenable reconslructions. 

65. Slightly different: above p. 87. On the relationship between the two treatises above D. 35. 
66. Aristotle: Rhet. 3,15,2-3 (16a6-20); d. Matthes (1958: 135 with n. 2, 138). On Hermagoras' 

date above n. 12. 
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He was certainly not a Stoic himself67: as stressed before, he endorsed emotional 
appeal, which was anathema to the Stoics. His elaborate system of officia probably 
had little influence, but his stasis theory came to· deterrnine the content of large 

. parts of most handbooks of the next three hundred years68• 

The foeus of the theory69, in all its variants, was on judicial oratory, and on 
one part of the speech, the argumentatio70• 1ts principle was to classify all possible 
cases into a number of categories, and to supply more or less ready-made arguments 
(topoi) for each. The details of the c1assification varied, but this makes little 
difference here. In De inventione all cases are, after some preliminary steps71, 
divided into four staseis72; after some more steps the result is thirteen classes 
of cases; in the Rhetorica ad Herennium there are sixteen such classes. For each 
of these73 a number of possible arguments for the accuser and for the accused 
are listed. (As it did by its emphasis on the parts of the speech, standard rhetoric 
of this time continued the approach of pre-Aristotelian instruction in this respect 
also: the earIy teachers gave their clients speeches to leam by heart, containing 
ready-made arguments74.) 

As a way of analysis the system is quite adequate, and it probably helped boys 
beginning to leam rhetoric to see the central issue of a case7S. But the exhaus­
tiveness aimed at for such checklists of topoi, of all possible arguments in all 
possible cases, also has some disadvantages, as Antonius in De oratore 2 stresses 

67. Volkmann (1885: 9, 207-210) and Fr. Striller (De Stoicorum studiis rhetoricis, Breslauer 
philologische Abh. 1,2 [1886], 24-26) strongly associated him with Stoic concepts. This was refuted 
by Thiele (1893 [above n. 42]: 170-176). On the possible relationship with logic cf. Matthes (1958: 
135-136). 

68. His officia: above p. 92; bis influence: cf. the reference n. 20. 
69. For stasis theory in general see Matthes (1958); for a survey Kennedy (1%3: 303-313). A 

recent account is Lucia Calboli Montefusco, La dottrilla degli "status" nel/a retorica greca e romana 
(Hildesheim, NewYork: Olms, Weidmann, 1986). 

70. It also influences the smaller parts immediate1y dependent on the argumelltatio: propositio 
and partitio, and recapitulatio (enumeratio), which is the first part of the epilogue. This is not 
important here. 

71. In lnv. only the cases in ratione, as opposed to those in scripto, are treated as having 
a stasis (cf. 1,17), although 1,10 seems to contradict this. Matthes (1958: 61, 182) takes this as 
Hermagoras' doctrine, but Braet thinks it possible that in Hermagoras both had stasis (Antoine C. 
Braet, De klassieke statusleer in modem perspectief, Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff, 1984 [in Dutch]: 
50-53). Tbe problem is unimportant here. 

72. lnv. 1,10. Tbe four are, in usual terms: cOllstitlltio coniecturalis ('did he do it'), definitiva 
('how should the act be defmed'), qualitatis ('was it right or wrong in itself'), and translativa 
(where the correctncss of the procedure is in question). 

73. Or rather, almost each, since some subc\asses are combined: lnv. 2,99-102 lists arguments 
for all three kinds of purgatio together. 

74. Arist. Soph. EI. 34 (183b36-184a8). 
75. TbusDe or. 2,117; 162; Kennedy (1972: 117-118). 
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time and again76• One of these is that the lists are repetitive: the topoi given 
for one case are sometimes very much like those given for others. This does not 
make for clarity, and neither, on the part of those learning these roles, for flexi­
bility or adaptability: the suggestion is that common features are unimportant, 
and that all separate lists have to be memorized. There are some cross-references, 
both in De inventione and in the Rhetorica ad HerenniumTI, but these are unsys­
tematic and do not remove the basic rigidity. One of Cicero's aims in his treatment 
of rational arguments in book 2 of De oratore is to provide an alternative, by 
giving topoi of another kind: abstract ones, argument-patterns that may be applied 
by an orator, who has first grasped all the ins and outs of a case, to find all 
suitable arguments himself (cf. § 4.4). Thus the resemblances between individual 
arguments, which were virtually neglected in school rhetoric, are at the basis of 
the invention of rational arguments in De oratore. 

I will now treat the first point supplementary to the standard view mentioned at 
the beginning of this section: the topoi of school rhetoric are meant for the part 
of the speech where rational arguments are put forward, the argumentatio78, but 
in fact some of them are closely related to ethos and pathos. This, and the repeti­
tiveness just mentioned, may be illustrated by two examples of pathos mentioned 
in a rational context. The first is Rhetorica ad Herennium 2,9, which is part of 
the treatment of the conjectural type of case, i.e. the type where the central 
question is whether or not the accused has committed the crime. After the suspicion 
has been confirmed, the author writes, the accuser may enlarge upon the atrocity 
of the crime, and the defendant may try to win pity. What follows is a discussion 
of unquestionably rational arguments on the reliability of witnesses, so the context 
of these "emotional" precepts is indeed rational argumentation. This shows that 
such "emotional" topoi were not sharply distinguished from "rational" ones. 

The second example is what may be termed the topos of disorder: the accuser 
can point to the dangers of leaving crimes unpunished. This has some similarity 
to the emotion of timor (fear) as treated by Antonius in De oratore. The difference 
in handling illustrates the repetitiveness just mentioned: whereas Antonius of 
course treats this emotion once (2,209), the topos pf disorder occurs twice in De 

76. E.g. 2,117; 130; 133. Cf. also Tae. Dial. 19,3. Tbe claim to exhaustiveness is implicit in 
the system, as was remarked by Job. Stroux, Römische Rechtswissenschaft und Rhetorik (potsdam: 
Stichnote, 1949): 41, wbo also quotes eie. Top. 34; cf. also tbe wording of Inv. 1,10. 

71. E.g.lnv. 2,74; 87; 102-103; 104-105; 137; 138; 142;RJlet. Her. 2,21; 24. 
78. Cf. e.g. Inv. 2,11; even the defmitions of invention as a wbole reveal this concentration 

on rational arguments: Inv. 1,9 = Rhet. Her. 1,3 im'elltio est excogitatio rerum verarum out veri 
similium quae causam probabilem reddant. 
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inventione79, and although the differences between these occurrences are slight 
and inessential, there is no cross-reference. 

Most of the "emotional" topoi are to be found among those for the status 

qualitatis (stasis of quallty), since there the fact und er consideration is not denied, 
but defended as having been right or inevitable or the like. Its subcategory depre­
catio is even wholly dependent on the arousing of pity. For tbis so me separate 
roles are given, but in De inventione reference is also made to the precepts for 
the epilogueBO, wbich comes elose to a more general approach. Many more examples 
of topoi for "pathos" subsumed under rational arguments exist, both in De inventi­
one and in the Rheton"ca (ld Herennium 81• 

As for character, this may be used for purely rational arguments from probabil­
ity, particularly in conjectural cases, where a fact must be proved or disproved82• 

See e.g. De inventione 2,32: 

... vitam eius quem arguet ex ante fadis accusator improbare debebit et ostendere, 
si quo in pari ante peccato convictus sit. 

The prosecutor will have to discredit the life of the accused on the basis 'of his 
past acts, and to point it out if he has been convicted of any similar transgression 
in the past. 

The context elearly shows that this is meant as a purely rational argument83, 

but there are some hints that it isaiso useful for purposes of ethos, e.g. in 2,33: 

quantum .•. de honestate et auctoritate eius qui arguitur detractum est, tantundem 
de facultate eius totius est defensionis deminutum 

•.. detracting from the honour and prestige of the accused diminishes the strength 
of his whole defence in the same degree. 

This tendency is even stronger iri the corresponding precepts for the counsel for 
the defence (2,35-37): he has to put the defendant in as favourable a light as 
possible, by showing how dutifully he has rendered services to his parents, friends, 
and connections; if he can, by pointing to a difficult and dangerous act performed 

, for the sake of bis duty to his parents, etcetera, or to the state; he must represent 

79. VlZ. in the treatment of·relatio criminis (lnv. 2,81 [cf. 84]; 85; 86) and of purgatio (2,100; 
101). 

SO. Deprecatio is treated Inv. 2,104-109; Rhet. Her. 2,25-26. The reference to the rules for 
arousing pity, to be found in book 1, Le. in the rules for the epilogue, is in Inv. 2,108. 

81. The following list includes the exampies given above: RlIet. Her. 2,9 and lnv. 2,22, 36, 
48-49, 51 (constitutio con;ecturalis); 2,53, 56 (definitiva); 2,71 (absoluta); 2,77 (comparatio); 2,81-
82, 84, 85, 86 (relatio criminis); 2,91, 94 (remotio crimillis); Rhet. Her. 2,24 (fin.), lnv. 2,100-102 
(purgatio); Rhet. Her. 2,25-26,Inv. 2,104-109 (deprecatio). 

82. Cf. pp. 38, 42. 
83. 2,32, especially ut enim animum a/icuius improbare ni/ri/ attinet, cum causa quare peccaret 

non intercessit, ... 
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him as 'a most upright man' (castissimum ... hominem)84; and so on. Most of the 
other topoi involving characterSS, however, lack this tendency towards a link 
with ethos, and nowhere is it as strong as in this passage. 

Thus these t9poi involving character are, like the "emotional" ones, all supposed 
to be part of rational argumentation. This is hardly an adequate description of 
oratorical practice: it is inconceivable that these same things will not arouse 
sympathy in the audience. The passages just mentioned (Inv. 2,33; 35-37) indeed 
suggest this effect, but it is explicit only in De inventione 2,25: ut ... orOOo tamen 
ad animum eius qui audiet et ad animi quendam intimum sensum accommodetur 
('so that ... the speech may still be adapted to the mind of the hearer and to 
the deepest feelings of bis mind'). 

In short, the invention for the argumentatio contains a number of. topoi that 
are meant for rational argumentation, hut are relevant to ethos and pathos also. 
This is hardly ever explicit, and these topoi are scattered throughout the· lists of 
arguments; cross-references are scanty. 

Now the second supplementary point may be treated: the nature of the mIes for 
prologue and epilogue that are· connected with ethos and pathos86• The discussions 
of invention for both these parts contain explicit precepts ahout sympathy and 
about a number of more violent emotions. The relevant topoi for the prologue 
are concemed with benevolentia (goodwill, sympathy), and are divided into four 
cIasses: ab nostra, ab adve~ariorum, ab iudicum persona, a causa87 ('( those de-: 
riving) from our own person, the person of the opponents, the person of the 
judges, from the case itself'). Those deriving from cour own person' are mostly 
"ethical". But those 'from the person of the opponents' are aimed at arousing 
odium, mvidia, and contemptio (hatred, jealousy, contempt)88. They are, therefore, 
in· the first place "emotional", but even if they might be considered relevant to 
"negative ethos" (negative character-drawing of the opponent89), their relationship 
with benevolentia isaLmost indirect. Their subsumption unde~ this headagain 
reveals the tensionbetween the traditional system and the conte~t this system is 

. 84 •. 2,35 defensor outem prim um, si poterit, .debebil vitom eiui qui insimulabitur· quam honestis­
simam dononstnJre. id faciet, si oSlentkt aliqua eills nota el communia oJJicia,' quod genus in paren­
tes, cognalos, amicos, affmes, necessarios,' _. si ab eo cllm magno aliquid labore out periculo aut 
utraque Te, cum necesse non esset, oJJici causa aut in rem pub/icam aut in parentes ... factum 
esse dicet ••. ; ete. . 

85. Rhet. Her. 2,5 and Inv. 2,24-25, 28, 32-37 (constitlllio coniecturalis); Illv. 2,89-90 (remotio 
criminis); Inv. 2,99 fm. (cf. Rhet. Her. 2,24) (purgalio); Inv. 2,112-113 (de praemio el de paena). 

86. Tbe only relevant ruIe for the narration is in lI/V. 1,30. 
87. Inv. 1,22: almost the same wording RlIel. Her. 1,8. 
88. Inv. 1,22; Rhet. Her. 1,8. Stressing the sorry position of the ddendant, prescribed ibb. 

under the head of ab nostra persona, may be regarded as preliminary to exciting pity, or as meant 
to arouse sympathy. 

89. Cf. p. 7, question (iv). 
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made to contain90• 

Tbe distinetion between four (sometimes five) types of cases, eacb requmng a 
different sort of prologue, bas been mentioned above (p. 86): tbe more difficult 
cases require an indirect prologue, insinuatio, others a direct one,principium. 

Tbe rules for the epilogue91 prescribe an enumeratio (recapitulation) and tbe 
arousing of several emotions: negative ones for the opponent in the part called 
indignatio (or amplificatio), pity for oneself in the part called conquestio (or 
commiseratio )92. The emotions themselves are not described, but a number of 
topoi are given for both parts. Tbe emotions named for the indignatio are odium 
and offensio (bate and violent offence93); tbe emotions actually treated in the 
topoi may be compared to odium, ira, and timor (bate, anger, and fear) of De 
oratore. Together with pity, which is the aim of the ·conquestio, this makes up a 
list of emotions not impractical, but perhaps somewbat arbitrary: a number of 
the emotions treated in De oratore, e.g., are not incorporated (amor, invidia, 
spes, laetitia, molestia: "love", jealousy, expectation, joy, grief). The arbitrariness 
of the topoi themselves is more evident94 

t particu1arly from the fact that the 
Rhetorica ad Herennium has ten topoi for indignatio, wbereas De inventione bas 
these same ten and five more besides9S• And, as Kennedy remarks96, 'indignatio 
is appropriate for a plaintiff or prosecutor, conquestio for a defendant', but 'De 
inventione does not say so', and neither does theRlletorica ad Berennium. 

More details need not be given here97• The chapters in the Rhetorica ad Beren­
nium on delivery and style sometimes mention aspects of ethos and patbos98, but 

90. This is ignored by Schweinfurth-Wa1la (1986: 186 with n. 3). She suggests that she analyses 
Inv. (and Rh4 Her.), misleadingly, for she draws material from evcrywhere, even failing to distin­
guish betwccn Inv. and Cicero's later vicws in Dt: OT. 

91~ Inv. 1,98-109; Rhet. Her. 2,47-SO. 
92. Inv. uses the tenns indignatio and conquestio, RlJet. Her.llntpliJicatio and commisenzlio. 
93. Inv. 1,100. 
94. Cf. Kennedy (1972: 141), wbo c:ompares the epilogue of Cicero's speech Pro Quinctio to 

the rules: "The techniques employcd do not weU iI1ustrate the fifteen commonplaces listed in Dt: 
inVt:1ltione'. . 

95. Schweinfurth-Wa1Ia (1986: 188 with n. 2) says that in Inv. 'die loci indignalionis und die 
Iod conquestionis eng zusammenhängen und sich teilweise sogar inhaltlich überschneiden', but I 
can oo1y disccm two pairs of rescmbling topoi (1,103 [8th topos] and 109 [13thJ; 105 [14th) and 
108 [7th)). Her condusion 'dass Cicero nicht streng zwischen indignatio und conquestio unterschei­
det' is unsupported by the tCld, and denies its tendendes. 

96. lc. above n. 94. 
':17. A Cew more details: § 8.5, p. 292-293. 
98. Especially 3,22; 4,25 (cum ita ._ SUntptam); 32 (fides, gravitas, etc.); 55 (item mutatur ... 

sie: _.). There are also connections with ethos and pathos, of varying strength, in the case of 
the foUowing figuces: ratiocinatio (4,24); subiectio(34); occultatio (37: ignobile); pennissio (39); 
praecisio (41); Iicentia (SO); deminulio (SO); descriptio (51); tJjvisio (52); frequentatio (52-53); com­
moratio (58); similitudo (60, second example); imago (62); notatio (63-65); sumocinatio (65); con­
lonnatio (66); demonstratio (69); and probably others. 
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this is also irrelevant here. 

The picture of the handbooks given until now, based on the two extant ones, is 
that of a system with a far from inadequate starting-point, but showing abasie 
rigidity and a very low level of abstraction. Some passages from the Rhetorica 
ad Herennium, however, slightly mitigate this picture. 

The restrietion of pathos to epilogues is qualified in the following statement, 
which occurs just before the treatment of this part of the speech (2,47): quattuor 

Iods ud possumus conclusionibus: in principio, secundum narrationem, secwuium 
finnissimam argumentationem, in conclusione ('We can use an epilogue in four 
places: in the direct prologue, after the narration, after the strongest argument, 
and in the epilogue'). The 'epilogues' that may be used in different places of a 
speech are c1early emotional passages, and although the term is somewhat strange, 
it is not unintelligible: it is used to denote passages sharing the most typical 
function of real epilogues. The statement is unambiguous in itself: pathos may be 
used outside the last part of the speech also. On the other hand, it is too isolated 
to affect the system as a whole, for such a connection between other parts and· 
pathos is mentioned nowhere else99• Moreover, the terminological embarrassment 
revealed by the ambiguous use of conclusio ('epilogue') shows that such remarks 
were allen to the system. 

One of the things enhancing the rigidity of the system is the emphasis on the 
parts of the speech inherent in the contaminated scheme: there is a very strong 
suggestion that the parts should always occur in this same order. The roles for 
disposition in the Rhetorica ad Herennium, however, distinguish between two kinds 
of arrangement, unum ab institutione artir proJectum, aIterum ad casum temporu 
adcommodatum (3,16: 'one arising from the principles of rhetoric, the other accom­
modated to particular circumstances'). In the second, the speaker may 'begin his 
speech with the narration, or with some very str.ong argument', and the like (3,17 
ut si ab narratione dicere incipiamus aut ab aliqua ftnnirsima argumentatione ... ). 
This distinction, though designated by other terms, is also known from later hand­
books1OO. Again, however, the very short ~reatment of disposition cannot, I think, 
fundamenta1ly change the system as set out in the rest of the work. 

Other passages like the two discussed are scanty at best10l, so, despite these 

99. Tbe rules for ·pathos· in the prologue (p. 91) do not refer to those for the epilogue, 
but are cntirely self-contained. 

100. Cf. Caplan (p. 184 note b), and FortuDlitianus 3,1-2 (RLM 120,21-121,23); Mart. Cap. 5,506-
5IJ7 ( = RLM § 30). 

101. Tbc lack of coherence between the central issue of a speech and its parts is slightly 
diminished by Rhet. Her. 2,3, where same short precepts are given for the narration in a conjectural 
case; but this is not repeated in the treatment of other staseis. The emphasis on a fIXed order in 
Hcrmagoras as weU as in Inv. appears from the polemic on the digression Inv. 1,97. 
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mitigations, the general picture given above may stand. 

The same is true regarding the two points supplementary to the usual analysis, 
illustrated earlier in this section: the second, the arbitrariness of the rules for 
"ethos and pathos", even strengthens this analysis, the first, the presence of 
ethos and pathos in some rules for the argumentation, does not modify its essence. 

A general perspective on ethos and pathos, then, was lacking in the handbooks: 
although the resemblance between some topoi could have suggested it, the level 
of abstraction remained consistently low. The material for a treatment of the 
emotions was not unavailable: as is well known, the Stoics and the other philo­
sophical schools had developed theories about them, and De inventione contains 
some general statements on emotions as causes of crimes: in this context, 1,36 
defines affectio (which comprises, besides emotions, morbus, 'illness', etc.)l02. 
Neither of these two sorts of material was directly applicable to pathos in rhetorie, 
but the real reason for the absence of (ethos and) pathos, as categories, is no 
doubt the fact that they were not incorporated in the traditional system. 

All the above conclusions are based on De inventione and the RJzetorica ad 

Herennium, but they must have applied to most, if not all, of the handbooks based 
on the oJJicia, since these shared the characteristics of the two handbooks vital 
to these conclusions: the emphasis on stasis theory and rational argumentation; 
the lack of connection between the precepts for the different parts of the 
speech103; and the form and nature of the rules for prologue and epilogue, the 
traditional character of which is guaranteed by, among other things, the similarity 
between Aristotle's Rhetoric 3,13-19, the two handbooks discussed here, and other 
systems104• Some handbooks were no doubt less rigid than others, but the system 
itself did not leave much room for essential differences. Cicero's criticism in De 
oratore was not without justification: although stasistheory itself was very con­
sistent and 10gica1 and the systems based on it were fit for educating the young, 
they did no justice to some important aspects of oratorical practice. 

3.6 The patronus<liens Problem 

As remarked in the introduction (p. 7, question (i», analysis of the concept of 
,ethos should distinguish between the speaker-advocate, the patronus, on the one 

102. Affectio is thus roughly equivalent to Greek 1TaO~ in its general sense (above p. 68). 
Tbe definition itself, animi aut corporis er tempore o[iqua dc causa commutatio, shows some resem­
blance to those of oft6ovi) and Mn") in Arist. Rhet. 1,11,1 (69b33-35). 

103. On this point with regard to Hermagoras see p. 86. . 
104. Cf. also De or. 2,80; Quint. 4,1,5; ete. 
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hand, and the c1ient, cliens, on the other. This section will briefly pursue this 
subject as far as tbe traditional handbooks are concerned1n5• 

At the level of oratorica1 practice, a patronus could profit from making the 
distinction, especially in the domain of ethos: he could more freely enlarge upon 
the client's virtues than the c1ient himself, he could take the responsibility for 
hazardous statements, and so forth. Kennedyl06 has shown that, judging from 
the extant speeches, in Athens these possibilities were only occasionally used. 
This is reflected on the theoretical level of Aristotle's Rhetoric and the Rhetorica 
ad A/exandnun: the first consistently supposes the identity of the pleader and 
the litigant, and the second only contains a few references to advocacyl07. Evi­
dently, the situation of a litigant pleading bis own case, which was considered 
standard, determined both oratorica1 practice and rhetorica1 theory. Advocacy was 
not unknown, but the possibilities it offered were hardly used. As far as practice 
is concemed some caution regarding these conc1usions is in order108, for there 
is no material from the third and second centuries to verify them, but if the 
situation then differed from the one in the fourth century, rhetorical theory 
took no account of this. 

Roman trials were· quite different: the appearance of a patronus (later, more 
patroni) was normal practice, and orators displayed considerable versatility in 
exploiting the possibilities this offered109• One might therefore expect that Roman 
rhetoric recognized the distinction between patronus and. cliens. But, as is particu­
larly c1ear in De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium, early Roman rhetoric 
was directly descended from Greek rhetoricllO, and the virtual absence of the 
distinction (at least in these two handbooks) was apparently one of the features 
it had inherited11l• 

Some traces of Roman practice, however, may be discerned in the two treatises. 
The result is inconsistency112. On the one hand, the use of the term defensor 
(instead of reus 'defendant, accused') points to the reality of advocacy, and some 
passages indeed make a difference between defensor and defendant, such as De 
inventione 2,35-37, where it is said that the pleader must put the defendant in a 

105. Fundamental: Keonedy (1968). 
106. Kennedy (1968: 419-426). 
107. Arist. Rhet.: p. 32 with on. 112-113; Rhet. Alex.: Kennedy (1968: 421-422). 
lOB. Kennedy (1968: 426). 
109. See Kennedy (1968: 426-433; 19n: 139, 154, 169), May (1981; 1988: 166, andpassim); and 

the causa Norbani (analysed below, § 8.4). 
110. Caplan called Rhet. Her. ca Greek art in Latin dress' (1954: vii). Cf. in particular the 

amusing example Inv. 1,35. 
111. Kennedy (1968: 434). 
112. Tbe foUowing develops Kennedy's short treatment (1968: 433). It is possible, but unlikely, 

that the inconsistencies were already present in their Greek predecessors. 
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favourable light (these sections have been paraphrased above p. 96-97)113. In some 
other passages, however, the wording shows that the litigant himself is supposed 
to plead, and sometimes the word defensor is even used to denote such a defend­
ant114• Finally, there are a few passages where the difference is first neglected 
and then made, or the other way round, in the same context, as in De inventione 
2,88-89: defensor ... ostendet se aut non potuisse ... ; ... deinde omnia facta esse" 
ab reoquae in ipsius fuerint potestate ('the defensor will show that it was not 
possible for him ... ; ... and then that the defendant did everything in bis power')1l5. 
Although the criteria for· distinguishing between these three possibilities are some­
times hard to determine116, the inconsistencies are clear. 

Not all of these inconsistencies are really important, for the distinction patro­
nus-cliens itself is only essential if it may have some practical value. This is the 
case, for instance, when the character of the dient is to be described, and some 
of the passages dealing with this actually make the distinction: De inventione 
2,35-37 has been mentioned just now117• 

That passage, however, is the c1earest example available of a functional presence 
of the distinction. A patronus is nowhere mentioned as an independent factor. 
This absence is particularly striking in the mIes for the prologue, where the 
topoi are derived 'from our own person, the person of the opponents, the person 
of the judges, and from the case itself118• From what follows it is clear that 
cour own person' (nostra ... persona) refers to the litigant, not to a patronus119• 

In a division like this, which is meant to be exhaustive120, a reference to a patro-

113. Except Inv. 2,35-37 and the similar passage Rlzet. Her. 2,5 cf. also Inv. 2,25; 140 (?); 
Rhet. Her. 2,4 (1); 43; 3,33; 4,50 (and cf. 2,20 with Caplan's note e). (This !ist, like those in nn. 
114-115, is probably incomplete.) 

114. This is the case in Inv. 2,55-56; 83; 86; 91; 101; Rhet. Her. 2,8 fin. (cf. Caplan's note b); 
21-22. Other instances where the litigant himself is supposed to plead are: lnv. 1,15; 18 (? - feci); 
104-105; 2,24; 78; 80; 106-109; 138; Rhet. Her. 2,6; 7 (?); 8; 9 init.; 12; 13; 14; 17; 19; 23; 26; 33; 
SO. (See end of n. 113). 

115. Except this passage also lnv. 1,107-109 (or this is a clumsy change between third and 
first person, see n. 116); 2,28 (7); Rhet. Her. 2,24; 25 (see end of n. 113). 

116. Tbe use of different persons (2nd, 3rd sing.; 1st plur.) is irrelevant, unless perhaps when 
this occurs in one and the same passage (cf. n. 115). The frequently used plural adversarii seerns 
to be "generalizing" in most cases; on the other hand it may stem frorn reality, since maybe 'the 
opposition olten did consist of more than one person' (Kennedy 1968: 433; cf. the plurallnv. 2,74 
defensores - or maybe this is "generalizing" also?); cf. W. ad De or. 2,313 about the practice of 
the appearance of a number of pleaders, one of whom sometimes was the litigant hirnself (as in 
the proces against Caelius in 56). For generalizing plurals cf. also ab nostra/adversariorum persona 
in the rules for the prologue. 

117. Cf. also Rhet. Her. 2,5; and the inconsistent passage lnv. 2,88-90, where the change of 
viewpoint occurs where sornething resembling the character of the defendant comes in (which 
may, however, be a coincidence). 

118. Above p. 97. 
119. Tbus Kennedy (1968: 433). 
120. Cf. above n. 76 .. 
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nus might perhaps be expected. But such divisions were the backbone of the tradi­
tional system: their unchanged survival, even in changed conditions, is a perfect 
illustration of the comparative autonomy of this tradition. 

3.7 Summary 

In Cicero's time there were two main types of handbooks (§ 3.4). The first, based 
on the parts of the speech, continued the pre-Aristotelian system, the second, 
based on the officia ora/oris, derived from Aristotle. As to ethos and pathos, so 
much is certain that the handbooks from the end of the second century onwards 
did not contain anything on the subject. Nevertheless, it is possible that the early 
ones of the second type divided invention into three pisteis, as Aristotle had 
done, and that ethos and pathos only disappeared about 150 B.C.; but, as I have 
tried to show in § 3.2, it seems more probable that ethos and pathos, as indepen­
dent concepts, were absent from a1l post-Aristotelian handbooks. This absence 
does not mean that no attention was paid to "ethical" and "emotional" proof at 
all (§ 3.5): in the handbooks based on stasis theory (for an important part that 
of Hermagoras, who wrote 150 B.C. or slightly earlier), and probably in the earlier 
ones also, some of the rational arguments were reiated to ethos and pathos, al­
though this mostly remained implicit; and the rules for the prologue and for the 
epilogue, though somewhat rigid and arbitrary, were primarily aimed at indirect 
persuasion. 

The absence of ethos and pathos made possible, and maybe even suggested, the 
contamination of the second type with the first one (§ 3.3): many handbooks 
based on the officia treated the parts of the speech under invention instead of 
under disposition. This enlarged the gap between rhetorical theory and oratorical 
practice. In § 3.4 I have tried to show that the date of first occurrence of this 
contaminated scheme must be regarded as uncertain (except for the broad limits: 
between early third and late second century B.c.), but that, whatever this date, 
uncontaminated handbooks continued to· exist at least until Cicero's time (both 
these variants of the system based on the officia are referred to in De ora/ore). 
The diversity of rhetorical doctrines in the period discussed is, therefore, greater 
than implied in most accounts. 

As for the distinction between speaker and dient (§ 3.6), it was unimportant 
in Greek oratory as weIl as rhetoric. Although it played a rather important part 
in Roman,oratory, earIy Roman rhetoric was derived directIy from Greek rhetoric, 
and took account of it only in a very inconsistent manner. 

Such is the picture of the standard rhetorical systems between AristotIe and 
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Cicero. De ora/ore can only be understood against this background, and in chapter 
6 (§ 6.2) Cicero's attitude towards the handbooks of his time will be evaluated. 
He will appear to be no less hostile than Aristotle. 



l 

4. CICERO'S SOURCES I: 

ARISf01LE AND DE ORATORE 

4.1 Preliminaries 

There is· always money for, there are always 
doctorates in, the learned foolery of research 
into what, for scholars, is the all-important prob­
lem: Who influenced whom to say what when? 
(A1dous Huxley, 'The Doors of Perception', 62) 

In De ora/ore invention is divided into rational arguments, ethos and pathos, and 
accordingly the parts of the speech are treated under the head of disposition. 
This corresponds exactly to Aristotle's scheme in the Rhetoric. Even though the 
treatment itself will prove to contain fundamental differences also, the rhetorical 
background against which De ora/ore was writte~ as sketched in the preceding 
chapter, shows how remarkable this correspondence is. That it should be due to 
coincidence seems virtually impossible, all the more so in view of Cicero's own 
comments on De ora/ore in a letter from 54 B.C., in which he stresses his departure 
from commonplace rhetoric and the influence of Aristotle and IsocratesI. It may 
therefore be asked what historica1 connection there was between the Rhetoric 
and De ora/ore. Rad Cicero read the Rhetoric, or was there some intermediary 
source? 

The nature of the question should perhaps be stressed again2• Especially, there 
should be no confusion with the comparison of the two texts on the conceptual 
level, although these two approaches may be ultimately linked. The conceptual 
comparison will be useful to illustrate the different natures of the Rhetoric and 

1. Farn. 1,9,23 (see below p. 158-159). This is relevant even ü the statement on Isocrates' 
influence receives Iittle support from De or. itself (cf. Kennedy 19n: 220-221; index Kum. s.V. 
lsocrates). 

2. See also p. 3-4. 
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De oratore, and will thus contribute to a correct interpretation of both. No such 
contribution, however, or at most a very small one, will come from looking for 
the source(s) from which Cicero's drew for his Aristotelian approach. This would 
perhaps be different if all relevant texts had survived to throw light on De oratore, 
but even then the foeus of interpretation would have to be on Cicero's text itself; 
because our material is in fact very scanty, it may be stated with even more 
confidence that the importance of the question of sources for the evaluation of 
Cicero's achievement, meaning and presentation seems very small. There are two 
reasons for pursuing the question all the same. First, earlier analyses, especially 
but not exclusively those belonging to Quellenforschung, laid considerable stress 
on it, and this frequently influenced or even determined the interpretation itself. 
Moreover, the notion that Cicero did not use Aristotle, or did not use him in a 
way modem scholars would, still seems to be considered a blemish by some. 
Therefore, a methodical treatment of the question, including an evaluation of 
some of the presuppositions behind the existing answers, is needed. These same 
things have led me to give the matter so much space here. Second, there is no 
reason why the question should not be posed for its own sake. . 

The main problem, then, is whether Cicero, when writing De oratore in 55 
B.C., had read the Rhetoric. This is logically dependent on the question of the 
availability of that wode, and accordingly the early his tory of Aristotle's writings 
must be touched upon (§ 4.6). Because this history is uncertain, however, and 
especially because Cicero need not have read the Rhetoric even if it was available, 
the relationship between De oratore and Aristotle's work will be examined separ­
ately (§ 4.1-4.5)3. 

In general, the problem obviously involves many questions of method. The rest 
of this section is devoted to these. First same methods will be treated that are 
frequently employed, but that seem misguided to me. Then I will briefly touch 
upon the difficulties deriving from the fact that Cicero's background must have 
determined the way he read the Rhetoric, if he did. Finally, I will explain my own 
methods, and go into some of the problems they entail4• 

Today's communis opinio is that, although Cicero at the time of writing De oratore 

3. Separate treatment of the two questions also in Moraux (1973: 41; cf. also Taran 1981: 
'n4). Tbe distinction between worles available and works actually read is at the basis of Sandbach 
(1982): Plutarch could consult most of Aristotle's writings known to us (1982: 207), but appears 
not to have made extensive use of this opportunity. See also Sandbach (1985: passim). 

4. Erhard Pahnke, Studien über Ciceros Kennillis lind Benutzung des Arisloleles und die Her­
kunft der Staatsdefinition Rep. I 39 (Diss. Freiburg im Sr., 1963) does not give, or claim to give, 
new observations on this subject (p. 87-94 presents abrief report on the ·state of the art· re­
garding Cicero's knowledge of Arist. Top., LlJVa"YW"Yil TEXVGlv, Rhel., 17leodeclea and 'unbestimmte 
aristotelische Werke' ). He does oerer a useful list of 'Erwähnungen des Aristoteles bei Cicero' 
(147-148). 
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knew some or many of Aristotle's exoteric (Le. published) wodes, he had no first­
hand knowledge of any of the wodes that we possess now. Solmsen's opinion that 
he probably did know the Rhetoric directly is an exceptions. 1t seems necessary 
to examine some of the assumptions behind the denial of any direct knowledge. 
Most are, it seems, very questionable. It is a surprise to see the ease with which 
even great scholars neglect questions of method, and the difficulty they have in 
realizing, that an ancient reader of Aristotle will often not have employed the 
same academic accuracy which they are obliged to employ themselves. The polemi­
cal nature of what follows is, I hope, sufficiently excused by the nature of the 
question in hand. 

The methods that should not, in my opinion, be employed in determining if 
Cicero has read the Rhetoric may be summarized und er three heads: false analogies 
with knowledge of other Aristotelian wodes; the assumption that all subjects import­
ant to Aristotle were also important to Cicero; and the assumption that Cicero, 
had he known the Rhetoric, would have taken it as his foremost authority. 

As to the first of these, the following may be stated. If it is proven that 
Cicero did not read some of Aristotle's writings, tbis does not mean that he did 
not read others. In particular, it is almost certainly true that he did not consult 
Aristotle's relevant esoteric wodes when writing his philosophical treatises in 45-
44 B.C., but that does not imply that he did not consult the Rhetoric when writing 
De oratore. In 55, not having planned bis series of philosophica, he probably feit 
little inclination to read Aristotle's specifically philosophical wodes, but he may 
very weIl have been drawn towards Aristotle's rhetorical writings. This seems 
obvious, but it has not been so to a number of scholars6• Cicero's statement 
from 45 B.C., for instance, that magna etiam animi contentio adhibenda est expli­
cando Amtotele, si leges ('a great mental effort is also required in interpreting 
Aristotle, if you read him')7, has repeatedly been taken as proof that Cicero, 
who knew the exoteric wodes and admired their style8, only then got to know 
the esoteric ones9• But, apart from the difficulties offered by the text and its 
possible incompleteness10, the statement need not refer to anything but some of 

5. Solmsen (1938: 401-402). 
6. E.g. Moraux (1973: 42), starting from Cie. Top., and (ib.: 43) starting from Fin., draws too 

general conclusions. 
7. Cie. Hortensius Cr. 29 Müller = 29 Ruch = 43 Grilli = 56 Straume-Zimmermann (Laila 

Straume-Zimmermann, Ciceros Hortensius, Bern, Frankfurt a.M.: Lang, 1976). 
8. Cf. Guthrie (1981: 57), especially Ac. 2,119; and De or. 3,67. 
9. Hermann Usener, 'Ein altes Lehrgebaüde der Philologie', SBAW (1892), IV, 582-648 (= Klei­

ne Schriften n [Stuttgart 1912-13; repr. Osnabrück: Zeller, 1965], 265-314): 636-637; Düring (1966: 
~~a~ . 

10. Cf. Straume-Zimmermann ad loc., and (despite inaccuracies oC the kind rejected here) 
Rosanna Rocca, 'Cie. Hort. Cr. 43 Gr.', in: Studi Noniani X (Univ. di Genova, FacoltA di Lettere; 
Istituto di FIlologia Classica e Medievale, 1985), 241-244. 
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the more difficult worksll, and the Rhetorie, as Solmsen12 observed, cannot have 
been that difficult for hirn. 

This kind of reasoning would be more legitimate if the story were true that 
the Corpus Aristotelicum as we know it was unknown for a long time, until it 
reappeared in the first century B.C. Then indeed there could weIl be a time when 
Cicero leamt about the Corpus as a whole, whereas he was not acquainted with 
any of the writings contained in it before. But this story is at least partly untrue 
(see § 4.6), and the Corpus should not be treated as if it were a whole that was 
either known or unknown to Cicero. 

The converse of this first method should not be applied either: if Cicero knew 
the Rhetoric when writing Orator, in 46, this does not mean that he knew it 
already in 5513• 

As to the second method, it is a widespread misconception that Cicero, if he 
had known the Rhetorie, could not have refrained from treating (some of) the 
important subjects from that work. This amounts to denying that Cicero's viewpoint 
and purpose could, and actually did, differ from Aristotle's, and it is probably 
prompted, in Sandbach's words, by the tempting supposition that Aristotle loomed 
as large to those that came after him as he does to US14• An example of this 
kind of reasoning is found in Kennedy1S: from the total absence of the theory of 
enthymeme and example from De oratore he concludes that 'the Rhetorie as we 
know it can hardly be a major direct influence'. But, important as the theory 
was for Aristotle, it cannot have been much of a revelation to Cicero if he came 
upon it in the Rhetorie, since the rhetorical tradition was acquainted with the main 
features of tbis theory and with its provenancel6• Therefore, he bad no motive 
for incorporating it into a work that stressed things not belonging to common 
rhetoric. Moreover, if some of us are more impressed by the theory of the enthy­
meme than by the topoi of Rhetorie 2,23-24, which do have a counterpart in De 
oratore17, Cicero may bave thought otherwise. A similar mistake is made by 
Leeman-PinksterI8, who suppose that Cicero, had he known the Rhetorie, would 
certainly bave followed Aristotle in treating the relationship between rhetoric 
and dialectic, as he does in 46 B.c., in Orator 113-117, witb its well-known quo-

11. Three of the testimonies in Guthrie showing Cicero's admiration for Aristotle's style (above 
n. 8) are !rom 45-44 B.C., so he had by no means changed his mind. 

12. Solmsen (1938: 402). 
13. On the comparison with Orator d. below p. 154 with n. 201. 
14. FR. Sandbach, The Stoics (Ancient Culture and Society; London: Chatto & Windus, 1975), 

21-22 (quoted Sandbach 1985: 1): .... the tempting supposition that he loomed a.s large to the gener­
ation that succeeded him a.s he does to us'. 

15. Kennedy (1972: 221-222). 
16. Solmsen (1941: 169-171). 
17. Below § 4.4. 
18. L.-P. (I: 63-64). 
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tation of the opening sentence of the Rhetorle (114). Hut he was perhaps not 
interested in this relationship in 55. 

Only if it can be plausibly argued that a subject from the Rhetorie would 
have aroused Cicero's interest and would have suited bis purpose in De oratore, 
can its omission be taken as a sign that he did not know the work. I know of 
no such subject19• 

The third method I propose to reject is closely related to the second one. H 
some subject is treated by Aristotle as weIl as Cicero, but the treatments are 
different, it should first be asked whether the difference may be explained by a 
difference in purpose or viewpoint. The possibility that Cicero misrepresents Aris­
totle's views because he did not know them at first hand cannot be excluded even 
then, but this should not be taken for a fact unless such an alternative eXplanation 
in terms of Cicero's purpose is impossible. Düring offers a glaring example of the 
neglect of this principle, when he writes the following about the sections on 
pathos in De ora/ore 2: 'Erst bei Cicero finden wir ein Gegenstück zur Affektlehre 
des Aristoteles. Der eigentliche Gesichtspunkt ist aber nirgends zu finden. Was 
Cicero bringt, sind nur oberflächliche Bemerkungen, und er dachte nicht daran, 
die Redekunst auf psychologische Einsicht zu gründen. Ich kann daher schwer 
daran glauben, dass er die Rhetorik des Aristoteles im Original vor sich hatte'20. 

Cicero, characteristically, makes Antonius emphasize that bis precepts are based 
on bis own experience: from the whole atmosphere of De oratore it is plain that 
Cicero would not have given psychological theory, no matter what books he had 
before him21• As Wilkins observed22, 'divergence is not identical with ignorance'. 

The methods rejected above are all directed at disproving that Cicero had first­
hand knowledge of the Rhetorie. Their inappropriateness illustrates the -difficulty 
of proving things at all in a field like tbis. But the question is further complicated 
by the fact that Cicero was far from a tabula rasa in 55. That he was steeped in 
rhetorical theories and controversies of his own time need not be doubted, nor 
that he must have been familiar with traditional accounts of the bistory of rhetoric, 
and of Aristotle's role in it. He may even have read much more authentie material 

19. An example of a successful argument from such an omission is Sandbach's (tentative) 
inference about the Stok mence on Aristotle's concepl of EUOOLfLOvla as an tvtP"fEUl (1985: 
25). Cf. in general his remarIes on 'disregard of peculiarly Aristotelian ideas' by the Stoics (1985: 
53-54) - although even be seems to suppose that because tbe Stoics are to be taken seriously, 
such disregard must be due to ignorance of the ideas involvcd. But they may bave disregarded some 
ideas because they did not find them interestiog or fruitful. . 

20. Düring (1966: 137). 
2L Cf. § 8.1, p. 251; and also § 85. Similar arguments in Moraux (1975: 86-87) about the 

'Ir~ d- and fVTEXJIOl. (d. below 0. 109), and (ib.: 87) about· the relationship between Oral. 
114 and RheL 1,1,1 (54al). 

22. W. ad 2,32, reject.ing the opinion of Hugo Jentsch, De Aristotele Oceronis in Rhetorica 
Auctore (programm Guhen, I 1874, n 1875). 
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than we would guess23• 

It may now be asked how, with such a background, he TImst have read the 
Rlletorie, if he did. He was no philologist, and not much interested in questions 
of 'who influenced whom to say what when?'. If he knew the substance of a 
passage already (or if he thought he did), whether from traditional accounts or 
from e.g. Theophrastus, he would probably not notice if the text actually said 
something slightly different from what he expected. Accordingly, his report of 
Aristotle's opinions may be inexact, even if he has read the Rhetorie himse1f24. 
It should perhaps be stressed that taking hirn to task for such inaccurate reading, 
or for lack of interest in Aristotle's ipsissima verba, is to apply standards appro­
priate for academic debate to something quite different. In any case, our possibil­
ities of obtaining proof are much 'smaller than is sometimes implied2S• 

The application of these considerations, like the principle adopted in interpreting 
the Rhetorie (§ 2.1), involves considerable arbitrariness. Like that principle26, 

however, this is to be preferred to the certainty obtained by applying notions 
having only a slight connection with the reality they should describe27• 

As a consequence, one striking parallel or one glaring inaccuracy is not enough 
to answer the question_ of Cicero's knowledge of the Rlletorie. Accordingly, all 
sorts of evidence aväilable should be used. Therefore, 1 will present all relevant 
material known to me in the' rest of this chapter. ParalleIs between the Rhetorie 
and De oratore are treated in the next three sections. The statements about and 
allusions to Aristotle found in De oratore itself are examined in § 4.5. It will 

then be argued that all this points in a certain direction, but does not allow 
drawing any certain conclusions. Material extraneous to De oratore bearing on 
the relationship between Aristotle and Cicero is therefore also analysed, in §§ 4.6 
and 4.7. The remainiiJ.g question will appear to be the identification of other pos­
sibilities for the provenance of the Aristotelian material in De oratore, except the 
Rhetorie itself. This is the subject of chapter 5. 

The parallels are thus treated first, because they provide the most direct infor­
mation. The assessment of their value, however, is sometimes difficult, and involves 
some problems of its own. It seems useful to distinguish beforehand between small 
scale and large scale paralieis, Le., between correspondences of single formulations 

23. On Cicero's reading activities in 55 B.C. cf. § 4.7. 
24. Fortenbaugh (1989: § ll) opposes bis own hypothesis (no frrst-hand knowledge) to 'the· 

idea that Cicero himself had anything Iike a thorough, firslhand knowledge of Aristotle's Rhetoric' 
(my italics). To my mind, this opposition is a false one. 

25. No one would deny that Quintilian had read De or. on the strength of inaccuracies in 
paraphrasing or quoting it (2,17,5-6: see L.-P. I: 192-193). 

26. Cf.p. U. 
rT. Cf. the sane remarks of Gigon (1959: 151-153) on the uncertainty of identifying the 

exoteric works from which Cicero took same of bis Aristotelian material in bis plli/osopllica. 
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or thoughts on the one hand, and correspondences of structure, such as the division 
of invention into three pisteis, on the other. This distinction is probably hard to 
define sharply, but it is dear enough and useful for practical purposes: structural 
parallels can be explained without assuming that Cicero knew Aristotle's exact 
wording, whereas small scale ones, if really significant, point to the use of the 
Rhetoric either in the original or via a very accurate intermediary source. To 
determine the value· of a parallel, it must be asked whether. there are other possi­
bilities of accounting for it, besides direct or indirect dependence of De. ora/ore 
on the Rhetoric. . 

As to small scale parallels, at least three such other explanations may account 
for some of them28• The OOt is tradition. Some facts were, throughout antiquity, 
common knowledge with what may be vaguely termed the educated public, and 
some thoughts were also common. Even ü Aristotle was the first to formulate a 
view, it sometimes becam.e part of what was taken for granted or was generally 
known. An example may be· found in the definition of friendship in De inventione 
2,166: mnicitia (sc. est) voluntas erga aIiquem rerum bonarum illius ipsius causa 
quem diligit a.un eius pari voluntate ('friendship is the wish to do good to someone 
for the sake of the person whom one loves, coupled with a same wish on bis 
parf): This definition is very much like the one fou~d in ~oric 2,4,2 (80b35-
81a3: 'let phüein, then, be defined as wishing for someone the things which· we 
believe to be good, for ·bis sake but not for our own ... ')29. It seems certain, 
however, that acero had no knowledge of the RJletoric when writing it. Aristotle's 
definition may have been preserved by philosophical tradition, and thence have 
come· down to acero, or, more likely perhaps, this view on friendship was inde­
pendent of Aristotle, and widespread in its own right30• 

A second possibility is that some typically Aristotelian thought has been taken 
from one of the exoteric works acero knew. 

And thirdly, coincidence may play its part. Some thoughts or situations may 
only be expressed in a limited number of ways, or even hav~ only one natural 
expression. In De oratore 2,200 Antonius, describing the stage in a .speech when 
he had just successfully applied pathos, says quod ubi sensi me in possessionem . 
iudicü oe defensionis meae constiJisse ... ('And when 1 feIt 1 was in control of 
the trial and of my defence .. .'); and Aristotle in 3,7,11 (08b13-14), naming one 

28. a. thc rcmarJes in Sandbach (1982: 209-210, 212, 214). 
29. !arCl) &il ro cptAEtll ,.b ~Clt 'IWI. Ii. oLerClL d-yaeci. tKELlIOU lVEKCl cillci P,it Clmofl. 

KClt. ro KClTU &6vap.Lv 'll"pClKT1.K11ll EtllUL TO\rrCl)lI. [[cptA~ 8' toTt.lI b qMWlI Kat. civn.cpt.).oUp.E~.)] ÖLOVTClL 

~ cpU.OL d.vaL oL oVr~ lXELlI ol6p.E11OL 'II"~ cilli».~. (Tbc parallel is valid with and witbout the 
phrase Kassel regards as an Aristotclian addition). 

30. Cf. Leg. 1,49. Cf. also thc strong rcsemblance belwcen Inv. 1,46 fm. and Rhd. 2,23,1 
(97a13-16) (= Fragm. trag. adesp. 80 NauckfKannicht-Sncll); whetbcr tbis parallel C3rnc via Herma­
goras (Tbielc [o.e. abovc p. 89 n. 42]: 129; Schweinfurth-Walla 1986: 138) is unccrtain (cf. Matthes 
1958: 98 n. 3). 
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of the occasions allowing an orator to use epithets and other ornaments, says 
ö,.av EX1I ilöTJ 'TOU~ aKpoa,.ci~ •.. ('when he has his hearers already in his 
hands (under his control) .. .'). The parallel itself may be striking, but the situations 
are entirely different, and· Antonius' wording is no less natural in the one passage 
than Aristotle's in tbe otber. The correspondence is probably a mere coincidence. 
If we knew Cicero bad read the Rheloric, it could perhaps be ascribed to uncon­
scious ecboing of Aristotle's words, but this could never be proven. Neither can 
any proof of dependence be derived from such a parallel. 

If, in some case, none of these three possibilities is plausible, and some kind 
of dependence of Cicero on Aristotle's Rheloric is likely, it remains to assess 
the probabilities of indirect vs. direct dependence: are tbere divergences pointing 
to dependence via intermediate sources? A definitive conclusion about each separate 
case will prove impossible. Only at the end of the treatment of all sm all sca1e 
parallels a broad conclusion will be forrnulated. 

The treatment of large scale, structural paralleis is somewhat easier, in that 
one of the factors that may be responsible for some of the small scale ones, 
coincidence, cannot explain much here: structural correspondences in a subject 
like rhetorie, with its traditional and complicated systems, are not likely to be 
coincidential. In these cases, tbe question must be if there is any rhetorica1 or 
other tradition that may account for them. 

In this part of the investigation, the emphasis is on Cicero's indebtedness to 
others, Le., on bis sources. As stressed in the introductory chapter31, this does 
not imply that be slavishly followed these sourees, only that he was using others 
people's ideas. How be used these to build a structure that was his own,will be 
one of the chief subjects of chapters 6-9. 

4.2 Small Scale Parallels 

Here the passages I know of where parallelism may be discerned will be treated, 
including some uncertain cases wbere it has been discerned by others32• Most 

31. p.3-4. 
32. I exclude, however, cases where borrowing seems very doubtful or out of the question to 

me: P.-H. ad 2,5 compare Rhet. 1,2,1 (55b28-35) (1,1,1: 54al-4 could also be mentioned in. tbis 
connection), but disputes over the proper scope of rhetoric and its relations hip toother arles 
were commonplaces of second and frrst ccntury debate (Von Arnim 1898: 87-114; cf. also L.-P. ad 
loc.). On 2,81 and 3,14,9 (15b9-17) cf. n. 53. Düring (1966: 137 n. 75): '[De or.] 11 186 und 189 
stimmt zu [Rhet.] n 1, 1377b23-24, doch keineswegs wörtlich'; I can see nothing but the slightest 
correspondencc. Tbe ·parallel" passages 2,186 and 2,21,15 (95b10·11) (Schrader, mentioned by Cope 
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and "art" or method, are frequently found from the flfth century onwards37; second, 
an is often said to come about through obselVation of nature or of practice38• 

All the many passages employing these schemes, however, lack the eombination 
found in the passages quoted. This shows how remarkable the correspondence 
between this passage and the passage' from the Rhetoric is39• This means that 
the parallel cannot be a matter of tradition, and eoincidence is very unlikely 
also. There is a slight possibility that Aristotle's Gryllus contained. a like formula­
tion, since this exoteric work was about the question if rhetorie is an art4O. It 
would be aremarkable coincidence if Cicero. took it from there, but this cannot, 
at this stage, be exc1uded41• 

The passages on ethos and pathos contain two small sca1e paralleis . that may 
enhanee the probability that the structural parallel of the pisteis provides a direct 
link with Aristotle. lJecause they are not very significant in their own right, 
however, they are treated in the next section41• The following of Aristotle's and 
Cicero's remarks on envy and pity, however, are sometimes said to correspond 
(2,10,1-2: 87b24-28 and 2,209; 2,8,2: 85b13-16 and 2,211)43: 

cp80vT)oouo1. fIlv "{dp 0\. 'I'OI.OWot. ~ d.oi. ,",\IE~ ISJLOLOL i\ cpatVOV'l'CIL. bJLO~ &A 
U"'{(d kCI'I'a. ,tVO<i, lCa'l'a. ovy'ftVEUlV, KUß' ~ud.a~, KCI'I'a. fEE~, lCa'l'a. ~CIV, lCa'l'a. 
,.a. kapXOV'l'CL 

invident autem homines maxime paribus aut inferioribus, cum. se relictos sentiunl, 

37. ~l(VT\ is found in many connections: Eur. Ale. 785-786; rr 89; Agathon frs. 6 and 
8 (Nauck/Snell); Plato Gorg. 44&:4-9; PhtUdr. 265c9-d1; Arist. EN 1140al9-20 (quoting Agathon fr. 
6); and sec the numerous passages quoted ad [Hippocr.] De arte 4 by Theodor Gomperz (Die Apologie 
du Heilkunst [Leipzig: Von Heil, 19102]: 108-109); on the Roman side Cie. Inv. 1,58 (temere, nu110 
consilio-ratione); 2,44; De or. 3,179 (arte, non casu); Quint. 2,17,42-43; 5,7,29 (fortuna-ratione); 
and cf. the many cases of opposition between ratio and words like temere in Albert Yon, Ratio et 
les mots de Ia/amille de reor (paris: Champion, 1933): 178-180. 

Other oppositions in Plato ug. 888e4-6 (cpUcreL-'l'E)(V!t6ui '"'XTlV), Plraedr. 270bS-6 ('I'pLßf\ 
••• Kat tWII'ELp~-1ixvn>; Arist. Poet. 1 (1447a19-20) (Sui 'I'E~-Sui O"\JV1ßEta~). Cf also Cie. 
Ac. 2)2. 

38. De or. 1,108-109; 146; Orat. 183; Quint. 2,17,9; cf. also De or. 2,122 itaque si quid est in 
me ... a eo est, quod nihil quisquam urnquam me audiente egit orator, quod non in m~moria mea 
penitus insedoiJ. 

39. There are two, for our purpose minor, differences between the passages: (1) in Cicero 
the three ways of speaking (without method - through experience - by art) seem three successive 
stages, in Aristotle this is not the case (in spite of MetapIJ. 1,1: 980a27-981b6; contra Schweinfurth­
Walla 1986: 20-21); (2) in Aristotle the knowledge on which the "art" of rhetorie is based is deduct­
ive, since it starts from real causes (cf. aL'I'lav), but in Cicero it is empirical and derived by 
induction, and rhetorie gives rules (it is immaterial whether these are abstract or loose or regarded 
as unimportant,· ete.), not causes (tbis is unambiguously c1ear from 2,232: contra Schweinfurth­
Walla 1986: 92-95). 

40. On the Gryllus see below p.149 with n.174. 
41. But see the overall evaluation, below p. 126-127. 
42. p. 127-129. 
43. At;. to pity, De or. 2,211 is the only parallel Kassel dtes ad Rhet. 2,8! 



iUos autem dolent evolassc; scd etiam superioribus invidetur saepe vchementer et 
co magis, si intolerantius sc iactant cl aequabilitatem communis iuris pracstantia 
dignitatis aut fortunae suae transcunt. . 

mw &il1>.~~,"", 'M brt. ~LlIO.uv<tl KaK~ cp6ap1'LK~ i\ ~~ 'I'o{i ci1lClEi.o\J 
'l'V'YXUVELV, 8 Ktiv a~ 'll'poa&otc.i)aE~v iiv 'll'a8etv i\ ;'eav aVro{i 'I1.1ICl, Kat. 'I'OÜTO 
&rav 'II'~1)Cri.ov ~l.v1rra .. • 

iam misericordia movetur, si is qui audit adducl potest, ut iUa quae de altero 
. dcplorentur, ad suas res rcvocet, quas aut tulerit accrbas aut timcat, ut intuens 
alium acbro ad sc ipsum rcvcrtatur; ... 
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The obvious differentes cannot be adduced against the correspondences, because 
they can be due to Cicero's ownchoice44• But there is no clue to dependence 
either. As for envy, the correspondence consists- of the attention 'paid by both 
authors to the status of the object of this emotion. Although such remarlcs are 
not frequent in the extant literature4S, some very similar statements nevertheless 
occur, one as early as Hesiod: Kat KEpa~,,~ KEpa~t. KcniEL ('and potter bears 
a grudge against potter')46. The parallel may, tberefore, be ascribed to widespread 
opinio~ like the one between the definitions of friendship in the RlJetoriea and 
De inventione mentioned in § 4.147• The same bolds for the passages on pity: the -
observation that a link with bis own experience may lead someone to pity is, 
again, not very frequently found in our extant material<48, but tbe idea must have 
been current, since it is alluded to in one of tbe topoi for the epilogue in De 
inventione49• 

The treatment of disposition, De oratore 2,307-332, shows some correspondences 
of content and wording to the RlJetorie. All may be due to coincidence, but tbeir 
combined occurrence lends them significance. De oratore 2,320 resembles Metorie 
3,14,6 (15a21-24)SO: 

44. Above p. 109. On the differences below § 85, p. 289-294. A choice of Cicero's is the 
casie.stexplanation of the (slight) difference pointed out by Kroll (1903:582 n. 2). ' 

45. No such attention in the fragments on cp66voc; in SVF, except m 418 (next note): see 
IV, index s.v. Remarlcs on the object are often not about his status, .but about bis -good fortune, 
i.e. the reason for the envy: Fr. trag. adesp. 547,12-13 (Nauck); Pind. Nem. 8,21-22; Tac. Dia!. 
40,1; and the many paralleIs in Gudemann ad Tac. Dial. 23,11 (p. 375). 

46. He.s. Op. 25-26 (cf. Verdenius ad loc.; it is quoted Arist. Rhet. 2,4,21: 81b16-17 and 2,10,7: 
88a16); Plato PhiL 48bl1-12 (cf. Mills 1985: 1-3); SVF ßI 418 (= Plut. Stoic. repugn. 25, 1046b-c); 
d. in general Peter Walcot, Envy and the Greeks. A Study 0/ Human Behaviour (Warm inster: Aris 
& Phillips, 1978); Helmut Schoeck, Der Neid. Eine Theorie der Gesellschaft (FreiburgfMünchen: 
Alber,l966):passim, but e.sp. 21, 22, 181, 191, index s.v. 'Neid und soziale Nähe'. 

47. p.111. 
48. No such link in the fragments in SVF: IV, index s.v. ~E~, ol.K'I'~. 
49. [ny. 1,108, topos no. 7 of the conquestio: septimus (sc. locus est) per quem ad ipsos qui 

alltliunt [similem in causam] convertimus et petimus, ut de Sliis liberis aut parentibus out aliquo, 
qui iIIis carus debeat esse, nos cum videant. recordentur. An analogous topos for the iridignatio is 
no.14 in 1,105. 

SO. It is also sligbtly like 3,14,1 (14b19-25) (sec bclow, with n. 52). 
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'1'0 tU" DU" CblU-yK«Lln«'I'O" fp-yo" 'I'of) 'lrpoOl.JLIo" K«t 'WLO" 'I'ofITo, S,y..liioul. 'I'L 
tO'1'I. '1'0 'I't).~ oU [lIEK« b >..~. Slinrep ci" S-q>..OV 11 K«t JUKpO" '1'0 'lfpd'"f)UI, 

m, xP")OTtO" 'lrpool.JL~. 

omne autem principium aut rci totius. quae agetur, significationem habere debebit 
aut aditum ad causam et munitionem aut quoddam ornamentum et dignitatem. sed 
oportet, ut aedibus ae templis vestibula et aditus. sie causis principia pro portione 
rerum. proponcre. itaque in panis atque infrequentibus causis ab ipsa re est exordiri 
saepe cominodiuS. . 

Both elements mentioned, the prologue as indicating the subject of the speech, 
and the redundancy of a prologue in some cases, do bave their counterparts in 
school rhetoricS1,and are obvious in themselves. The metaphor of munitionem " 
('paving the way'), corresponding to Aristotle's .böo'iToL'J101-~ in the same chapter 
(3,14,1: 14b21), is not uncommon either52• But the combination of these in the 
same passage may be significant. 

The same goes for the rejection by both authors of some commonplace rules. 
School rhetoric prescribed that the audience should be made attentive and receptive 
in the prologue, which both authors say should be done in every part of the 
speech and is actually easier in the prologue than anywhere else (Rhet. 3,14,9: 
15b9-17 and De or. 2,323)53. The rule demanding brevity in the narration is mock~ 
ingly rejected by hoth, though in different ways (Rhet. 3,16,4: 16b29-17a2, De or. 
2,326-328). Both take the argumentatio to be essentially one part, and reject the 
distinction of two separate parts 'proof and 'refutation' (Rhet. 3,17,14: 18b4-6, 
De or. 2,331)54. These close correspondences may very weil be coincidential: the 
subject of the parts of the speech leaves little scope for variation, and censure 
of the traditional rules will tend to concentrate on the same points and to take 

5L Tbe first may be implied in [ny. 1,20 aordium est oratio animum auditoris idonee eom­
parans ad reliquam tüetionem (Rhet. Her. 1,4 is a little different). Tbe second element belongs to 
the arrangement ad easum lemporis adcommodatum as mentioned in Rhet. Her. 3,16-17 (above p. 99); 
the statements on it in [nY. 1,21 ud Rhet. Her. 1,6 (wh ich . are almost identical) do not match 
the one in De or., sinee in the former two a prologue is said to be dispensablenot in small cases 
but in those of the 'honourable' type: sin honestum gelllls eausae erie, licebit recte yel uli vel 
non uti prineipio (RheI. Her. 1,6); but tbis may be a coincidenee, sinee other schoolbooks may 
bave had other rules on tbis. 

52. It is used by Arist. in various contexts: 2,2,10 (79a21); 2,13,7 (89b31); 3,12,3 (13b22); cf. 
bis example of a metaphor in 3,10,7 (llb2-3). er. also De or. 2,202; Mur. 23; and L.-P. ad 2,320 
(not yet published). 

53. Note that De or. 2,323 is Kassel's only parallel ad 15b9-12. De or. 2,81 is also similar, 
but the correspondence between 2,323 and Rhet. I.c. is more marked. 

54. Less significant correspondences are: (1) the employment of four parts, inste~d of six as 
in [ny .. and Rhet. Her.; but tbis may also have been done in handbooks that have not survived 
(cf, Kennedy 1963: 335; ib.: 314 he takes the unfounded view of an almost exclusively linear devel­
opment); (2) the division of the topoi for the prologue (below p. 209 n. 65); (3) De or. 2,321 ex 
reo ••. quae valeanl eontra ja/sam eriminationem - Rhel. 3,14,7 (15817-28) 'lTEpt «mof) '" m;pt 
llwßoATI" >"tlottl.: this is also paralleUed in [ny. 1,22 ab lIoslra '" si ... a/iquas minus IlOnestas sus­
piciones inieclas diluemus. 
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the same fonn. Cicero may therefore have formulated his criticisms himself, or 
taken them from earliercensures of rhetoric belonging to the quarrel with philos­
opby. But the cumulative evidence of a number of passages in the same contert, 
though offering no real proof of Cicero's use of the Rhetoric, is rather strong. 

In the passages on the deliberative genre two striking parallels occur. The 
first is Rhetoric 1,4,2 (59a32-34) - De ora/ore 2,336: 

00a Si ~ civa~ il Wn..v il roral. il cilhMlTOV f:tml. il "'fEvt09a", 1rEPl. lie 
'rO'6Trov oiIK roral. au~Ai). 

sed quid lieri possit aut non possit quidque etiam sit necesse aut non sit, in utraque 
re (i.t!. with respect 10 advantage os weil ~ honour) maxime est quaerendum. 
inciditur enim. omnis iam deliberatio, si intellegitur non posse lieri aut si necessitas 
adfertur; et qui id docuit, non videntibus aliis, is plurimum vidit. 

Although De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium contain passages that 
may be compared to the contexts of these two statements55, they offer no paral­
lelsS6, nor do these seem to exist elsewhere57• Cicero's statement et qui ... vidit 
('he who has demonstrated !bis ... has seen most') is sometimes taken to refer to 
Aristotle, as being the person who first fonnulated the principle. This would 
strengthen the parallelism in a very notable way, for Cicero never makes vague 
allusions like this. But tOO very vagueness pleads against this interpretation, and 
on tbe wbole it is far more probable that the sentence refers to a speaker who 
is, ifi some case, the first to see that some courseof action is impossibless. This 
does not, however, remove the remarkable paraIIeIism itself. 

The passage in De ora/ore following immediately upon the one just quoted also 
resembles a passage from the chapters on the deliberative branch in the Rhetoric: 
1,8,1 (65b22-25) - 2,33759: 

55. [nY. 2,156 andRhet. Her. 3,3 (cf. 3,2). 
56. [ny. 2,170-175 treats necessitudo, but the point of view is very different. 
57. Part. 01". 83 is very similar, but Cicero probably"copied" this from De or. 
58. P.-H. and W. have nothing to sayon this matter. Rackham translates 'and the philosopher 

who taught this truth, which others did not discem, showed the greatest insight' (wh ich is far to 
explicit anyway), adding the passage from the Rhet. in a note, and Grimaldi (1980: ad 59a32) also 
takes it thus. Courbaud and Merklin take it as referring to an orator. Arguments in favour of 
this &ecOnd interpretation are the vagueness of this supposed allusion to Aristotle, and the fact 
that the wording in the preceding sections (2,334-335) is also determined by focus on a speaker. 
Tbe only thing pleading against it is the use of the perfects docuit and vidit (all editors and 
translators rightly read vidit (L), not videt (M», which is remarkable after the presents and futures 
in 334-335 (the future being used in the main clauses containing the rules); but this can be ex­
plained as a -rhetoricaI" perfect (K.-St. 1,126), and probably expresses the Jait accompli of the 
end of the debate that is suddeoly there, as soon. as one speaker has pointed out that a certain 
course of action is impossible. 

59. Dt! or. 2,337 init. is Kasse!" ooly parallel in Rhel. 1,8. 
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..,t-yLOTOV 5A Kat. KlIpLWTaTOV U1fIlVTWV "'pcX TO Mvauea" 1fEteEI.lI Kat. KaA~ 0lI1l-­
ßo\I~.EiIE"V < TO > Ta.~ 1fo)."TEta~ u,..llaa .. A.aj3Etv Kat. Ta. l:Ka~ ~Iht Kat. v6ll-l.ll-a 
Kat. OlI~VTa 6tV.EtV. 

ad consilium autem de re publica dandum caput est nosse rem publicam; ad dicen­
dum vero probabiliter nasse mores civitatis; qui quia crebro mutantur, genus quoque 
orationis est saepe mutandum. 

In the passage from Aristotle, the plural Cstates' is somewhat surprising, for most 
speakers regularly speak in one type of state only, viz. their own. In view of the 
variety in the constitutions of the Greek states, and of Aristotle's interest in 
this, however, it is quite intelligible. Ocero's singular 'state' represents the most 
natural adaptation of Aristotle's remark to the Roman situation, in which there 
was only one state that counted. This change60 may therefore be Cicero's own. 
The correspondence is, again, striking, and I know of no paralieis. 

However, Nausiphanes, a natural philosoph er from the fourth century B.C. who 
claimed that bis teachings were best suited for becoming a good speaker, seems 
to have written something that is relevant. The evidence is not completely clear, 
for bis views are almost exclusively known from Philodemus' polemic against him, 
and Philodemus' text is, moreover, damaged. But one of bis claims seems to have 
been that a natural philosopher, thanks to his knowledge, could persuade any 
nation61• This is not really parallel to the passage from De oratore, but it shows 
that discussions of such maUers did exist. On the other hand, both Aristotle and 
Cicero refer to knowledge needed to adapt one's way of speaking to different 
circumstances, whereas it is doubtful whether Nausiphanes meant this. The fact that 
tbis regards different states in Aristotle, but different behaviour of citizens in 

. Cicero, would again be a natural consequence of the adaptation to the Roman 
situation. All in all, Cicero's unparallelIed reference to the change in attitude of 
the citizens is perhaps most easily explained if we assume that he was influenced 
by Aristotle's wording. The parallel, therefore, remains striking, though it is again 
far from decisive. 

The last parallel from De ora/ore 2, occurring in the passage on the epideictic 
branch of oratory, needs some closer analysis62• In the rhetorical tradition the 

60. This change entails the other differences: tbe dislinction between the state and tbe citi­
zens, and the difference in charaeter not between states, but between these citizens at various times 
(see below). 

61. Philod. Val. Rhet. II p. 19-20 col. XXV (Rubbell [o.c. above p. 56 n. 223): 324 only gives 
a broad paraphrase). Sudhaus reads (lines 5-7) [~ bj.L)otw[~] ail[T~ j.LliO)OI. t'iv b 'P"[O'\.K)o.. 
lnroT.[ov) DUV [O~, but Von Amim (1898: 56) prerers another supplement: [Wa6' bj.L)otw[~) 
ail[T«j) 1fEI.8)OI.. t'iv b 'P"[ou<)~ lnroL(ovlouv [0\10<;. Testimonia etc. about Nausiphanes: no. 
75 Diels-Kranz. 

62. O. Peters (1907: 71-94), wbere much material is conveniently colleeted, and where same 
good remarks can also be found. For the analysis of these passages I have profited from a lecture 
by Dr. E.W. Poortman, and from bis corresponding article on the ideal man in Greek philosopby 
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topics of praise were very often divided into external goods, goods of the body, 
and goods of the mind, and Antonius takes this as his starting point in 2,34263• 

He first treats, very shortly, external and bodily goods together, as being not 
praiseworthy in themselves, but as still of some importance as providing ithe back­
ground for tbe description of the behaviour of the person eulogized: the orator 
can praise him by saying that he used them weIl. But from 343 on, Antonius con­
centrates on the goods of the mind, designated by virtus (,'virtue"64), as being 
the real subject of praise. Such a concentration on "virtue" is, like the tripartition 
of tbe subjects for praise, not unusual6S• It is in 343-344, the beginning of tbis 
treatment of virtus, tbat paralleIs to Aristotle's treatment of the epideictic genre 
occur (1,9,3-6: 66a33-b7)66: 

KaAOV ~v OÜV tOTLV, 8 &v 81.' airro alpETov ÖV bral.vET(lv 11, il 8 &v eX-ya8ov 
8v i}8u 11 ÖTL eX-ya8ov. EL 81) TOiiTO tOTI. TO Ka>..ov, eXva-yK1'l TT)v UPETT)V KaAOV 
EtvaL· u-ya8ov -yap ÖV braLVETov tOT LV. UPETT) 8' to-rl. ~v 8uvaj.LI.'), w.. 80KEt, 
'lI'OPLOTLK1) u-ya8wv Kat 'P'\J>..aKTt.IC';' Kat 8Uvaj.LL') EÜEP-yEiLK1) 'II'oUWV Kat j.LE-yaAoov, 
Kat 'lI'avroov 'lI'Ept 'lI'avra. j.LEPTI 8E UPETi)') 8l.Kal.Oo-UVJl, eXv8pEi.a, O'<aXppoo-UVTJ, 
J.l.E""faAO'II'pE'II'ELa, j.LE-yaAoIjroXta, !>..Eu8EpLirrr)'), 'lI'paln-rj'), 'PPOVTl0't8, O'O'Pta. uva-y1C1'\ 8E 
J.lEYi.crra') EtvaL UPET<YS Ta,) Tot') ällol.') Xp1lO"t.j.L(J)TaTa'), Et'll'EP to-rtv 1) UPETT) 8uva­
j.L1.') EVEp-yETud). 8t.1i 'I'oiiTo 'I'O~ 8t.ICato\l') Kai. eXv8PELOV') j.LaAt.O"I'a 'l'Lj.LWat.v· 1) j.LEV 
-yap tv 'lI'OAEj.L(fl 1) ~ Kai. tv E4riJvn XpTJm.j.LO') &>..AOI.'). E·Cm 1) !>..ElJ8EPt.6-rT}')· ••• 

virtus autem, quae est per se ipsa laudabilis et sine qua nihil laudari potest, tarnen 
habet pluris partis, quarum alia est <alia> ad laudationem aptior. sunt enim a1iae 
virtutes, quae videntur in moribus hominum et quadam comitate ac beneficentia 
positae; aliae, quae in ingenü a1iqua facultate aut animi magnitudine ac robore. 
nam dementia, iustitia, benignitas, fides, fortitudo in periculis communibus iucunda 
est auditu in laudationibus; (344) omnes enim hae virtutes non ipsis tam, qui eas 
habent, quam generi hominum fructuosae putantur. sapientia et magnitudo anim~ 
qua amnes res humanae tenues ac pro nihila putantur, et in excogitando vis quae­
dam ingenü et ipsa e10quentia admirationis habet non minus, iucunditatis minus; 
ipsos enim magis videntur, quas laudamus, quam iIIos, apud quas laudamus, ornare 
ac tueri. 

('De ideale mens in de Griekse fllosofie (t/m Aristoteles)', Lampas 18, 1985,27-42). 
63. Cf. Rhet. Her. 3,10 laus igitur potest esse rerum extemarum, c01poris, animi, and already 

Rllet. Alex. 1,9-10 (1422a4-11). (Cf. Solmsen 1941: 176 n. 84). The division was older than Plato 
(pranz DirImeier [übers., komm.], Aristoteles, Nikomacllisclle Ethik [Werke in deutscher Übersetzung, 
Bd. 6], Darmstadt: Wiss. Buchges., 19746: 281-282). In Cicero's time, it was weil known and frequent­
Iy appeared in philosophical discussions (cf. De or. 3,115; Top. 89; and Part. or. 38; 74); more 
specifically, it was known as Peripatetic (Fin. 3,43; Cicero's attribution of it to Aristotle is probably 
based on exoteric works: Gigon 1959: 153). 

64. !.atin virtus. as weIl as Greek KaAOV, UPET"rl. and u-ya8ov. are notoriously hard to 
translate. In most of the following I will drop the quotation marks. 

65. Rhet. Alex. 35,3-16 (1440b15-41b14); [ny. 2,178; and De or. 2,46, where it seems to be 
presented as weIl-known. (Cf. also Arist. Rllet. 1,9,33: 67b26-33; 36: 68a3-6; Isocr. 9,45). Cf. Petcrs 
(1907: 83-85, 90-91). 

66. Tbe Ciceronian passage is Kassel's only paraIlel ad 66b1-5. 
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Two elements correspond: (a) virtue as being laudable in itself67, and (b) the 
distinction between. virtues that benefit others, Le., "social virtues", and those 
that only serve their possessor. Element (a) occurs in various forms elsewhere: 
virtue is frequently said to be praised, or to be sought after, for its own sake. 
It is found in Aristotle, but· it is. not markedly Aristotelian in itself: similar 
thoughts are to be faund in Plato and "in. Stoic· sources, and especially its occur­
rence in De inventione shows that it was weIl known in Cicero's time68• 

Element (b), however, seems unique, although this distinction bas been equated 
with tbe AristoteIian-Peripatetic division into moral and intellectual virtues (apE'TaL 
il81.KaL and Bl.aV01l1'l.Kat), found in the Ethica Nicomachea and elsewhere69• To 
this division it has a complicated relationship. In Aristotle, although there is a 
large overlap between the moral and sodal, and accordingly between the intellectual 
and non-sodal virtues, tbe two divisions are definitely different. In the first 
place, the overlap is not complete: aCJ)({'poaln.I'1l ('temperance') is a moral virtue, 
but can hardly be considered a sodal one70• Secondly, the criteria for classification 
for the two divisions show fundamental differences, which are weH brought out 
by the (modem) designations 'moral' and 'sodal'. Moreover, whereas the distinction 
between moral and intellectual virtues is an absolute one, tbe criterion for the 
sodal virtues entails a gliding scale, for AristotIe says that justice and courage 
are most praiseworthy, followed by Iiberality. 

As to Cicero, his way of presenting the material, tbough dear and consistent 
in itself, migbt encourage tbe identification of his division witb the one into 
moral and intellectual virtues: he employs two groups instead of a gliding scale71, 

and the virtue of temperance, whicb makes tbe identification impossible in AristotIe, 
does not occur72• But his wording sbows that his criterion is fundamentally the 

67. Cicero's mention of this is much simpler than that of Aristotle, but this does not tell 
against dependence, direct or indirect. It is exactly what is to be expected if Cicero has used the 
Rhetoric: a shortened version, excluding the intricacies of Aristotle's use of the related terms '1"0 
KaAOV, a"(a8ov, and apETi). 

68. Plato Phil. 2Odl-21a2 is similar in thought, though not in wording. Stoics: SVF III 38-48. 
Tbe characteristic wording appears Inv. 2,159 quod out totlll1l 0111 aliqua er parte propter se petitur, 
honestum nominabimus; cf. Arist. Prou. B.42 (Düring); EN 1,6,10 (1096bl6-19); 1,7,3-8 (1097a25-
b21); EE 8,3,3 (1248b18-19); Cie. Fin. 2,44-45; 48; 5,68. 

69. The equation in Peters (1907: 73, 81). For the apmx!. of]8~Kat and liUXVOTJTLKat cf. EN 
1,13,20 (1103a4-1O); 2,1,1 (1103al4-18); the statements on Aristotelian-Peripatetic doctrine in Cie. 
Fin. 2,40 and [plut.] (= Aetius) P/ac. phi/os. 874F seem to refer to this division. Panaetius was 
probably influenced by tbis division: cf. AA. Lang, Hcllcllistic Phi/osophy (London: Duckworlh, 
1974): 212-213. 

70. Lwq>poo-VVTJ is a moral virtue: EN 1,13,20 (1103a6-7); 2,7,3 (1l07b4-6) (book 2 is about 
moral virtues); moreover, in the treatment EN 3,10-12 (1117b23-19b18) there is no trace of sodal 
rather than moral standards determining the acceptance of this virtue, or the rejeclion of the 
corresponding vice of aKohaoi.a (cf. especially 3,11,8: 1119all-20; 3,12,2: 1119a23-27). 

71. A gliding scale is implied some lines further down, in 2,346-347. 
72. On the absence of temperantia and the indusion of eloquence cf. next note. 
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same as the one in the Rhetoric: it is also meant to distinguish between socially 
useful virtues, which are most appropriate for a eulogy, and other ones. 

The likeness of Cicero's distinction to the division into moral and intellectual 
virtues can of course not be denied: it is probably due to the fact that this Peri­
patetic division was well known, and Cicero may even have identified the two 
divisions. However, the important point is that his own dassification cannot be 
explained as a simple development of the moral/intellectual-scheme: it is much 
doser to the one found in the Rhetoric, and shares its essential criterion, which 
is not attested elsewhere73• The combination of (a) and (b) strengtens the corre­
spondence74• It seems, therefore, probable thai Cicero was directly or indirectly 
drawing on the passage from the Rhetoric, which he modified und er the influence 
of the other, better known, Peripatetic scheme, without, however, destroying its 
essential features. 

Quotations represent a special type of small scale parallelism. The last parallel 
between De ora/ore and the Rhetoric is of this kind, and occurs in the treatment 
of pro se rhythm in 3,173-198. In 182-183 Crassus reports the opinions of Aristotle 
on the choice of suitable rhythms (Rhet. 3,8,3-7: 08b30-09a23). The inaccuracy of 
this report has been one of the main arguments in favour of a lack of direct 
knowledge of the Rhetoric on Cicero's part, and the greater accuracy of the 
paraphrase·of the same passage in Orator 192-193 has been the main argument 
for the notion that in 46 he had gained (indirect) access to that work7S• A treat­
ment of a1l the differences and inaccuraci~s is the only way of judging the strength 

73. There are some inessential differences. Tbe absence of lemperantia, the Latin equivalent 
of O'OO<f'po<J"\Jvq, is remarkable; but it speaks in favour of, rather tban against dependence on the 
Rhel., since this absence may be due to Cicero's identification of the division found there with 
the intellectual/moral-scheme, but is hard to account for starting from contemporary theories: 
temperance was well known as one of the four (Stoic) cardinal virtues (cf. Inv. 2,159-165). Tbe 
indusion of eloquentia can hardly be derived from Aristotle's short mention in Rhet. 1,6,14 (62b22-
23); it is probably indirect1y due to Stoic doctrine, but the notion of eloquence as a virtue was 
well known, and Cicero may have added it bimself: it is not to be taken as a sign of Antiochus' 
influence (as Kroll 1903: 594 maintains). Cicero's magnitudo animi (2,344, cf. 343) is not Aristotle's 
~OItruxta as defmed in Rhet. 1,9,11 (66b 17) , it is c10ser to the concept as it appears in EN 
4,3 (1123a34-25a35); but Cicero's use of the term is obviously primarily influenced by Stoic doctrine 
(cf. Off. 1,15; 61; and Ulrich Knoche, Magnitudo animi, [PI/U%gus Supp/. 27,3; Leipzig: Dieterich, 
1935]: 49-50, esp. n. 220); tbis difference with tbe RI/el., however, is only a matter of terms. 

74. There are some other correspondences, but these may be due to coincidence: (a) the two 
passages are virtually the only ones ofTering such extensive Iists of mental virtues (d. Peters 
1907: 78, 81, 91); on the other hand, De or. 2,46 seems to present such an approach as normal; 
(b) De or. 2,348 est eliam cum ceteris praestantibus ,'iris comparatio in lalldatiollc pracclara is 
simiJar to Rhet. 1,9,38-39 (68a21-26) (tbe closest parallel I know is Rhct. Her. 3,13 fin.). 

75. This is Usener's reconstruction (above D. 9; see below p. 154 with n. 201). He was followed 
by Angermann (1904: 9-10). 
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of these arguments76• The relevant texts are Rlzetaric 3,8,4-5 (08b32-09a8) and 
De aratare 3,182-183: 

'I'WV &e ~ueJ.LWv b JUv i}~ O"EIL~ Kat <oil> TI AEK'I'LKOc; Kat &PlLovta~ 
&6JU~, b 6' talL~ aiml tOTLv iJ Ai~~ iJ 'I'WV 1I'OAAWV' 61.0 ~LOTa 1I'a\l'l'E~ 
'I'WV JAl'l'p<I)v UxILßEta qXIi)')'O\I'I'aL AE:"fO\I'I'E~. l)Et l)E O"ElLvOnrra ')'Evfa6aL Kat tK-
0Ti')aa1.. b &e 'I'poxato<; KOpMKLKWTE~' l),.y..ot l)e 'I'cI 'I'&TpaJUTpa' EOTL -yap 'I'POXEPO~ 
~uelJ.Oc; 'I'cI 'TETp<lJU'I'pa. AEL1I'ETaL l)e 1I'awv, ci> t"pW\I'I'O JUv &11'0 9paO'UILaxou 
a~aJU\IOt., oiJK &txov &e AE:')'ELV Tt~ 1]v. EOTL l)e TptTO~ b 1I'awv, Kat tx6JU\IO~ 
'I'WV EI.P1lJAlll<llv· 'I'pta 'YcIP 1I'POc; l)iI' tOTtv, tKEtvwv l)e b JUv EV 'll'PO~ EV, b 
&e l)oo 'll'pOc; lv, [XE'l'aL l)e 'I'WV M'Ywv 'I'OUTWV b i]1L1.6>"~· oUr~ l)' tOTtv b 
'll'awv. ot JUv o{,v äUOL l)w 'TE 'I'cI E4n1JAlva a<pETEot., Kat 61.6T1. J.LE'I'PLKOt· b &f; 
'll'awv >"T}'1M'E~' ... 

nam eum sint numeri plures, iambum et trochaeum frequentem segregat ab oratore 
Aristoteles, Catule, vester, qui natura tamen ineurrunt ipsi in orationem sermonem­
que nostrum; sed sunt insignes pereussiones eorum numerorum et minuti pe des. 
quare primum ad heroum nos [daetylici et anapaesti spondi pedem] invitat; in quo 
impune progredi licet duo dumtaxat pedes aut paulo plus, ne plane in versum aut 
in similitudinem vetsus incidamus: 'altae sunt geminae, quibus', hi tres heroi pedes 
in principia continuandorum verborum satis deeore cadunt. (183) probatur aute~ 
ab eodem illo maxime paean, qui est duplex. ... 

Aristotle continues by recommending the first paean (-1J'U1J) for the beginning of 
a sentence, and the fourth (1J1J"-) for the end. This is accurately reported in 
what follows in De aratare 3,183. The cruxes are in the text quoted. 

Some of the differences are, though. notable, not significant for the question 
in hand. The first is Cicero's insertion of a parenthetical remark in the middle of 
the report, just mentioned, of Aristotle's preference for the fourth paean for 
sentence endings: he says that the cretic (-"-) is virtually equivalent' to this 
paean (1J1J1J-). Since Cicero clearly indicates that this remark is not part of bis 
description of Aristotle's views78, no clue to Cicero's knowledge of the Rhetaric 
is to be found here. 

A se co nd difference between the two passages is Cicero's use of the term 
troclzaeus. This denotes not what we call trochee (-u), but the tribrach (1Juu). 
Nevertheless, Cicero uses it to represent Aristotle's ,.poxaT.o~ (trochaios), which 

76. Nevertheless, the earliest such treatment I know of is part of a very reeent article by 
Fortenbaugh (1989: §§ Irr and IV). I do not share his conclusions, but the following analysis is, 
to a high degree, based on his treatment of the non-eorresponding elements of the two passages. 
Some good remarlcs on the unsatisfactory nature of Cicero's treatment (which, however, does not 
affect the question of the relationship with Aristotle) in L.P. Wilkinson, GoldeIl Lotbl Artist')' 
(Cambridge UP, 1963): 138-139. 

77. I adopt Kassel's text (the conjeeture is Victorius') without mueh confidenee that it is 
right, but a1J other solutions seem equally unsatisfactory. The sentenee should, I think, eontain a 
clearer rejection of the dactyl (cf. p. 125 wilh n. 90). 

78. This is dear from 3,183 otque illi plrilosopllO ordiri placet a superiore paeolle, posteriore 
finire. est auIon paean hic posterior .. , par fere cretico, ... ; it is eonfirmed by 3,193 in poeane 
illo posteriore, quem Aristotles proba~ out ei par cretico. 
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does denote our trochee"19. 5ince Cicero himsetf very probably mistook the Greek 
'fpoxaLO~ to mean tribrachBO, this confusion is just as easily explained by Cicero's 
own reading as by an intermediary source, for such a source must be supposed to 
have been a Greek oneSt• 

A third divergence is the absence of anything like Aristotle's remark on the 
early use of the paean. Orator 193 does report it, and although this is done without 
Thrasymachus' name, he does appear elsewhere in this work: whereas in De omtore 
3,173 Isocrates, on the strength of a statement of his pupil Naucrates, is wd to 
have. been the inventor of prose rhythm., in Orator (174-175) Isocrates' claim is 
rejected, and Thrasymachus is accorded this honour. Do these differences prove 
an advanced knowledge of the Rhetoric in 46? To my mind, they do not: Aristotle's. 
mention of Thrasymachus cannot have given rise to the ide'a that he invented 
anything&2, so this notion must have come from. some other source Cicero came 
to know before writing Oratom. And the omission of Aristotle's remark in De 

79. W. ad 3,182 hil1u, and thus, foUowiog him, Rackham and Fortenbaugh (1989: beginning 
of § llI); also Courbaud. My (and their) statement on the meaning of trochaeus is based on OraL, 
where the ward occurs live times, 80d dearly denotes the tribrach (191 [bis]; 193; 194; ud [ex 
coni.] 217; it does not occur in any of Cicero', other writings). P.-H. ,tale that Cicero later, in 
OraL, distinguishes between trochaeus and chomu, which then denote the tnbrach and the trochee 
respectively. Tbey thus suggest that in D~ 01'. the term trodraeus covers bolb, which cannot be 
correct: Cie. uses chorios (M. Friedrich, Kum.; choricos L; choreos cdd. pL) already in ~ 01'. 

3,193, and the tenns probably mean the same in the two wor1es. Tbc meaning of the tenns is rigbtly 
stresscd by Fortenbaugh, for trochaeus is often laken simply to mean 'trochee' (Merklin, with 
n. 242; Moraux 1975: 88 n. 18; Adolt Primmer, Qcero numerosus. Studien zum antiken Prosarhythmus 
[SAWW257,l968]: 292). . 

SO. That he did 50, foUows under 80y hypothesis about the origin of the more accurate report 
of the passage from the RheL in Ortll. (1) If it derives from ftrst-hand knowledge, Cicero rendered 
Aristotle's 'l'poXIXtoo; by trochaeus. (2) If it derives from an intermediary source, tbis is not· the 
same as the one for the passage in D~ 01'.; 80d since it is improbable that both Cicero's sources 
made the same mistake (interpreting Aristotle's 'l'POX(l~ as tribrach, and thus using 'l'pLßPCX~), 
both contained TPOX(l~, which was rendercd by Cicero by troclraeus in both cases. 

81. I do not see why, as Fortenbaugh suggests (1989: beginning of § II1), it would be more 
easily explained by an intermediary source - unless it be supposed that this 50urce left out Aris­
totle's explanation &rJX.ot &t; Tm rerpa)Ltl'pcx' Wn. ,mp 'l'POXEpcX t»u6~ 'l'm rerpQjU'I'pcl, and 
that this remark would have helped Cicero to understand that TPOX(l~ meant trochee, not tn'brach. 
But an argument analogous to the one in the previous note shows that this is improbable. 

82. Fortcnbaugh (1989: § IV) is not completely c1ear on this. He mentions Cicero's change of 
opinion as regards the invention of prose rhythm, and states that an advanced knowledge of RheL 
3,8 'cannot be the whole story'. If this is correct, as I believe it is, it must surely mean that no 
conclusions as to Cicero's knowledge of the ~L can be deduced from this point. 

83. a. Douglas (1973: 104), Fortenbaugh (1989: § IV): in Brut. 32 Cicero still rcgards lsocrates 
as the inventor, 50 he became acquaintcd with this source in 46, between Brut. and Orat. Tbe 
condusion that this source may have been Tbeophrastus' TIEpt A~~E~ scems possible from Dion. 
Hai. Dem. 3,1, despite the arguments of G.M.A. Grube ('Thrasymacbus, Tbeophrastus, and Dionysius 
of Halicarnassus', AJPh 73 (1952), 251-267: 261-266; w.: 255-260 he does, however, prove that 
Dion. Hai. Lysias 6,1-3 is not about style). H.C. Gotoff, "Thrasymachus of Calchedon and Ciceronian 
Style', CPh 75 (1980), 297-311, argues that Cicero's view of Thrasymachus' style was probably not 
bascd on direct knowledge of bis speeches. 
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ora/ore may, obviously, have been Cicero's own choice. 
Three other differences, however, concern the accuracy of Cicero's paraphrase 

without turning on questions of terms or of choice on Cicero's part. (1) Aristotle 
rejects iambic rhythm as being not dignified enough, and trochaic rhythm because 
it is too much like the cordax (a sort of dance). i.e. too tripping. But the reason 
Cicero gives for the rejection of both is, that their beat is too marked. and that 
their feet are too short84. This resembles the reason for Aristotle's rejection of 
trochaic rhythm, and it does so closely enough to suppose that it was meant as 
a paraphrase for it: even if he knew what the cordax wasss, Cicero would not 
have wanted to trouble bis readers with such bookish facts. But the important 
point ist that the reason Aristotle gives for the iamb is notmentioned at all. (2) 
Cicero says that Aristotle recommends heroic, i.e. dactylic, rhythm86. though in 
fact he rejects it87• (3) Cicero omits Aristotle's comparison of rhythms. Since 
this comparison is made in order to justify the rejection of all other rhythms in 
favour of the paean, including the rejection of heroic rhythm, it could not be 
combined with Cicero's (wrong) statement that Aristotle recommends heroic rhythm. 
Accordingly, this omission is not just a matter of economy, but one of cOnSist­
ency88. Three such divergences from Aristotle may seem ample proof that Cicero 
cannot have read the Rhetoric himself. In my opinion, however, they are not. 

My reason for this opinion isthat the three mistakes are not independent (as 
already remarked regarding the third one), but seem to derive from one consistent, 
if faulty, interpretation of Aristotle's passage, probably based on quick and mac­
curate reading. If this is correct, as I will presently try to show, there is no 
reason why this interpretation should have been made by the author of an inter-

84. 3.182 sed sunt ••. pedes. Tbe reason is not explicitly ascribed to Aristotle. but the sequel 
. quare .•• invitat ... leaves no doubt about this. Moraux' account (1975: 88 n. 18) is confused: he 

suggests that qui natura lamen incununt _ nostram is the reason Cicero adduces for the rejection, 
whereas it is in fact meant to show that the rejection is remarkable. 

85. Even in 46. when he gave a more accurate report of Aristotle's views, he had same difIi­
culty with it: OraL 193 cordacem appellat reflects Aristotle's b 8~ 1'POX(l~ KOpOOKLKrorepoc;. 

86. He does not, however, say that Aristotle recommends it as the most suitable rhythm, as 
is suggested by most translations of primum in 3.182 primlll7l ad heroum nos imitat ('primarily' 
Rackham, 'avant tout' Courbaud, 'vor allem' MerkIin). Tbis would contradict the beginning of 183 
(: the paean is the rhythm most favoured by Aristotle), which is actually the sequel of prim um •.• 
invitat: this link is indicated by autem, which continues prinllt17l (d. K.-St. 2,69; 588; Sz. 731 [with 
490]; L.-P. ad 2,21): 'therefore he firstly recommends heroic rhythm .... But ~e rhythm he favours 
most strongly ...•. 

p;f. Moraux (1975: 88), Fortenbaugh (1989: § ßI). Tbe laUer adds that Cicero does, but Aristotle 
does not say that the use of heroic rhythm should be restricted to two feet or a little more. 
Such a restriction is consistent with what Aristotle says in OBb32 (~XP" 'l"ou) (as F. himself no­
tices); it might even have been suggested by äcpEttoL, which could possibly be interpreted as 
'must be abondoned' (after using them) (cf. LSJ s.v. äcpt"1I1L, 1I.2.a). But in fact Cicero does not 
suggest that the remark stems from Aristotle: the use of iIIo at the beginning of the nen sentence 
in 183 even suggests the contrary. 

88. Tbese are, virtually, Fortenbaugh's words (1989: § In). 
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mediary source, rather than by Cicero bimself. 
It has been rightly observed that, as Aristotle demands . a certain dignity 

(O'E~~) and calls the heroic rhythm dignified «(TE~v6r;), Cicero's statement 
that Aristotle recommends this rhythm is not entirely without' support". But, 
because the difference between the perspective of areader and that of a pbilologist 
is almost invariably neglected, it has not been recognized that the text of the 
Rhetoric itself, ü not read with the utmost care, may encourage such a statement 
In the first p1ace, in the textas it is transmitted to us, the first sentence contains 
no dear rejection of heroic rhythm, and this may have been the same in same 
or aIl of the copies available in antiquity9". Moreover, this rhythm. is said to 
possess dignity, and because the sentence demanding this same quality follows. 
very soon, the parallelism between the words involved (0'E~v6r; - UE~vlrn}r;)' 
strongly suggests that a link between the two is what Aristotle means. The ensuing 
interpretation of the first two sentences may, tben, be paraphrased as follows: 
'heroic rhythm. is dignified, and whereas iambic rbythm, belonging as it does to 
everyday speech, is not, it is this dignity of the former that is required' . This 
could have given rise to Cicero's remark that Aristotle recommends the dactyl 
(the above point (2». Aristotle's following phrase, about the trochee, obviously 
marks this rhythm as lacking the dignity demanded in the preceding sente~ce. In 
the interpretation under discussion, the iamb had likewise been opposed to the 
dignity of the dactyl, which establishes a link between iambic and trochaic rbythm.: 
'the trachee is also unfit, because it is too tripping' - compare. Cicero's report 
of one reason for the rejection of both (point (I) above)91. Because these lines 
have thus already identified one rhythm as fit for use, the following AELm1'aL 

BE 'traL<l1l ('what remains is the paean') will not be interpreted as 'wh at remains 
as the only appropriate rhythm. is the paean' (whicb is what Aristotle meant). It 
will be taken as 'what remains to be discussed is tbe paean', which is, in itself, 
a perfect1y possible interpretation of the Greek92• Aristotle's following rejection 
of the other rhytbms in favour of the paean (09a6-9) will then be laken asa 
relative one, the paean being the first choice, the dactyl the second93• The omission 
of the comparison of rhythms (above point (3}) then becomes a matter of economy 
only. 

This interpretation is a strained one, especially concerning tbe last step just 

89. W. ad 3,182 invitat, Moraux (1975: 88 n. 18), Fortenbaugh (1989: § ID). 
90. a. n. Tl. 1000gb Fortenbaugh (Lc. prev. note) notices tbis point, he, Iike most schofars 

before him, fails to pursue this line of analysis centred on the reader. 
91. Note also that Aristotle groups iamb and trachee together in bis comparisoD of the ratios 

of the various rhythms (Wn. SE 'I'pt'l'~ b 'll'awv ... ): this may also have encouraged handling 
them together. 

92. a. Plato CraL 413d8-9 fIotI'c:i -yc:ip 61.KaLOO"ÖvT}v '1'1. ofuJ.tv >'Et'll'E'raL) civSpEtav ot,uxl. 
oW(o) &:~eOJ1D. 

93. Dactylic rbythm as a second choice is exact1y wbat Cicero says: n. 86. 
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described, about the comparlson, but it may have suggested itself to areader 
going through the passage once. Theonly mistake needed is the stressing of the 
paralleUsm between O'EJ.woc; and O'EJ1.l16-Mrra Cdignified'-'dignity'). All three diver­
gences noticed in Cicero's account follow from this. Of course, it need not have 
been Cicero who has read the passage thus, it may have been someone else, from 
whom he derived bis oWn paraphrase. The passage does not, therefore, prove that 
Cicero read the Rhetoric, but neither does it prove, or even support, the assumption 
that Cicero has not read it at all. Tbe only certain thing that emerges is that if 
he did, he did not study it carefully. 

Tbe results of thiS long section Iilay ~ow be summed up. Six parallels are note- . 
worthy, four from book 1 of the Rlietoric, two from book 394: 

(1) 1,1,2 (54a6-11) De 0'. 2,32 (rhetoric as an "art") 
(2) 1,4,2 (59a32-34) De or. 2,336 (deliberative genre) 
(3) 1,8,1 (65b22-25) De 0'. 2,337 (id;) 
(4) 1,9,3-6 (66a33-b7) De 0,.2,343-344 (division of "virtues") 
(5) },8,4-5 (OSb32-09a8) - De or. 3,182-183 (prose rhythm) 
(6) Some remarlcs on disposition (3,14; 3,16; 3,17 - De 0'. 2,320-331) 

Because book 3 did not go together with books 1 and 2 in at least some copies 
of the Rhetoric9S, aseparate assessment of the two groups of parallels must be 
given. 

Tbe four parallels from book 1 are all striking, and even show considerable 
correspondence of wording. Note, also, the fact that in De oratore (3) immediately 
follows (2). It is impossible that four such dose correspondences should have 
come by way of scattered remarks in a number of manuals or anthologies, and 
improbable that the first one carne via the Gryllus, which was noticed as a possi­
bility when the parallel was analysed in isolation. Accordingly, there is obviously 
some dependence on the Rhetoric (whether or not including book 3) in its entirety. 
Since all differences are easily accounted for by Cicero's preferences and back­
ground, this dependence may very weIl have been a direct one. If it was not, 
Cicero must have read something like a paraphrase or epitome of Aristotle's work. 
Tbe possibility of an epitome is consistent with the places in the Rhetoric where 
the parallels are from, since all four are near the beginning or end of a passage: 

. (1) from the beginning of the whole work, (2) from the beginning and (3) from 
the end of the chapters on the deliberative genre, and (4) from the beginning of 

94. Thc absence of parallcls from Rhet. 2 is not significant: thc structural parallel of the 
three pisteis is strongly linked with this book, and there are two small scaIe parallels there, which 
will be mentioned in § 43 (p. 127-129). 

95. Cf. p. 158 and Appendix 4. 
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the treatment of the epideictic branch of oratory. But such an inteI1Ilediary sour~e, 
whether paraphrase or epitome, must have contained very accurate reports of 

. Aristotle's own words. 
As for the two paralleIs from Rhetoric 3, (6) is perhaps of doubtful value. But 

(5)" is a quotation, and it points to the same conclusion as the parallels from 
book 1: Cicer<i either knew a rather accurate paraphrase or epitome, or he knew 
the Rhetoric itself. The inaccuracy of the quotation shows that he did not make 
a thorough study of it, but that is hardly a surprise~ . 

The small sca1e paralleIs, therefore, show that Cicero knew the Rhetoric, as a 
whole or in two parts, or bad a quite accurate intermediaty source (or two such 
sources for the two parts). This coiiclusion must, of cours.e,be scrutinized again 
after the other material has heen investigated. 

4.3 Structural ParalleIs I: the Pisteis 

Cicero, through Antonius, frequently emphasizes that the account of invention as 
presented in De oratore is essentlally different frorn that of school rhetorie. This 
is no empty claim. The division into three pirteis is, as described above (§§ 3.2 
and 3.3), f~ removed from traditional theories of invention; and instead of the 
arid lists of topoi tor each type of case (see § 3.5), Cicero offers a system of 
abstract topoi, which constitutes an alternative way of discovering rational argu­
ments. Both these structural features of De oratore have a counterpart in the 
Rhetorlc. This section briefly treats some of the aspects of the first one that 
are of especial importance to the question of Cicero's source, and that have not 
been mentioned in the foregoing. The next section will be devoted to the second 
one, and to the related, complicated problem of Cicero's Topica. 

Of course, the fact that the parts of the speech are treated uilder the head of 
disposition is also a structural parallel, and one that is of some importance in 
itself. As argued in § 3.3, however-,this· is tightly bound upwith the concept of 
the three pirteis. Moreover, some of the handbooks in Cicero's time also used this 
uncontaminated scheme (§ 3.4). This parallel, therefore, has no independent value 
for the question of sources. 

The significance of the parallel of the three pisteis is considerable in its own 
right96, but it is enhanced by the correspondence between Aristotle'.s and Antonius' 

96. It is oftcn minimizcd (Diiring 1966: 137, quotcd abovc p. 109; Moraux 1975: 86-87) or 
ncglcctcd (Angcrmann 1904; Pahnkc [o.c. aboYe n. 4): 90). Kroll (1903: S82 n. 2) noticcs thc paral­
Iclism betwccn 2.206-211 and thc Rhd., but takcs it Cor grantcd that thc RheL is 'nicht dircct 
benutzt'; he thinks (ib.: 582-585) that the indusion of ethos and pathos is duc to Antiochus (ci. 
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'fWV M: 'lrt.arewv «t ~v &TEXVOt ElmV «t 5' [vn;xvoL. &TEXV« M: AE-yw 00u ~Tt 
51.'i)p..Wv 'lrE'lrÖPI.OT«1. cilla 'lrPO~PXEV, otov .wp1"\JPE~ ßQOUVOI. ovyyp«cp«t K«t 00u 
'fOI4iiT«, [VTEX"« M: 00u l)w ~ ~66&ru K«t 51.' TJIJ.WV K«T«OKE\l«o6'fJva.I.l)uva.'Töv· 
WaTE &t 'fo{nwv 'fO~ ~v xpipa06«1. 'Ta M: WPEtV. 'TWV M: 5w 'fOÜ Alryou 'lr0PIr 
toJJlvwv 'lrt.arewv 'Tpi.« E'Im) tO'Ttv' «t ~v -yap Elmv tv 'T<!> i)6EI. 'TDÜ AtyoV'T~, 
«t M: tv 'f'P 'fOV ciKpo«'T'I)v 5w6Etva.t 'lrW<;, «t M: tv «Vr'P 'f<!> AlrAA 5w 
'fOÜ &ucv6va1. 'f\ cp«tvw6«1. &ucv6va ... 

ita omnis ratio dicencli tnous ad persuadendum rebus est nixa: ut probemus vera 
esse ca quae defendimus, ut conciliemus eos nobis qui audiunt, ut animos eorum 
ad quemcumque causa postulabit motum vocemus. (116) ad probandum autem du­
plex est oratori subiecta materies: una rerum earum quae non excogitantur ab 
oratore, &Cd in re positae ratione tractantur, ut tabuIae, testimonia, pacta con­
venta1OO, quaestiones, leges, IiCnatus consulta, res iudicatae, deaeta, responsa, 
reliqua, si quae sunt, quae non reperiuntur ab oratore, sed ad oratorem a causa 
atque a reis deferuntur; altera est, quae tota in disputatione et in argumentatione 
oratoris coo1ocata est. (117) ita in superiore genere de tractandis argumentis, in 
hoc autem etiam de inveniendis cogitandum est. 

129 

Note, apart from the correspondence in content, the verbal parallel between Aris­
totle's 007E SEL 'Toin"(I)V 'TOL~ J-LEv xp'ipaoi)at, 'l"a SE E"ÜPELV ('thus the first 
ones must be used, the second ones must be invented'), and Cicero's ita in superiore 
genere de tractandis argumentis, in hoc autern etiam de inveniendis cogitandum 
es( ('thus with the first type one must think about the handling of the arguments, 
but with the second .also ab out inventing them'). And maybe reliqua ... (116: 'and 
others .. .') is an echo of öaa 'Tot,a'Ü'Ta ('and the like')? It can hardly come from 
school rhetoric, for the lists offered there pretended to be inclusive. But it can 
come from Cicero's own brain, of course. 

Aristotle treats the non-technica1 means of persuasion in Rhetoric 1,15, where 
he counts five of them: vOJ.LOt, ~p11.IPE~ 0"'1.1V9ijKat, ßaaavot, ÖPKOt, (1,15,2: 75a24-
25: 'laws, witnesses, agreements, evidence extracted under torture, and oaths'). 
Cicero's !ist, found in thepassage just quoted, is much longer, but will presently 
be found to show a fundamental correspondence with Aristotle's. 

But, apart from the correspondence, the two passages quoted also. show an 
important difference between the divisions of Aristotle and Cicero101, which may 
be cl3.rifi.ed by the following two schemes102: 

100. Por pacta conventa (not pacta, conventa) see L.-P. ad 2,100. 
101. Oo1y Moraux (1975: 86-87, foUowing Jentsch [o.c. above n. 22] 11: 23) and Schweinfurth­

Walla (1986: 31-32) recognize it. Tbe two divisions are (orten implicitely) identified by the foUowing 
authors: Cope (1867: 205-206), Volkmann (1885: 176-177), P.-H. and W. ad 2,116, Solmsen (1938: 
397-398; 1941: 187), Lausberg (1960 I: 191), Kennedy (1m: 221), Martin (1974: 29 and n. 27, 96 
and n. 22), Grimaldi (1980: ad 55b35 'Iri.o-rewv), L.-P. (III: 103 and ad 2,116). 

102. For clarity'swe, I have not kept the order of presentation of the authors. 
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Aristotle: pisteis 

I 
I 

technical non-technical 

I 
ethos pathos rational 

arguments 

Cicero: . pirteis 

I 
ethos pathos rational 

arguments 

I 
I 

technical non-technical 

In Aristotle the non-technical means of persuasion are opposed to ethos, pathos 
and rational arguments together, whereas in Cicero they are only one branch of 
rational arguments. This difference is significant, and must be explained. But 
first a comparison with sehool rhetoric is in order, for against that background 
the correspondence between Aristotle and Cicero will prove to be much more 
striking than this difference. 

The distinction between teehnical and non-technical means of persuasion . is 
pre-Aristotelian103: it is already made in the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, wh,ere 
the non-teehnica1 ones are called t1rl.8E'TOI, 'lTtO"'TEl,~ ('supplementary means of 
persuasion')l04. Quintili~ however, talks ab out iIla partitio ab Arirtotele tradita 
(5,1,1: ~at division banded down by Aristotle'), and this may mean that it was 
known to later rbetoricians only through Aristotle. But however that may be, the 
largest part of sehool rbetorie of Cicero's time employed the stasis system, and 
the division of arguments in this system is based upon the division into many 

103. Solmsen (1941; 44-45). This can, howcver, not be derivcd from Dion. Hai. Lysias 19,1 
(30,20-31,3 U.-R.), as Marx did. Tbe passage mentions the WrexvoL 'Iri.O're~ ethos, pathos and 
rational arguments (above p. 57), wbich implies the whole Aristotelian division as shOWD here, and 
this probably derives from dired: or indired: knowledge of the Rhet (p. 57). However, Marx (o.c. 
abovc p. 10 n. 2: 322) took it as reprcscnting Isoaates' doctrine. Riposati (1947: 41 with n. 3, 
where he mistakenly refers to MaIX' edition of Rhet. Her.) follows Marx without comment, and 
mentioDS I.socrates besides RheL A/a. as having knoWD the division. 

104. RheL AIe:r.. 7;1 (1428a16-23) and 14,8-17,2 (1431b1Q-32b4). Cf. e.g. Kennedy (1963: 88). 
Occurrencc of a notion in the Rhet. Ala. is not a1ways a certain indication of its pre-Aristotelian 
existence, because it is sometimes held that the work derives many of its ideas from the Rhet 
(especially Buchheit [o.c. abovc p. 29 n. 98]: 189-231; d. also Barwick 1966/67: 230-233). In the 
casc in band, independencc from Aristotle is vcry probable because of the differencc in terminology, 
the length of the treatment and the differencc in content (RheL A/a. counts Cour ~ t;,n... 
8E't'OL: ME« roU >.tyovr~ JUlprupla, paaa~ lSpK~ d. p. 51-53). Barwick's rcconstruction 
of these matters (1922: 36-37) is highly implausible. 
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types of cases (cf. § 3.5), which means that the arguments were treated only for 
each type. Tbis makes the system incompatible with the division found in Aristotle 
and Cicero, which is valid for all arguments and thus for all cases together, and 
is thus at" a higher level of abstraction. So the division into technical and non­
technical means of persuasion could not be adopted in the same form by the 
stasis system: some of the non-technical ones were useful for one type of case, 
others for other types. Accordingly, Aristotle's non-technical means of persuasion 
were divided between several stru-eis. 

Nevertheless, Aristotle's treatment seems to have left its traces. His vOJ.LOL 
('laws') belonged to Hermagoras' t'fl'rlu,t.a-ra VO~LKci ('legal questions'), which 
probably included Aristotelian material from Rhetoric 1,15 in one of its subclasses, 
PTJ'TOV Kat 1rnEsatpEaL~ (about conflicts between letter and intent of a law)lOS. 
Tbe Rhetorica ad Herennium shows similar in<;orporation of material about laws 
into a 'legal stru-is'l06. But the other non-technical means of persuasion were 
treated under the conjectural stru-is, and the lists were somewhat different from 
Aristotle's, as appears from both ~xtant first century handbooks. Tbe Rhetorica 
ad Herennium (2,9-12) does treat testes and quaestiones (witnesses and evidence 
extracted under torture), which also occur in Aristotle (J.UiP'f1.lPE~, ßciaavoL), but 
it also treats, in one and the same context, argumenta and rumores (arguments and 
rumours), which have no counterpart in the Rhetoric. De inventione, when treating 
this same conjectural stasis, Iists (2,46) evidence extracted und er torture, testi­
monies, and rumours; the polemic in 2,47 against those who take these as not 
requiring art (technique), testifies to the fact that some still took them as "non­
technical" ("artificial"). 

So the handbooks preserved clear traces of the Aristotelian distinction, but the 
part it played was only a minor one. Quintilian's remark illa panitio ab Aristote1e 
tradita consenswn fere omnium meruit (5,1,1: 'that division, handed down by Aris­
totle, gained the approval of almost all <writers on rhetoric>'), is therefore only 
partly true. Of the surviving works on rhetoric, only Cicero's De oratore, Pani­
tiones oratoriae and Topica give the Aristotelian division its original value, as 
being a division of means of persuasion at the most general level, instead of one 

105. Matthes (1958: 183). Tbe way this material came down to Hermagoras is of course un­
DOwn. a. also Karl Barwick, 'Zur Erklärung und Geschichte der Staseislehre des Hermagoras von 
Temnos', Philologus (1964),80-101: 81-82. Volkmann (1885: 75) already made the coupling betwcen 
the OTa~ \I01L1.Id) and the 'lfUm:~ än:xvm (cf. also Martin 1974: 29). It may be noted that 
both Volkmann and Barwick do not only mention v6ILOI., but, too generally, all" 'll"Lare~ än:XVOI. 
as included in Hermagoras' category of legal questions. 

106. Rhet. Her. 1,19-23; 2,13-18. In Inv. this is different: laws are to be found partly under 
the constitutio negotialis (1,14; 2,62-68: for this somewhat strange category d. Quint. 3,6,57-60, 
and Matthes 1958: 151 et alib.), and partly under in scripto ... controver.ria (1,17; 2,116-154). Inv. 
1,17 tkintk consitkrandum est, in ratione an in scripto sit controver.ria should therefore not, as 
Kennedy does (1980: 95), be laken as Cicero's then version of Aristotle's bipartition into ~ 
ä- and lvreXJlOl.. a. also the polemic in 2,47 (mentioned here at the end of the paragraph). 
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on the level of one stasis onlyl07. Of these three aceronian wodes, I will now 
concentrate upon De ora/ore, which shows the dosest correspondence to the 
Rhetoric. The Partitiones oratoriae and especially the Topica will be treated in 
the next section. 

Now the correspondence between the Rhetoric and De oratore as regards the 
non-technica1 means of persuasion is made more remarkable by the fact that acero, 
like Aristotle, indudes laws (leges, vOJ.LOl,). Since these had been separated from 
the other non-technica1 means in school rbetoric, this indusion indicates that 
the role of tbe non-technica1 means in Cicero cannot have been a simple adaptation 
of commonplace rules, based on a vague knowledge of the role of the division in 
the Aristotelian scheme108• 

Tbe differences between acero and Aristotle on the one hand, and school rhetoric 
on tbe other, are, therefore, rather large, and much more important than the 
difference between the two authors illustrated by tbe schemes given above109• 

Nevertheless, this difference must not be neglected. In fact, acero even mistakenly 
ascribes bis own scheme to Aristotle, for Antoriius, when talking ab out a young 
orator to be instructed in the use of rational argument, says (beginning with a 
contrast between the schQol system and the "Aristotelian" on~; 2,162-163): 

illuc eum rapiam, ubi non seclusa aliqua acula teneatur, sed unde universum flomen 
erumpat; qui illi sedes et quasi domicilia omnium argumentorum commonstret et 
ea breviter inlustret verbisque definiat. (163) quid enim est in quo haereat qui 
viderit omne, quod somatur in oratione aut ad probandum aut ad refellendum, aut 

. ex sua sumi vi atque natura aut adsumi foris? •.. 

I will hurry him off to the place where no small branch is kept confined, but 
from where the whole stream bursts forth; to the person who will point out to 
him the seats amI, so to speak, the dwelIing-places of all arguments, and will 
briefly explain them and define them in terms. For at what point can he be at a 
1055 who has understood that everything adopted in a speech, either for proving 
or for disproving, is derived either from the essence of the case or taken from 
outside? ... . 

'The person who ... ' must be Aristotle, in view of Antonius' preceding acknowledge­
ment that he is the originator of the approach to rational argumentation offered 
here. So Antonius says that Aristotle divided rational arguments into technical 

107. In OMor the division is very shortly mentioned, in 122, not in the sections on invention 
(44-49). 

108. This observation is taken from Solmsen (1941: 187). Note that in Rhet. Ala. v6.,wL 
were likewise not among the tvt6E1"OL vto-re~! Cicero's indusion cannot have been based either 
on the (non-rhetorical) tradition from which the system of topoi in De or., Part. or., and Top. is 
drawn: cf. § 4.4. 

109. Moraux (1975: 86-87) attaches too much weight to the difference between Cicero and 
Aristotle, taking no account of the much targer diITerence with the rhetorical tradition. 
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and non-technical ones. Cicero obviously thought that bis scheme was identical 
with Aristotle's. 

Of course, this mistake. and the difference between Aristotle and Cicero. may 
derive. from an intermediate source. But need that be so, or can it be explained 
on the assumption that. Cicero did read the Rhetoric? I think it can. This, however. 
is best postponed to the end of the next section11O, for the explanation depends 
on an assessment of the tradition bebind Cicero's Topica. 

If it may for the moment be assumed that such an explanation exists, the 
following can be stated on the basis of the material hitherto examined. Cicero's 
handling of the means of persuasion shows aremarkable correspondence to Aris­
totle's views. The most important parallel is the division of invention into three 
pisteis, i.e., the inclusion of ethos and pathos as means of persuasion in their 
own right, and on one level with rational arguments. The coupling of this tripar­
tition with the distinction between technical and non-technical means strengthens 
the correspondence, as do the two small-scale paralleIs noted above, viz. between 
Rhetoric 2,1,4 and De ora/ore 2,178 (p. 127-128), and Rhetoric 1,2,2-3 and De 
ora/ore 2,115-117 (p. 128-129). The conclusion reached on the basis of the small 
scale paralleIs is. therefore, strongly supported by this structural parallel: Cicero 
must have had access either to a work containing a fairly accurate report of the 
content of the Rhetoric. or to Aristotle's work itself. 

4.4 Structural Parallels n; Cicero's Topica 

The parallel of the abstract topoi for rational arguments presents a complicated 
puzzle, because the question of the origin of the system found in De oratore 
involvesthe well-known problem of Cicero's Topica. Before going into this question 
of origin, however, I must first sketch Cicero's view as presented by Antonius. 
This is not very problematic in itself. As described in § 35 (p. 94), school rhetoric 
gave lists of ready-made 'arguments, topoi. for the various types of cases. Cicero 
repeatedly ridicules this system as childish. His alternative consists of topoi of a 
very different kind. These topoi are abstract argument-patterns, to be used by 
an orator to find all possible arguments in a case - including the ones offered 
by school rhetoric. The system is more flexible, and also more fruitful in that 
not only standard arguments may thus be found, but many more: these abstract 
topoi, Antonius says in 2,117, are like sources. the arguments given by school 
rhetoric like small streams deriving from them. Cicero's approach thus removes 
the need for the long and involved lists of school-topoi: he simplifies rational 

110. p.l44. 
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invention by putting it on a more abstract level. 
Now if an orator is to devise all his arguments himself with the aid of such 

argument-patterns, he must of course have a thorough command of bis material. 
This is exactly what Crassus in book 1 says that an orator should have, a demand 
which he exemplifies by the necessity of knowledge of legal matters1l1• De ora/ore 
thus offers a coherent view of the invention of rational arguments, and the topoi 
of 2,163-173 are an essential part of this view. 

As the inventor of abstract topoi Cicero, through Catulus (2,152) and Antonius 
(2,160; 162-163), mentions Aristotle112• Such topoi are indeed found in Rhetoric 
2,23, and in Aristotle's Topics, and the reference to Aristotle is therefore essen­
tially correct. By naming Aristotle, however, Cicero also suggests that 1$ treatment 
in 2,163-173 derives from him. This is a serious difficulty,- for the list of topoi 
he presents does not resemble what is found in the Topics, and though the resem­
blance to Rhetoric 2,23 is somewhat greater, the difference is still considerable: 
at most nine of Cicero's sixteen topoi are paralleled there, and most of Aristotle's 
28 topoi have no counterpart in Cicero113• 

But the famous problem of Cicero's Topica (written in 44 B.C.) makes matters 
even less dear. This work purports to present the essentials of Aristotle's Topics, 
but it does not In fact, the list of topoi, the treatment of which constitutes the 
bulk of the treatise, is for the greater part identical to the list in De ora/ore: 
the topoi for "intrinsic" arguments (corresponding to the technical means of per­
suasion) are completely identical, even in the way they are listed114; only those 
for "extrinsic" arguments (corresponding to the non-technical means) are differ­
entllS• So we are presented with a list of topoi that is twice, both in De ora/ore 
and in the Topica, linked with Aristotle, in one of these cases more specifica11y 
with bis Topics, but, except for the general concept, exhibiting no Strong similarity 
to Aristotle's topoi, whether in the Rhetoric or in the Topics. 

111. O. L.-P.-Nclson, cspecially 19, 21, 115. 
112. About 2,152 and 160 see also below p. 143-144, and § 4.5, p. 147-151; about 2,162-163 

above p.132-133. 
113. O. also Thiclschcr (1908: 57-66; Barwick 1963: 74 cxaggcratcs thc correspoodeocc betweeo 

De or. and Rhet 2,23). Somc of thc similarities are straog, others decidedly weaker. De or. 2,165 
a vocabulo ooly shares its oame with Rhet. 2,23,29 (OObl6-25), 00.28 a,'lI'o Tm; 6v6Jl4T~ (the 
oumbcrs for thc topoi Crom the RheL are Rocmer's). Thc following pairs are similar: De or. 2,164 
definitione - 00.7 (Rhet 2,23,8: 98a15-28) tE bpLOJ.LOü; 165 partitione - 00.9 (§ 10: 98a29-32) tK 
8La~ and 00.12 (§ 13: 99a6-9) tK TWV ~pWv; 167 a coniunctis - 00.2 (§ 2: 97a20-23) 
tK TWV bJLOlwv 'll'TWcJ"EtdV; 168 a similitudine - no.16 (§ 17: 99a32-b4) tK Tm; avaAO)'Ov 
'faÜTa auJLßalVEI.V; 169 a contrrzrio - 00.1 (§ 1: 97a7-19) tK TWV tvaVTlfIlv; 171 a arusis-
00.24 (§ 25: 00a29-35) a1l'il Tm; aL'ftou; 171 a iis ... quae sunt orta de causis - 00.13 (§ 14: 
99a9-17) bc Tm; aKo>..ou8oüvr~; 172 (three fonns of comparisoo) - 00.4 (§§ 4-5: 97b12-27) tK 
Tm; JUIllov Kat. -frrrov. 

114. Not ooly the overall order of thc listing is ideotical, but cveo the way and order of 
introducing the groups of topoi are cxactly the same : d. cspecially De or. 2,163 with Top. 8. 

1lS. See also bclow p. 141-142 
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This pecu1iar situation may seem to indicate that Cicero cannot have read the 
Rhetoric, and it therefore needs some eloser inspection here. First 1 will look at 
some external aspects of Cicero's Topica that have been taken to be relevant to 
the problem, such as the circumstances of composition. These will prove to be of 
no help. Next, I will concentrate on the content of the work, in particular the 
system of topoi that is also found in De ora/ore, It will appear (as already com­
monly assumed) that Cicero is drawing on some philosophical tradition. This leads 
to the third point: can Cicero's source for bis topoi have provided him with the 
genuinely Aristotelian material examined here in the preceding two sections? Al­
though this will prove to be bighly improbable, the question must, finally, be 
asked whether the difference between Cicero's system of topoi in De ora/ore and 
in the Topica on the one hand, and Aristotle's in the Rhetoric on the other, 
shows that Cicero cannot have read the Rhetoric. 

Although many pertinent observations have been made on the first point, the 
extemal aspects of the Topica, they are nowhere brought together, so it seems 
in order to state some points afresh116• Our sources of information about the 
circumstances of composition are the prologue of the Topica (1-5), and a letter 
to Trebatius, to whom the work is dedicated (Farn. 7,19). The prologue teIls us 
that Cicero and Trebatius were in the library of Cicero's Tusculan villa, when 
Trebatius hit upon Aristotle's Topics. Cicero, when asked what it was, explained 
that it contained a system for inventing arguments. This aroused Trebatius' interest, 
and he asked for further explanation. Cicero advised him to read the book for 
himself, or to ask some teacher of rhetorie, but Trebatius found the. books too 
obscure, and the teacher was not acquainted with the system. When Cicero was 
on bis way to Greece - he would soon change bis mind and return -, travelling 
from Velia to Rhegium, he finaJiy found the time to compose a treatise to explain 
Aristotle's theory to Trebatius. This he did, so he writes (Top. 5), while on board 
sbip, and without the help of books, relying only on bis memory. 

The last part of this account is frequently taken literally. This would make 
any evidence from the Topica worthless, since in that case any divergences from 
Aristotle's Topics may be due to lapses of Cicero's memory. Tbe exact correspon­
dence of the intrinsic topoi with those in De oratore, however, makes it hard to 
accept, and, what is more, Immisch has convincingly demonstrated that Cicero's 
elaim to have written from memory is a literary topos, and not meant to be taken 

116. Especially Immisch (1929: 116-118) is very illuminating. On the one point I disagree with 
him (d. bclow n. 122), he does caU attention to an important question. 
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literally: it is significantly absent from the letter to Trebatius117• The evidence 
from the Topica is, therefore, to be taken seriously. 

Furthermore, it is of some importance to note that Cicero himself was in no 
doubt about authorship and title of the work Trebatius found in bis library. As 
for the title, in the phrase incidisti in Aristotelis Topica quaedam (Top. 1: 'you 
hit upon certain Topics of Aristotle'llB), the words Topica quaedam ('certain 
Topics') reflect Trebatius' ignorance of the work, not, as has been claimed, doubt 
about the title - Cicero even says that it was 'this title' that .aroused Trebatius' 
interest (Top. 1: qua inscriptione commotus)119. As for the authorship, it is some­
times said that Cicero doubts it, because he writes rhetor autem ille magnus haec, 
ut opinor; Anstotelia se ignorare respondit (Top. 3): but this need not mean 'hut 
that important rhetor said that he did not know these works, which are, as 1 think, 
Aristotelian ... '; it may be translated by 'hut that important rhetor obviously [or: 
'probably'] said that he did not know these Aristotelian works'. Because the foeus 
in the preceding sections, and in what immediately follows, is on Aristotle, it is 
highly implausible that Cicero would express doubts ab out the authorship, and 
this second translation must surely be the right one12O• 

But can the· work in bis library actually have been AriStotle's Topics, as he 
says? It has been claimed that this is impossible, because the Topics is about 7 

117. Immisch (1929: 1l~118). The topos was taken literally by Thie1scher (1908: 53-54), bot 
also by many authors writing after Immisch: Philippson (RE VII A [published 1948]: 1169), Solmsen 
(1938: 401 n. 37), Riposati (1947: 294-295 n. 6 .. 1973: 433-444 n. 14; 1961: 261 n. 29), HubbeU 
(Locb ed. 1949: 377), Düring (1950: 67), Bomeque (Bud~ ed. 196()2: 61-62), Barwick (1963: 75), Grube 
(1965 [above p. 5 n. 10]: 172 n. 2), Kennedy (1972: 259). 

118. Transl HubbeIl (Locb ed). 
119. Thielscher (1908: 53) took qu~dam as a modification of the title ('eine Topik' [bis 

italics]); he thought that the Rhet. was. the saurce, and even holds (ibid., 67) that this could be 
referred to by'eine Topik' because it contained many topoi. Tbe explanation given here is Wallies', 
quoted by Riposati (1947: 298 n. 1 ... 1973: 438 n. 16). Fortenbaugh (1989: n. 13) calls attention to 
the stylistic purpose of the use of ~dam (,contnbutes to a kind of conversational style'). Stump's 
view (1978: 21-22) is not unlike Thielscher's, but based on a phrase from the letter to Trebatius 
(Farn. 7,19): ut primum Velia navigare coep~ institui Topica Aristote1ea conscnöere. Tbere Topica 
Aristotelea could, she says, mean 'topoi of Aristotle', instead of being a title. But such a use is 
not found elsewhere in Cicero (nor, as far as I mow, in other authors). Moreover, it is not sup­
ported by Top. 1, as sbe thinks: if Topica meant 'topoi' there, the explanation of the term loei in 
§ 7 would be a bit strange, and the effect of quaedam would probably be destroyed; and, most 
important, qua inscriptione shows that Topica was the title of the worle. 

120. Tbe words ut opinor are taken to refer to Arislolelia by Thielscher (1908: 53), HubbeU 
(Locb cd., in bis transl., though he does not mention this in the intr., p. 377), Sandbach (1982: 213), 
Fortenbaugh (1989: § ll). Riposati (te. prev. note) and probably Immisch (1929: 117)' take the sen­
tence in the way defended here. The interjection (ut) opinor can modify one word (Cie. Sesl. 118; 
Phi!. 1,27), but it most frequentJy modifies a whole sentence; in the last case it mostly, though 
not invariably, takes second place·(d. e.g. Merguet's Lexicon of Cicero's speeches: more than 90 
cases of (UI) opinor; less than 5 modify words; of the rost, approx. 50 are in second place [if 
connectives ete. are not counted]); here the position of ul opinor may be determined by the fact 
that it modifies the report of the embedded predication haec ... ignortll'e: it takes second place there. 
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times as long as Cicero's own TopicaUl, while Cicero says that he is rendering 
Aristotle's workl22. But tbis neglects the fact that Cicero writes that the work 
in bis library contained 'several books' (Top. 1: pluribus Ubris explicata; cf. 2 
illis [ibris; 3 libris), that is, at least three123• This means that the work, whether 
Aristotle's Topics or something else, contained much more material than Cicero's 
Topica, and that Cicero was aware of this. This is consistent with Trebatius' 
request: mecum ut tibi illa traderem egisti (Top. 2: 'you asked me to tell you 
ab out these matters'). These words should not be taken too generally, as arequest 
for something not strongly connected with Aristotle: he is ~t the centre from the 
beginningl24. They do suggest, however, that the request is not for a .complete 
report of the content of Aristotle's work, but for an explanation of the essentials. 
Mier all, Trebatius at first asked for an oral explanation;. and· he can hardly 
have expected Cicero to read eight whole books, or even three, with him. 

So the difference in size does not show that the work in Cicero's library was 
not Aristotle's Topics, and we cannot know whether it really was12S• The discrep­
ancy of conte nt only shows that if it was, Cicero did not consult it, or did so 
only very superficially, and derived bis system from another source. H it was 
not, there. may, as Sandbach suggestsl26, 'have been some spurious work in circu­
lation, falsely ascrlbed to Aristotle'. This is, as he readily admits himself, specu­
lative, hut such speculation may serve as areminder of how little we real1y know. 

Since the external information, therefore, falls to give us any eIues to the rela­
tionship between the Topica . and Aristotle's Topics, we must concentrate on the 
treatment of the topoi themselves (8-78). That the last part of the treatise (79-

121. Arist. Top. (without De sophisticis elenchis) fills 188 pages in the ocr cd., Cic. Top. 26~ 
122. Immisch (1929: 117): 'wie konnte ... Cicero von sich aus darauf verfallen, diese kontami­

nierte und dem wirklichen Aristoteles sehr feme Darstellung der Disziplin gäbe das umf'"angliche 
Originalwerk des Aristoteles wieder?' (bis italics). 

123. Tbus Thielscher (1908: 53) (about bis conclusioDS d. n. 119). 
U4. Grube (Lc. above n. 111) holds that the words are sufficient indication of a divergence 

from Aristotle; so docs Stump (1978: 21-22; she supports her view by the letter to Trebatius: above 
n. 119). This neglects that 'the focus .... is on Aristotle' (Fortenbaugh 1989: n. 12), which fact, 
however, docs not teU aglünst the interpretation proposed here (as Fortenbaugh suggests): a promise 
of areport of the whole of the Topics (which he defends) and a promise of a very general treat­
ment, not strongly connected with AristotIe, are not the only possible alternatives. 

125. Philippson (Lc. n. 117) puts forth another argument He claims that the reference to 
AristotIe's style, dicendi ... incredibili quadam cum copia turn diam suavitate (Top. 3), shows that 
Cicero cannot have read the Topics. But nothing can be derived from it. Tbe Topics can, indeed, 
hardly have given rise to this judgement, but Cicero is talking about Aristotle's worJes in general. 
His admiration for their style, which was based on bis knowledge of exoteric worb, would not 
have vanished because he read one or two more diflicult treatises. After aIl, the letter to Trebatius 
shows that he was aware that the subject made bis OWD Topica difficult also: librum ... saiptum 
quam planiss~ res üla scn'bi potuit, where Shackleton Bailey ad Ioc. rightly detecU 'a defensive 
note'. a. in general p. 107-108. 

126. Sandbach (1982: 213). 
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1(0) is very much unlike anything found in Aristotle is of no value, because Cicero 
himself states that he wrote more than he had promised (Top . . 1(0). It is true 
that it is not unambiguously clear what part of the work he considers as additional, 
but it seems certain that these 22 sections were no part of the original plan, for 
the treatment of the topoi themselves ends in § 79: expositis omnibus argumentandi 
Iods ... ('Now that all topoi of argumentation have been set forth .. .'). 

This treatment of the topoi is divided into an introductory part (8-25), in 
which all topoi, intrinsic and extrinsic onesU7, are named and an example for 
each is given, and a part where they are treated more extensively (26-78). As is 
weIl known, this second discussion shows Stoic influence128• Bven this second 
treatment, however, is sometimes considered not to belong to the original design. 
It can readily be left aside. here, for the first treatment is already decisive: as 
remarked earlier, the whole of the list of topoi is sufficiently far removed from 
Aristotle's Topics to preclude the notion that Cicero adapted that work himse1fU9: 
in that case he would not have claimed that bis Topica contained essentially 
Aristotelian materiall30• 

It must now be asked, what source(s) Cicero has used, or rather, what kind 
of source: its general nature is more important here than the exact provenance 
of the material. 

Two pie ces of evidence, which have not been mentioned yet, are important 
here. In the first place, there is Cicero's Partitiones oratoriae. It is an elementary 
work, written in the form of a catecbism: Cicero answers the questions of bis 
son. The intrinsic topoi for invention, presented in § 7, are abstract ones, and 

W. Tbc extrinsic topoi, therefore, do belong to the system (they are announccd in § 8, 
ami, like the other topoi, shortly treatcd in 9-24, viz. in 24). So the original plan docs not end 
at 71, as HubbeIl (Locb cd.: 378) thinks: he says that at the beginning of the full treatment of 
the extrinsic topoi in 72-78, at 72, 'Cicero apologizes to Trebatius for going beyond bis original 
plan', but what Cicero apologizcs Cor is that the extrinsic topoi will not intercst Trebatius vcrY 
muchj he even indicates that they belong to the system: totam rem efficiamw. 

128. Most marked1y in 53-57, where Cicero states 'the five ciVU'll'6&El.KTot. O1JllO"'fLOJ.LOL as 
formulatcd by the Stoics' (Hubbell, Locb ed.: note ad 54j see there). 

129. Barwick (1963: 75) considers the second treatment an addition, from Stoic sources, by 
Cicero himself, but he acknowlcdges the difference between Aristotle and Cicero's first treatment. 
Riposati (1947: '197 = 1973: 436-437), however, holds that Top. 25-26 'ist wie ein zweites Proömium, 
das Cicero die Möglichkeit gibt, den Rahmen über den topischen Entwurf hinaus zu erweitern und 
in die aristotelische Materie Anmerkungen aus anderer Richtung einzuschieben'; this is confused, 
Cor the system described in 8-25 is complete, and already un-Aristotelian. (0. also ncxt note). 

130. Riposati (1947) sccms to suppose that Cicero himself made a selection from Aristotle's 
Topics, and combincd it with Stok and other elements. All the other hypothcses he dismisscs as 
contradicting the prologue of the work (1947: 298 .. 1973: 438-439), without noticing that this 
prologue promises nothing more than (the cssence of) Aristotelian theory. 
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show a strong similarity to the system of De oratore and the Topica131: only two 
of the topoi mentioned there are missing13l• 

The second piece of evidence is of a very late date. It is the system of topoi 
of the fourth century rhetor, orator and philosopher Themistius, as reported by 
Boethius (480-524/6) in hisDe topicis differentiisl33• The differences with the 
system found in Cicero are numerous, but the basic correspondence is obvious all 
the samel34• Many of the differences actually look like changes made in a number 
of stages, in order to make the system theoretically and philosophically more 
adequate from the point of view of, among others, (later) Aristotelianism13S• 

Where did this system come from? Can he, directly or indirectly, depend on Cicero? 
In Themistius' time the Greek-speaking part of the empire did develop some interest 
in Roman history and Latin culture: Eutropius' Breviarium ab urbe condiJa, a 
short history of Rome until364 AD., was translated into Greek by Paeanius, around 
the year 380; and Ammianus Marcellinus, whose mother tongue was Greek, even 
wrote his Res gestae in Latin - with many reminiscences of Cicero and other 
classics. Nevertheless, it is very improbable that Themistius took his system from 
Cicero's Topica, whether directly or indirectly. He was the author of paraphrases., 

131. In Part. or. 7 the sent~nce turn ex toto ..• IIUI minonun is rigbtly deleted by all eds. as 
interpolated from the Topica. Tbc treatment of the topoi is noteworthy: (1) it is very short, and 
consists of nothing but a listing of the topoi: there are no explanations, and no examples; (2) the 
order of the topoi is different from the one in De orotore and the Topica. Feature (1) may be 
connected with the prologue of the work: young Cicero asks bis father if he may question him in 
Latin about things he has already leamt in Greek (Part. or. 2 visne igitw; ut tu me Graece soles 
orrJiM interrogare, sie ego te vid.ssim rudern de rebus I...atine interrogem 7). He is, thereforc, pcrhaps 
supposed to be familiar with the system. (Tbe emphasis with which the topoi in De orotore are 
brought forward precludes the notion that the same was true of most of Cicero's readers.) Feature 
(2), the divergent order of the topoi, seems determined by practical considerations, for in § 9 the 
order of the rational arguments to be employcd in a speech (at least in a thesis) is said to be 
idon Jen quem e:xposui loconun. 

132. Tbese are the topoi ex vocabulo (De or. 2,165: cal1ed notatio in Top. 10; 35-37) and ex 
coniunctis (De or. 2,167; coniugatio in Top. 12; 38). 

133. This work is availal?le in the Palrologia lAJina (cd. J.-P. Migne) vol 64, col 1173-1216. 
No aitical edition emts. Stump (1978) offers a very clear translation, with valuable notes and 
substantive essays. 

134. Tbemistius' system is set out in De top. diff. book 2, 1186D-l196B (l194B-l196B is a 
summary; d. the scheme in Stump 1978: 196). Book 3 first describes the system of Cicero's Topica 
(1195C-12OOC), andthen compares the two systems (12OOC-1205/6B). Riposati's account is highly 
inaccurate (1947: 44-45). He virtually reproduces the second of Boethlus' diagrams (in the inaccurate 
version of the PL cd., 1203/4C: d. Stump 1978: 136 note 61), as reproducing Tbemistius' system. 
In fact it is one of the three diagrams uscd to elucidatc the comparison between Cicero and Tbe­
mistius: the almost exact correspondencc here is no measure of the real one, for the diagram 
oo1y presents one step in Boethius' procedure of comparison. Tbemistius' own system can, and 
should, be laken from book 2. Tbe real correspondencc is much smaller than R. suggests, but it is 
still obvious. 

135. Tbe topos cal1ed a causis or ab efficientibus is a good example: Tbcmistius divides this 
into four topoi, corresponding with the four Aristotelian causcs. Tbe great numbcr of changes shows 
that same or most of them wcre probably made carlier. 



140 

of, and perhaps commentaries on, a number of Aristotle's worles, and as such he 
belonged to the Aristotelian tradition of which Alexander of Aphrodisias (ca. 200 
AD.) is perhaps·the best known representative. Themistius' material for bis system 
of topoi must, therefore, have been derived from this Greek tradition, which 
shows no Roman influence: among Alexander's commentaries is one on the Topics, 
and tbis contains no reference to Cicerol36• 

From the dose correspondence between De oratore, the Topica, and the Parti­
tiones oratoriae, it would be no unreasonable guess to suppose that the system 
used by Cicero derives from some (philosophical) tradition. The evidence of The-

, mistius makes this condusion almost certain. This tradition may have originated 
in the work on topoi in the early Peripatos: Theophrastus, as weIl as bis succe~sor 
as head ofthe school, Strato, and perhaps bis feIlow-"pupU" of Aristotle, Eudemus, 
wrote on the subject131• Theophrastus even seems to have started the tendency 
of systematizing topoi, a tendency that is reflected in the accountS of both Cicero 
and Themistius138• It should, however, not be concluded that the tradition was 
known to everyone: although De inventione shows traces of a similar approach139, 

.. Cicero's presentation of the principle of abstract topoi in De oratore shows that 
it was unknown, or virtually unknown, in connection with rhetoric, and this is 
confirmed by the prologue of the Topica, where (§ 3) the rhetorician whom Treba­
tius tumed to is said to have been unfamiliar with the system. 

As remarked above, however, the exact provenance of Cicero's topoi will not 
concern us here. It is enough to ask whether CicerQ's source, which probably 
claimed to present the gist of Aristotle's theory of topoi, might also have contained 
the really Aristotelian material found in De oratore. In that case we would have 

136. H Themistius bad been influenced by Cicero, some hint at this in Boethius' work wouId 
also be cxpected, but therc is nonc. A Latin tradition deriving from Cicero's Topica did cxist (cf. 
the brief remarks in Bomequc [Bud~ ed. 1%04: 63; Stump 1978: 208). Alexander's commcntary on 
Arist. Top. is available in Maximilian Wallies (ed.), Commentaria in Aristotelem GraeCil (GAG) II, 2 
(Berlin, 1891). Cicero is ncver mcntioned in it, but the work on topoi by Tbeophrastus and Strato 
is (Th.: fr. 38-41 in Andrcas Graeser, Die logischen Fragmente des Theophrast, BerlinJNew York: 
De Gruyter, 1973; Strato: fr. 30 Wehrli), and perhaps that by Eudemus (fr. 25 Wehrli: d. next 
notc). 

137. Theophrastus: titles no. X-XI and fr. 38-45 in Graeser (o.c. above 0. 136; sec also bis 
commentary ad Ioc.); d. also Regcnbogcn (RE Suppl. Vll: 1381). Strato: some of the logical frag­
ments 19-31 Wehrli. Somc of thc fragments of Eudemus' IIEpt ).t~ (25-29 Wehrli) touch upon 
subjects related to topoi, but it seems doubtful if they point to actual work on this subjed:, as 
Stump (1978: 208-209 with n. 10) supposes (cl., bowever, Graeser o.c.: 108). Tbc indexes in Wehrli's 
Vol X !ist no othcr Peripatctic as baving written on topoi. 

138. O. Stump (1978: 205-214), Graeser (o.c. above 0.136: titles XI, with bis commentary). 
139.1nv. 1,34-43 (esp. 37-43) contains some concepts that resemble thc abstract topoi, and 

which may go back to Hermagoras (Matthes 1958: 89, 120, 142-143). But thcy by no means rcpresent 
a direct borrowing from a philosophical systcm Iike the one undcr discussion berc, for the whole 
systcm in 1,34-43 contains many topoi that are far from abstract, such as viclus and studium 
(1,35; 36). 
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to assume that the author, who followed the Rhetoric closely enough in some 
places to provide Cicero with strong verbal reminiscences of Aristotle (§ 4.2 above), 
abandoned tbis approach in the case of the topoi, and recorded a traditional system 
of Aristotelian origin instead of Aristotle's own topoi. Such a change in approach 
is possible, especially if the topoi-tradition was a strong one in the circles of 
tbis author, but it is perhaps not very probable. There is, moreover, also positive 
evidence that strongly supports the alternative hypothesis, viz. that the source 
from which Cicero drew bis really Aristotelian material was different from the 
source for bis topoi. 

This evidence consists of the treatment of the topoi for extrinsic argumentsl40• 

It has been argued in the previous section that the correspondence between De 
oratore and the Rhetoric on that score is very remarkable, and cannot have been 
derived from school rhetoric. But the source for bis topoi cannot have provided 
Cicero with this material either, for it handled the extrinsic arguments very dif­
ferently. 

This is clear from the correspondence between the Partitiones oratoriae, the 
Topica, and, to a certain extent, Themistius. In the Partitiones, all extrinsic argu­
ments treated fall under the head of testimonia. This is of course a very general 
term (something like 'testimony, proof, token'141), but the division of all these 
"testimonies" into divine and human ones142 shows that the treatment is completely 
allen to the approach in De oratore, where a very practical !ist of extrinsic argu­
ments is given (2,116, quoted p. 129: 'documents, testimonies, agreements, evidence 
extracted under torture, laws, decrees of the senate, judicial precedents, magisterial 
decisions, opinions of jurisconsults, and perhaps others'). In the Topica extrinsic, 
or non-technical, arguments are likewise said to depend on testimonial43, wbich 
are divided into those deriving their authority from circumstances, and those 
deriving it from virtue; both groups are then again subdivided, the second one 
into those depending on the gods and those depending on hurilan beingsl44• This 
last subdivision is remarkably like the main division of the Partitiones14S• 

Themistius, besides intrinsic and extrinsic topoi, also has a dass intermediate 
between the twol46• Moreover, bis criteria for distributing tbe topoi into· these. 

140. These belonged to the system: above n.m. 
141. OLD s.v .. 
142. Part. or. 6 Testimonionun quae runt genera? : : Divinum et humanum: .... 
143. Top. 73 haec ergo mgumentatio, quae dicitur artis apers, in testimonio posi/a est. 
144. This account of Top. 73-78 (that leaves out some irrelevant details) is essentially Ripo­

sati's (1947: 154; cf. the lable, before bis p. 1), which is, I think, clearly the right one. But the 
passage is quite complicated, and Thielscher, who offers a different analysis, does so only hesitantly 
(1908: 56-57). 

145. I think this is true in spite of the frequency of divisions into divine and human (men­
tioned KroD 1918b: 97-98). 

146. Boethius De top. diff. 11860; 1192B-l194A. 



142 

three classes are quite unIike Cicero's and Aristotle's for their distribution into 
two. Nevertheless, some very valuable evidence can be extracted from bis system. 
The &st of bis extrinsic topoi is rei iudicium ('judgement about a thing'), and 
tbis is of a different nature from all his other topoi, extrinsic' as weIl as intrinsic 
and intermediate ones. The description given by Boethius is worth quoting: 'Argu­
ments from judgment provide a witness, as it were, and are topics which are not 
according to the art; they are altogether separate and seek nothing other than 
opinion and general report'147. This is a clear trace of the· original extrinsic 
("non-technical", "inartificial") topoi, and the only one in Themistius' system: bis 
other extrinsic ones are totally unlike Cicero's, but correspond, more or less, 
with some of Cicero's intrinsic ones. This link is confirmed by the significant 
fact that Boethius employs the term inartificiales ("non-technical") only herel48• 

It is, therefore, revealing that the report of tbis only trace of the extrinsic 
topoi in Themistius, rei iudicium, contains a reference to witness (testimonium): 
this is in remarkable correspondence with the terminology found in the Partitiones 
and the Topica. It seems inevitable that this correspondence goes back to the 
tradition behind all three works. This, in turn, means that the forin of the extrinsic 
topoi found in these two Ciceronian works is the one employed in this tradition. 
So tbe source Cicero drew on for bis system of topoi treated the extrinsic topoi 
very differently from the way Aristotle did. The Aristotelian form they have in 
De oratore can, therefore, not be derived from this' source. 

It appears, then, that Cicero preferred, at least for bis De oratore, Aristotle's 
version of the non-technical means of persuasion to the version of the topoi 
tradition, aversion that was based upon divisions not very useful for oratorical 
practice. 

It is time to sum up, and to ask what all this means for the question of Cicero's 
knowledge of the Rhetoric. Cicero took his. system of topoi, which he thought to 
be Aristotelian, from a source that belonged to a philosophical tradition. This 
source did not contain the other Aristotelian material found in De oratore. How 
did the combination found in De oratorearise? And does Cicero's mistake in 

147. Boethius De top. diff. 1195A, as transl. by Stump (1978: 61). (This topos is also treated,*; 
ll9OC.) I do not follow her, however, in supplying the translation of inartificiales: she renders it -r 
by 'not according to the art [of topics]'. It is not improbable that Boethius meant this (cf. Stump:~" 
200), but it may obscure the origin of the term: it is obviously ultimately derived from the term ~ .. 
ä'TE)(vOI. 'lri.cnE~. Tbe Latin text is as follows: e:x rei vero iudicio quae sunt argumenta quasi tes-'.I~ 
=!W;m~ra;::':an~es~nt inartificiales loc~ atque omnino disiunc~ nec rem potius quam iudicium ~.:.~,.~ ... "~.:., .... ' 

148. Cf. Stump (1978: 199-202). She rightly identifies rei iudicium with Cicero's entire category "': 
of cxtrinsic topoi, though the link she suggests (ib.: 202 with n. 60) with Aristotle's Topics 8,1 
(l56b20-23) is not likely to be a historical one: the indusion of extrinsic topoi in dialectic should, 
historically, be explained by influence from rhetoricaJ systems of topoi (Aristotle's1). 
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attributing the system of topoi to Aristotle preclude the possibility that he took 
his Aristotelian material from the Rhetorie itself? 

It is, of course, quite possible that Cicero used an epitome of Aristotle's 
Rhetorie that only briefly touched upon the subject of topoi. He may, then, have 
supplied the material for this subject from the philosophical tradition he knew. 
Th.is is plausible in itself. The question is, if it need be true. The answer must, I 
think, be in the negative: Cicero could have written as he did if he had read the 
Rhetoric. 

In this connection, account must be taken of Cicero's obvious familiarity with 
the system of topoi that he employs. This familiarity appears from the fact that 
he used it three times, with· apparent ease. And if he had not known the system 
weIL he would probably not have chosen it for a subject to write upon as a pastime 
in 44 B.C.: even though the claim to have written the Topiea without the help of 
books is only a literary commonplace149, it can be considered certain that he 
spent very little time writing it, and that bis interests were at that time more 
philosophical than rhetorica115O• 

H he read the Rhetorie, this familiarity with a system of topoi which he thought 
to be Aristotelian, and whose principle was in fact identica1 with that of Aristotle's 
sySteml5l , probably discouraged a thorough study of the relevant chapters of 
Aristotle's wode. H he turned to Aristotle's own treatise, he must have done so 
to learn new things, not to refresh bis memory. So Cicero's lack of exact knowledge 
of what Aristotle wrote on topoi, whether in the Topics or in the Rhetoric, is 
no proof that he cannot have seen the text of the Rhetoric himself. 

His familiarity with the system of abstract topoi may also explain a curious 
feature of two references to Aristotle in De oratore. As said at the beginning of 
this section, both Catulus and Antonius connect the topoi with Aristotle.Catulus, 
in 2,152, says that· Aristotle devised them for argumentation in philosophica1 dis­
cussions and in oratory: Aristoteles ... posuit quosdam loeos er quibus omnis argu­
mentatio non modo ad phiIosophorum disputationem, sed etiam. ad hone orationem, 
qua in e~is utimur, inveniretur ('Aristotle has laid down certain "places" [Le., 
topol1, from which all arguments may be found, not only for philosophica1 debate, 
but also for the kind of speech we use in causes'). This suggests that the reference 
is to Aristotle's Topics, but in 2,160 Antonius, though he is a bit vague about it, 
seems to mention the Rhetoric as the work he knows Aristotle's theories from152• 

149. Above p. 135-136. 
150. a. Top. 1 maiores nos res scnaere ingressos, C. Trebati, et his I/ans quos brevi tempore 

sati.r multo.r edidimw digniores, e CUml ipso rr:vocavit voluntas tua, with Hubbell's note in bis 
Loebed. 

15L Some differences of outIook and definition (cl. Stump 1978: 205-214, esp. 211-212) are 
irrelevant here. 

152. Below p. 148; for modem opinions on the references see there n. 169. 
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So no distinction between the two wodes as regards the topoi is suggested. Now 
if Cicero had read the Rhetoric, or a paraphrase or epitome that contained Aris­
totle's own topoi, in the way suggested in the previous paragraph, he will have 
recognized a list of topoi not unlike the one he knew, which he supposed derived 
from the Topics. He will have conduded that the systems of the Topics and the 
Rhetoric were (essentially) the same. This seems a plausible explanation of the 
apparent identification of the systems of the two wodes, suggested in Catulus' 
and Antonius' remarks. 

The explanation announced at the end of § 4.3 may now also be given: if Cicero 
had read the Rhetoric, could he have made the mistake of ascribing his own sub­
division of pisteis to Aristotle (cf. the schemes on p. 130)? He can, and the expla­
nation depends, again, on his familiarity with the post-Aristotelian system of 
topoi: this familiarity may have led him to misinterpret Aristotle, and to suppose 
that in the Rhetoric, as in the system of topoi he knew, it was rational arguments 
that were divided into intrinsic and extrinsic, or technical and non-technical 
ones. In this connection, it is to be noted that the Rhetoric itself is not very 
dear on the point. First, it expounds its scheme only once, viz. in the introduction 
of the several means of persuasion and their relationship to each other in 1,2,2-3 
(p. 129), and this relationship is nowhere touched upon again151• Second, the 
place of the treatment of the non-technical means of persuasion in 1,15 may also 
obscure their relationship with the other means: it follows the eleven chapters 
on rational arguments. This effect is strengthened by the fact that Aristotle writes 
that the non-technical means 'properly belong to forensie oratory' (1,15,1: 75a23-
24: t81..al.. -Y<lP amal.. 'T(i)v 8I..KaVl..K(i)v): this couples them dosely with chapters 
1,10-14, which contain the material for the technical, rational arguments in this 
branch1S4• 

In short: if the source from which Cicero took his genuinely Aristotelian material 
also contained Aristotle's ideas on topoi as found in the Rhetoric, the existence 
of a different tradition of abstract topoi, which he also thought to be Aristotelian, 
probably interfered with his reading of this source. Under the influence of this 
tradition, he may have overlooked the differences between the system he was to 
employ, which he knew quite weIl, and Aristotle's, and accordingly he may have 
ascribed both the topoi and the subdivision of rational arguments into technical 
and non-technical ones to him. This he may have done wh ether his Aristotelian 
source was the Rhetoric itself or a paraphrase or epitome. From the topoi, there-

153. It is true that in Aristotle testimony may cancern the character of the speaker (which 
is impossible in Cicero's &eheme): Rhet. 1,15,18 (76a23-29). But this passage, though dear, is the 
only hint that this is so. 

154. Some stray remarIes in 1,15 itself show that some of the material cauld be useful in 
other branches: Hellwig (1913: 158 n. 164; d. 170-171 with n. 214) mentions § 3 (75a26), § 14 
(76al-7) and § 16 (76a15). 
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fore, no proof as to the nature of this source can be deduced. 

45 Aristotle in De oratore 

The result of the preceding section, long as it was, is largely negative as regards 
the central question of this chapter. Cicero did not take bis really Aristotelian 
material from the same source as bis pseudo-Aristotelian abstract topoi, and no 
additional conc1usions about bis use of the Rhetoric can be drawn. So the con­
c1usions reached at the end of § 4.3 are still valid: Cicero had read ,either the 
Rhetoric, or a paraphrase or epitome that contained rather accurate quotations. 
The other available material must now be looked at. 

As to De oratore itself, parallels are not the only information it can supply 
about its relationsbip with the Rhetoric. It also contains some more or less con­
scious hints by the author. Some of these may be found in the mise en sc~ne of 
the' dialogue in book 2. First, however, some of the explicit references to Aristotle 
will be examined. 

Aristotle's name is mentioned in fifteen places in De oratorelSS• Since most 
of these contain very general information only, not more than a few are potentially 
relevant heret56• The passages on prose rhythm, where Cicero reports Aristotle's 
opinions, though not very accurately, have been treated already1S7. They contain 
no hint as to where Cicero found the information for bis report. 

In the debate between Scaevola and Crassus in book 1, Aristotle is twice men­
tioned. In bis laus eloquentiae (praise of eloquence) in 1,30-341S8, Crassus had 
connected eloquence with, among many other things; senno facetus oe nulla in re 
rudis ('elegant discussion, ignorant of no subject'). Thus he had, though unobtrus­
ively, hinted at bis universal conception of the ideal orator, which is the main 
subject of the third book: this connection amounted to the claim that the orator 
must be master not only of matters of rhetoric, but of all subjects. Scaevola 
resists Crassus' ideas in the speech that follows in 1,35-44, and argues against 
this claim in sections 41-44. The relevant part here is 43, where he says that 

155. Twice by means of an adjec:tivc (3,71; SO), 13 times by bis name: 1.43; 49j 55j 2,43j 58j 
152; 160 (twice; ooly once cauntcd here)j3,62; 67; 141; 147; 182; 193. Indirect referencc: 2,162 qui 
iI/i seiks ''', d. abovc p. 132 (not in 2,336 d qui ... , d. above p. 117 with n. 58). 

156. Tbc others (9) cancern (a) Aristotle's school and, vcry generally, bis philosophy (2,58; 
3,62; 67 [d. also cl); (b) bis work on rhetoric in gencral, and the division into thrce kinds of 
oratory, which was generally asaibcd to him (d. [ny. 1.7; Solmsen 1941: 180-181) (2,43j 3,141); 
(c) bis admirable style and bis ability to arguc on both sidcs of an issuc (in utTrlmque senlentüun 
dicue: d. bclow p. 169) (1.49j 3,67 [d. also a); 71; BOj 147). 

157. f 4.2 (p.121-126). Aristotle is mentioncd 3,182; 193. 
158. Cf. L-P. (I: v-vii) about thc structure of the first part of book 1. 
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even rhetorie is, properly speaking, part of the domain of the philosophers: 

Peripatetici autem etiam haec ipsa, quae propria oratorum putas esse adiumenta 
atque omamenta dicendi, ab se peti vincerent oportere, ac non solum meliora sed 
etiam multo plura Aristotclem Theophrastumque de istis rebus quam omnis dicendi 
magistros scripsisse ostenderent. 

But the Peripatetics would demonstrate that evcn those very things that you 
think: are the orators' own special subjcds, the basic means and the ornaments 
of speaking. should be obtaincd from them, and they would show that Aristotle 
and Theophrastus havc writtennot only better, but evcn much more, about thesc 
matters than all the teachers of rhetoric laken together. 

This part of Scaevola's argument is answered by Crassus in 1,54-55159: 

•.. orator .. ., cum illis cognitionem rerum concesserit, ... , tractationem orationis ... 
Slbi adsumet; hoc enim cst proprium oratoris quod saepe iam dixi: oratio gravis et 
omata et hominum sensibus ae mentibus accommodata. qwbus de rebus ~totelem 
et Tbeophrastum saipsisse fateor. sed vide ne hoc, Scaevola, totum sit a me. 
nam ego quae sunt oratori cum illis communia non mutuor ab illis; isti quae de 
bis rebus disputant oratorum esse conccdunt. itaque ceteros libros artis suae nomine, 
hos rhetoricos et inscnbunt et appellant. 

Tbe orator, when he lias left theoretical knowledgeof things to them [i.e. the 
philosophers], will make claim to their treatment in speech; for the orator's own 
special subject, as I havc repeatcdly said before, is this: dignificd and graceful 
speech that is adaptcd to feelings and thoughts of people in general. I acknowledge 
that AristotIe and Tbeophrastus havc weitten about these matters. But you might 
consider, Scaevola, if this point does not wholly support my case. For what the 
orator and they share, I need not borrow from them, but these two concede that 
the things they have to say about thesc matters belong to the orators. Accordingly, 
they givc their other books the name of the subject involved, hut thesc they call 
by the titIe of 'On Rhetoric'. 

That Aristotle had written at eop..siderable length about rhetoriel60 was of course 
weIl known161• Crassus' answer shows that it was also generally known that be 

159. Crassus' reply is analysed in L.-P. (I: 127-130); in 1,55 (and below in 2,160), for the 
sake of consistency, I weite Ansloielern instead of Anstotelen, although the second form may be 
the correct one (d. L.-P. ad 1,55). 

160. Cf. also 2,43 and 3,141. Tbe phrase qui'bus de rebus in 1,55 must refer to the proprium 
of an orator, i.e. rhetoric. Kassel (apparatus ad RheL 77b15) quotes ·the passage in such a way, as 
to suggest that it refers hack to 1,53 quis enim .•. rwocandis, which is about pathos: he takes it 
as a testimonium on Rhet. 2,1-11, and cvidentIy thinks Crassus says that he Imows that AristotIe 
has weitten on the playing upon the feelings (a similar interpretation already in Angermano 1904: 
8). Tbat this cannot be right follows from (1) the structure of what precedes: l.54 alqui marks 
an incision in the argument; (2) the structure of what folIows: quibus de rebus refers to the same 
things as his rebus in quae de his rebus disputant (1,55). 

161. Scaevola's wording Peripaletici ( ... ) ostenderent is determincd hy the dialogue and the 
context (d. also Crassus' reply). Regenbogen's conclusion (RE Suppt. Vll: 1522) that the work on 
rhetoric of Aristotle and Tbeophrastus was not generally Imown misses the point completely - as 
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had done so in a work called Rhetoric162• This is no surprise, but it is of some 
importance for what follows he re that it is explicitly stated in De oratore itself. 

The most important passages where Aristotle is mentioned have already been 
analysed in part (p. 143-144): 2,152 and 2,160. Both belang to an "excursus" on 
Greek philosophy and culture, occasioned by Antonius' references to abstract 
topoi. It is begun by Catulus in 152, and 160· is part of Antonius' re action to 
Catulus' interruptions (Antonius' mention of Diogenes the Stoic and Critolaus the 
Peripatetic refers to the famous embassy of philosophers to Rome in 155 B.C.)l63: 

Tum Catulus: ... sed Aristoteles, is quem ego maxime admiror, posuit quosdam 
locos ex qwbus omnis argumentatio non modo ad philosophorum disputationem, 
sed etiam ad hane orationem, qua in causis utimur, invcniretur, a quo quidem 
homine iam dudum, Antoni, non aberrat oratio tua, sive tu similitudine ilIius divini 
ingeoü in eadem incurris vestigia, sive etiam illa ipsa legisti atque didicisti, quod 
quidem mihi magis vcri simile videtur; plus enim te operae Graecis dedisse rebus 
video quam putaraml64• 

Tben Catulus said: .,. But AristotIe, whom I admire very much, has laid down 
certain ·placcs· [Le., topOll, from which all arguments may be found,. not oo1y 
for philosophical debate, but also for the· kind of speech we use in causes; and 
for a long time now, Antonius, your own expositionl6S has not deviated from the 
views of this same man - perhaps you waIk in bis footsteps because of your Iike­
ness to bis exceptional mind, or perhaps you havc evcn read these things thein­
sc1vcs, and made yourself acquainted with them, which seems more Iike the truth 
to Me: for I can see that you havc devoted more attention to Greek things than 
I bad thoughl . 

(Antonius:] Critolaum istum, quem simul euro Diogene venisse commemoras, puto 
plus huie nostro studio prodesse potuisse. erat enim ab isto Aristotele, a cuius 

does Düring (1966: 91 0. 2, 124 0. 30), who copies Regenbogen both in bis inaccurate way of quoting 
and in bis conclusioo. 

162. It seems certain that hos metoricos et inscn1Junt et. appellant can oo1y refer to the 
Rhetoric, and not to any of the other rhetorical works of Aristotie - a1though a shadow of a 
doubt remains conceming the Gryllus, about which so much is uncertain: it was also titled fiEpt 
ltrtr~. Tbe argument against a reference to the Gryllus is that it probably oo1y dealt with 
the qucstion if rhetorie is an art (d. below, 0. 174), and that it very probably had oo1y one book 
(Diog. L. 5,22, no.5; the anonymous catalogue, no.5, mentions three books, but this is probably 
wrong: Moraux 1951: 202; d. also the garbled title: fiEpt 'll'o).l/r~ ii rpüU.~ 1'). Tbe Theo­
dectea bad no sccond title, was probably also in one book (Diog. L. 5,24, no.82; the anonymous 
catalogue again has three books: d. Moraux 1951: 202), and almost certainly largely consisted of 
material that came from Tbeodectes, not from Aristotle (fragments: 125-135 Rose; d. Solmsen 
[o.c. above p. Tl 0. 304]: 144-151; Moraux 1951: 98-101; Barwick's thesis about the work, 1966/67: 
47-55, seems untenable). Tbe l:vvu"'fClrril n:xvwv did not contain Aristotle's own ideas (d. cspecially 
Inv. 2,6-7; d. the referenccs below 0. 168). 

163. About the form Anstotelern d.0.159. 
164. putaram is better attcsted (LH) thanputaramus (A, E corr., edd.;putamnus E ante corr.) 

(L.-P. ad Ioc.). 
165. Sutton translatcs this by 'your own style', which is certainly wrong and misleading: it 

is clear from the conten itself that Catulus refers to Antonius' exposition in De oratort!, and this 
is unambiguously confirmed by Antonius' reply: 160 a cu;us inventis •... 
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inventis tibi ego videor non longe aberrare. atque inter hune Aristotelem, cuius 
et illum legi librum, in quo exposuit dicendi artis omnium superiorum et illos, in 
quibus ipse sua quaedam de eadem arte dixit, et hos germanos huius artis magistros 
hoc mihi visum est interesse, quod ille eadem acie mentis, qua rerum omnium vim 
naturamque viderat, haec quoque aspexit quae ad dicendi artem, quam ille despicie­
bat, pertinebant; illi autem •.. 

[Antonius:) As for Critolaus, who, as you have mentioned, came (to Rome) together 
with Diogenes, I think he could have been of greateruse (than Diogenes) to this 
pursuit of ours. For he was from the school of the same Aristotle, from whose 
ideas I do not, in your opinion, far deviate. And between this Aristotle (of whom 
I have read both the book in wbich he set forth the theories of speaking of all 
bis predecessors, and those books in wbich he gives bis own opinions about the 
same ait) on the one band, and these specialist teachers of this art on the other, 
this seems to me to be the difference, that he looked with the same acumen, by 
which he bad discemed the essential nature of everything, at the things pertaining 
to the art of speaking also, though he despised it; whereas they ... 

Catulus' reference to topoi that are useful both for philosophical dispute and for 
speeches points to the Topicsl66• Since Cicero must, for bis topoi in De ora/ore, 
have used the same source that he later employed in bis Topica, and ,since that 
source contained a reference to AristotIe's Topics167, it can indeed be assumed 
that Cicero in 55 already knew ab out the existence of this work. Antonius, in 
the passage quoted, mentions the L'Uva-yc.rr.il 'TE);:vci)v (SynagQge Technon: Summary 
0/ the Arts), the survey of the handbooks' made by, or fo~, AristotIel68, and 
then ilfos (sc. libros1 in quibus ipse SUD quaedam de eademarte dixit ('those 
books in wbich he gives bis own opinions about the same art'). This obviously 
includes the Rhetoric. This has been doubted169, but since the existence of this 
work has been alluded to in De ora/ore itself, viz. in 1,55 quoted above, such 
doubts are unjustified. Besides the Rhetoric, Antonius may very well mean the 
Topics alsol70, but the question if that is really the case should not be pressed: 
the vagueness of the statement must be deliberate. But his claim to have read 
AristotIe is clear, and is also implicit in 2,162-163 (above p. 132). 

What does Catulus mean when he says that Antonius has kept elose to the 
views of AristotIe? This must refer to the abstract topoi, that have been at the 

166. As a1ready remarked above, p. 143. Tbus P.-H. and W. ad loc., Moraux (1973: 41 with 
n. 35; 1975: 83 witho. 6), Fortenbaugh (1989: § ll). Tbe remark in L.-P. (I: 61) is inexact, in that 
it confuses 1,152 and 1,160 (cf. below 0. 169). 

167. Same 6Ource: above p. 134 with 0. 114; p. 140; reference to thc Topics: Top. I, cf. above 
pp. 136; 137 with 0. 124. . 

168. Cf. Douglas (1955; 1957a). Tbere is a slight possibility that the Theodectea is meant (as 
Düring 1950: 39 n. 1 thinks). 

169. Düring (1950: 38-39: probably the Topics); L-P. (I: 61 'offenbar die Topica, nicht die 
Rhetorica'; cf. above 0. 166). A reference to the Rhetoric has been assumed by P.-H. and W. ad Ioc. 
(see ncxt Dote), Solnisen (1938: 401), Barwiclc (1963: 74), Kelinedy (1972: 221), Douglas (1973: 106 
0. 31), Moraux (1973:' 41 with 0.36; 1975: 83-84 with 0. 7). 

170. P.-H. and W. ad Ioc. assume that both the Rhet. and the Topics are meant. 



149 

centre of Antonius' discussion up tUl now, and are in fact what Catulus is talking 
about17l• This is confirmed by the fact that the other Aristotelian features, dis­
cussed in §§ 4.2-4.3, cannot be meant. When Catulus says that Antonius follows 
Aristotle closely, he can hardly mean the few verbal parallels, even apart from 
the fact that such a reference would be quite allen to the atmosphere of the 
dialogue; and the division into technical and non-technical means of persuasion is 
not important enough either. Antonius' three pisteis have also been thought a 
plausible candidate, but tbis is impossible because of 2,179: there Catulus appears 
to be surprised when Antonius begins bis discussion of ethos and pathos, so he had 
not yet understood their place in the theory of invention172• 

Antonius' statement that Aristotle despised rhetoric is somewhat surprising. 
After aIl, Aristotle wrote on the subject at considerable length, and Antonius 
does acknowledge this. The remark probably derives from the biograpbical tradition 
about Aristotle, wbich also emphasized bis rivalry with Isocrates: AristoteIe et 
Isocrate ... , quonun uterque SUD studio iielectatUs contempsit altenun (eie. De 
officiis 1,4: 'Aristotle and Isocrates, who both took pleasure in their own pursuit 
and despised each other's')l73. Perhaps Aristotle's Gryllus, an exoteric work that 
may have been known to Cicero, also pointed in this direction: its subject was 
the question if rhetoric is an art, and it perhaps only contained arguments to 
the contrary174. 

Again it must be asked if tbis indicates that Cicero cannot have read the 
Rhetoric. Would he not have concluded from it that Aristotle did not despise the 
subject at all?l7S I am afraid my argument is becoming somewhat repetitive, but 
I think tbis is not the case. The Rhetoric itself does contain numerom disparaging 

171. Th05 Kennedy (1972: 221). Why Cicero makes no difference between the Topics and the 
Rhetoric as far as the topoi are concerned bas been tentatively explained above, p. 143-144. 

172. a. below p. 194-195. An inconsistency between Catulo5' two statements is unnecessary 
and implaUSlble: bis role in 2,179 is weU thought out (cf. again p. 194-195). P.-H. ad 2,152 assume 
that the pisteis and the small scale parallels are meant, and Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 121. 128) 
takes Catulo5 to refer to the pisteis only. 

173. a. alsoDe or. 3,141; andAABTT 31-33. 
174. Lossau (1974) argues that it contained arguments on both sides, but that Aristotle's own 

opinion was that rbetorie is an art, and that this opinion was also expressed. His reconstruction 
is very plausible in itself, but far from certain. It is ultimately based on Quint. 2,17,14 (= fr. 69 
Rose), especiaUy Quint.'s statement that Aristotle's arguments against rbetorie as an art were 
developed (only) quaerendi gratia, '(or the sake of investigation'. That this statement is based 
upon the Gryllus itself, as Lossau (p. 14) vebemently maintains, and is not Quint.'s own conclusion 
from the cxistence o( Aristotle's RheL, seems uncertain (it is doubtful whether Quint. really knew 
Aristotle's writings weIl: above p. 58-59 with n. 235). Lossau's view may receive &Ome support from 
the notion that Aristotle did use the method of arguing both sides of a case (Lossau: 16-18), but 
L-P. (I: 67) rightly objed: to jumping to the conclO5ion that Aristotle's dialogues reflected this 
(d. Lossau: 18-19). Fmally, we do not really know if the GryIlO5 was a dialogue: Düring (1957: 
442) rightly points out that the common identification between exoterie works and dialogues laeb 
a foundation; d. alsoF1ashar (1983: 180-181). 

175. This is claimed by Fortenbaugh (1989: § n with n. 11). 
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remarlcs on eommonplaee rhetorie, and some on the inferiority of eertain parts of 
rhetorie and publie speaking. A good example is 3,1,5 (03b36-04al), about delivery: 
BOKEl. CPOPTLKOV EtVClL, KaA~ irrroAa~ßav6J.LEvov ('rightly eonsidered, it seems 
vulgar'176)ln. Even for a modem reader, this may cre~.te the impression that 
Aristotle was basically at odds with rhetorie - an impression I am not so sure is 
wrong. To an ancient reader familiar with the biographical tradition alluded to 
just now, this wou1d strengthen what he had heard alreadyl78. So there is no 
reason why Cicero, Ü he had read the Rhetoric, could not have wr-itten that 
Aristotle despised rhetorie. 

What, the~ do the two passages, and especially 2,160, tell us about Cicero's 
knowledge of Aristotle's Rhetoric? Antonius' claim to have read it is part of bis 
portrait drawn by Cicero in De oratore. We can be certain that the historica1 
Antonius had not read much - Cicero says so in Brutusl79 -, and this was in 
fact· what people thought, as Cicero tells us in the prologue to the second book 
(2,1-11). Cicero does not contradict this reputatio~ but skilfully incorporates it 
into a very different picturel80. This reputation, he ,says in this prologue, was 
exact1y what Antonius aimed at. He was convinced that any hint of bookishness 
would discredit him with the general Roman public, and thus lessen the effective­
ness of bis speeches. In point of fact, Cicero says, he was well verse~ in Greek 
culture. In the body of the seeond book this construction is gradually developed, 
with almost palpable irony, into a convincing portrait: in the course of the dis­
cussion, Antonius drops bis dissimulatio ('pretended ignorance'). TPe passage under 
discussion is an important step in this development181. Catu1us suggests that 
Antonius knows more about 'Greek things' than he had expected, and Antonius 
acknowledges this, claiming, or rather more or less confessing, that he has read, 
among other things, Aristotle's Rlzetoric. 

But this is not the whole story. In view of Antonius' reputation, and of Cicero's 
acknowledgement in Brutus that Antonius was not thoroughly educated, we may 
eonclude that Cicero's attractive fiction was meant to be, and no doubt was, 

176. Thus Freese and others. Tbe transl. Cis thought vuJgar, and rightly so considered', pre­
ferred by Cope (IBn ffi: ad loc.) and others, seems less apt, because Aristotle has just complained 
that delivery is so important in practice: this implies that it is not generally considered vuJgar­
the one who does so is Aristotle himself. 

177. Cf. 1,1,3-9 (54all-b22) on the irrelevancy of emotional appeal (cf. above p. 17-18); and 
the context of the sentence quoted, 3,1,4-7 (03b32-04aI9). 

178. Cf. also the picture in De or. 3: Aristotle is one oe the philosophcrs (3,62; 67), and these 
despise rhetorie: 3,59, and especially 3,72 philosophi eloquentiam despexerunt, where they are even 
said to despise eloquence (eloquentia is a rather e1evated term, particularly in book 3). 

179. Brut. 214 .... quos parum his instructos artibus vidimus, ut Sulpicium, ut Antonium. 
180. Cf. L.-P. (I: 93-94; 11: 186-188). 
181. The first important step is marked by 2,59-61, where Antonius confesses to havc read 

Greek historians - wben he has no better things to do. Any knowledge oe philosophcrs, howevcr, 
he emphatically disclaims. Our passage goes one step further. 
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recognized by bis readers as such. An bistorical dialogue like De oratore was 
perfectly suited for such literary playl82. It folIows, not only that most of the 
opinions expressed by Crassus and Antonius and the other partners in the dialogue 
were Cicero's own, but also that such hints as Antonius' about bis knowledge of 
Aristotle's work were meant to point to Cicero's own "sources"l83. Cicero, by 
way of Antonius, strongly suggests, if not claims, that he has read the Rhetoric. 

Ano~er aspect of the literary play in De oratore is also relevant here: the sketch 
of the situation of the dialogue of book 2, the "mise en sc~ne". The OOt book 
shows that these situations are carefully chosen by Cicero so as to set the scene 
and atmosphere for what is to come. The place for the discussion chosen in 1,28 
is the shadow of a plane-tree, with an explicit reference, by Scaevola, to the. plane­
tree in Plato's Phaedrusl84• Cicero even goes further: in 1,29 this place is made 
comfortable in a Roman way by cusbionsl8S, and this combination of Greek and 
Roman in the mise en scene prefigures the contents of the dialoguel86: a more 
or less Socratic discussion, with . a tension between ideal and practice, that is, 
between the Greek, theoretical, approach and the Roman, practica1 one187• 

The introductory conversation in 2,12-28 resumes this antithesis between Greek 
and Roman somewhat more sharply, thus foreshadowing the frequent rejection of 
Greek rhetorica1 systems in favour of a more ptactical way of workingl88. The 
situation in wbich the discussion takes place is described in 2,20: porticus haec 
ipsa ubi inambulamus ('this very colonnade, where we are walking). That the 
reference to walking is no coincidence is shown in 3,121, where Crassus ca1ls the 
discussion of book 2 huius ambulationis antemeridianae ('this moming walk'). It 
is hard not to see in this a hint to '1TEpl/lTa'TELV (peripatein: 'walk up and down'), 
and to the tradition that the name 'Peripatetics' derived from the fact that Aris-

182. Cf. L.-P. (1: 90-91; ll: 186-187). See especially Fam. 9,8,1 and Rep. 1,16. 
183. This consequence of the openly fictional character of Cicero's portrait of Antoruus is 

ignored by Fortenbaugh (1989: § ll). Schweinfurth-Walla (1986:208, cf. 128-131) makes mention of 
the question if Antoruus' statement about the Rhetoric can be equated to 'Ciceros eigener Meinung' 
- a rather infelicitous expression. 

184. Cf. L.-P. (1:·65-67 and ad 1,28). Plane-trees were also generally associated with Plato's 
Academy: Görler (1988: 222). 

185. L.-P. (1: 76-77). 
186. At least until 1,98, where a new mention of the place of discussion may help to indicate 

the incision in the dialogue, which is already quite clear from the nature of the intermediary 
discussion in 1,96-112 (d. L.-P. I: 189-190). 

187. Görler (1988: 224 D. 29) rightly notices that in 1,98 'there is not a hint of doubt that 
Crassus' paJaestra is to be mentally associated with the Athenian Academy and Lyceum'. We may 
add that the context probably determines which of the two associations is stronger. 

188. Cf. on the Mise en scene L.-P. (ll: 183, 202-203); and on the practical way of working 
below§ 63. 
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totle gave his lectures while walkingl89• 

Thus Cicero not only claims, via Antonius, to have read the Rhetoric, but also 
connects Antonius' exposition with Aristotle via the mise en scene of book 2. 

4.6 The Availability of the Rhetoric 

H Cicero is to have read the Rhetoric, it must have been available to him. In 
fact, all arguments advanced in this chapter would be without value if it were 
not. Moreover, as remarked earlier (p. 108), a number of current arguments against 
a direct knowledge of the Rhetoric are partly dependent on the question of avail­
ability. Unfortunately, however, there is no communis opinio about this problem 
that I might refer to, so, in view of its importance, I must give abrief account 
ofit here. 

The lack of ~greement between scholars is not surprising, since the early history 
of Aristotle's writings is rather mysterious, and the scanty evidence lends itself 
to various interpretations. Accordingly, there seems hardly any hypothesis, on 
any of the details, that has not been advanced in the past century and a half. 
Nevertheless, as some of the -evidence, vize the ancient catalogues of Aristotle's 
writings, yields virtually no information at all to the unprepared reader, one is 
forced to rely on previous scholarship. In the last fourty years the situation has 
significantly improved by the work of Moraux and Düring, but many issues are 
still unclear, and some reconstructions that prove, on inspection, to lack all foun­
dation, are still established as the truth. To try to disentangle this whole jungle 
would be beyond my competence, and it would also be irrelevant here. I will 
confine myself to an attempt at reaching some conclusions concerning the avail­
ability of the Rhetoric to Cicero. 

There are three sources of information on the early fate of Aristotle's esoteric 
worksl90: the ancient reports on it; the writings of authors of the period that 
contain remarks on the availability and use of Aristotle's wode, or show traces 
of dependence on it; and the" ancient" catalogues of Aristotle's writings191• I will 

189. Cicero knew this tradition: Ac. 1,17 qu; erant cum Aristotele Peripaletid dicti sunt quio 
disputabant inmnbulantes in Lydo (d MET T 71a, b [=Ac. Lc.], C, Cj 72; d also aboyc n. 187). 
The principal association of ambrdalio etc. with the Peripatos is of course not disproved by passages 
likc Plin. NaL 12.9 in ambulalione AauJoniae. 

190. Moraux (1973: 4-5). On the distinction esoteric-exoteric (and same modem misunderstand­
ings about it) Düring (1957: 441-442). 

191. As to papyri, none with (parts" of) works of Aristotle earlier than the first century AD. 
are known, as appears from (1) the material up till 1 April 1964: Roger A Pack, The Greek antI 
Latin literary Tats jrom Greco-Roman Egjpl (Ann Arbor: Univ. of Michigan Press, 1969): 1h-Zl 
(on the closing date p. 165)j (2) the surveys in Aegyptus 42 (1962) - 68 (1988), where only one 
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treat the first two together. The catalogues, which are only important here for a 
point of detail, will be touched upon in the last part of this seetion. 

The best known element from the ancient reports is the famous story of the 
discovery of Aristotle's moth-eaten books in Scepsis in Asia Minor. After Aristotle's 
death bis books went to Theophrastus. Theophrastus bequeathed bis library to 
Neleus, who took it to bis home town, Scepsis, depriving the rest of the world 
of almost all of Aristotle's unpublished works. His heirs, in turn, were ordinary 
people, and when the kings of Pergamum were building up a h'brary and were 
searching for books everywhere, the books were hidden in a damp cellar, where 
they were damaged by moisture and moths. Eventually, at the beginning of the 
first century B.e., they were rediscovered and sold to a rich book-collector, a 
citizen of Athens called Apellicon of Teos, who published them - full of errors, 
for he very carelessly restored the damaged texts. After Apellicon's death, Sulla 
took Athens, and carried off Apellicon's library as part of the booty to Rome. 
There some booksellers had copies made, very bad ones like those of Apellicon. 
However, the famous grammarlan Tyrannion also got access to the books. He 
prepared more careful copiesl92, and gave them to Andronicus, who finally edited 
Aristotle's works as we now have them. 

This story derives from the accounts of Strabo and Plutarchl93. How much of 
it is true? It has been defended by same as essentially right, whereas others 
hold that all of Aristotle's writings were widely known during the whole of an­
tiquityl94. Today, most scholars are sceptical about the whole and about details, 
and there are indeed many reasons for doubt So much is certain, that Theophras­
tus' library was inherited by Neleusl9S, but even the question ü he really took 
it to Scepsis seems to have no certain answer. Apelliconl96, from whom this part 
of the story may come, is not exactly a trustworthy witness: Posidonius reports 

Aristotelian papyrus is mentioned! (viz. in 1966: no. 113(4). (Dr. K.A. Worp has been so kind as to 
help me find my way to these sources.) 

192. Tbe paraphrase of FelixGraycff, Phronesis 1 (1956), 105-122: lOS, is erroneous: he trans­
fers Apellicon', mistake lo Tyrannion. 

193. Strabo 13,1,54 (C608-609); Plut Sulla 26,1-2. All relevant evidence in AABT, especially 
T 14, 42, 66, 74-75. . 

194. Düring (1950: 37): it was defended by 'Bignone and the Italian school'. Flashar's account 
(1983: 191-192) is nther unaitical. . 

195. See Tbeophraslus' will, Diog. L. 5,51-57: 5,52 ,.0. &: ßLßAla 'lravra N1))..d. It is, of 
course, cvcn poss.ible to doubt (as Tartn 1981: 726 seems to do) that Theophrastus' hbrary contained 
Aristotle's OWD copies; but it seems rather probable that it did. 

196. Tbe' testi.monies about ApeUicon, as far as they directly concern the Scepsis-find, are in 
AABT T 66; Athen. 5,53 (214e-21Sa), the end of the Posidonius-fragment of wbich T 66a is part 
(d. Den Dote), teUs the rest of bis story. 
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that he illegally obtained old documents to satisfy bis antiquarian hungerl97• 

Besides, there is a rival story found in Athenaeus, that Neleus sold all the books 
to king Ptolemy for the library in Alexandria 198. The claim that the library of 
Apellicon contained the only copies of Aristotle's writings is, therefore, doubtful. 
A look at the second kind of evidence, the writings of authors of the period, 
will confirm this doubt. 

As to traces of dependence in these authors on Aristotle's works we now possess 
(esoteric works)I99, these are very hard to judge: most of the relevant texts 
from the Hellenistic age are not extant in the origin~ and the case of De ora/ore 
has shown how difficult the matter can be even if a text is available. It used to 
be taken for granted, for example, that'the Stoics used much Aristotelian materi~ 
but recently Sandbach has convincingly argued that the evidence for this assumption 
is very meagre. This is not to say that they cannot have consulted any of the 
esoteric works, only that we cannot assume with any certainty that they did200• 

Another frequently held opinion is that Cicero did not get to know the Rhetoric 
until 46 B.C., and this has become one of the myths that are transmitted from 
scholar to scholar. However, the assumptions bebind this claim have, on inspection 
(§ 4.1), been found to be inadequate2(ll. Positive proof that Cicero did consult 

197. Posidonius apo Athen. 5,53 (214de) (= FGH 87F36 = Posid. fr. 253 E.-K. = fr. 2A7 Theiler; 
also = MET T ,66a). Tbe point that Apellicon may have invented the story is Gottschalk's (1972: 
339-342); bis contention that the only person who knew about the provenance was Apellicon (ib.: 
339) is quite posstbly true, but need not be so; nevertheless, Gottschalk's scepticism is reasonable 
enough. Why Düring (1957: 393) is so sure that Neleus really took the books to Scepsis, whereas 
he doubts the following part of the story, I do not know. 

198. Athen. 1,4 (3ab) (= MET T 42d): 'II'ap' a6 (sc. N'f\ÄE~) '1I'avra •.• 'II'pui~ b iuJ.e­
OO'1l'~ ßamAe~ IlToAeJ.UI~, Cl>LAa5d~ 5' t'1l'UcA"1v, J.LETeX TWV • AEhlV1J6ev Kal. TWV ,bö 
• P600u E~ rlJv KaATJv • AAE~aVÖpELaV JWrirya'"fE. 

199. O. Moraux (1973: 8-11), Guthrie (1981: 62-63 with 62 n. 1). Of course I only present a 
small selection of the evidence. 

200. Sandbach (1985). His conclusion is that it seems more probable that 'Aristotle was not 
a significant influence on early, that is on third-century, Stoicism' (ib.: 56-57), but he rightly insists 
even more on the uncertainty of the evidence to the contrary. Even if bis first conclusion is not 
accepted in all of its consequences, the second, I think, is unobjectionable. 

201. Tbe claim is often taken for granted; it is sometimes corroborated by an argument, 
originating from Usener, that Tyrannion's book On Accents, which is assumed to bave been written 
just before Cicero's Orator, shows that, early' in 46, Tyrannion had no knowledge of the Rhet. 
either. Düring's statement about On Accents is especially misleading (1950: 38; repeatecl 1966: 124): 
'H. Rabe and Usener have shown that in this work Tyrannion betrays no knowledge of Aristotle's 
'll'Epl. }.~~, which in our Corpus forms the third book of the Rhetoric'. Rabe has done nothing 
of the sort: in bis dissertation (De Theophrasti I,öns IIEpl. }'E~~ Bonn 1890: 1:1-36, esp. 31-36) 
he argued that the third book of the Rhetoric was coupled to books 1 and 2 byAndronicus - and 
for that argument he is referred to by Usener (o.c. above n. 9: 636). Usener himself was the orig­
inator of the Tyrannion-argument. 

This argument, though followed by many (even Moraux 1973: 37-44 does not contradict it), 
is completely without foundation. It entirely depends on the failure of Tyrannion to mention Aris­
tolle in bis treatise on Greek accents, a work probably (though not undisputably) identical with 
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the Rhetoric, however, has not been found either in the previous _ sections. In 
general, evidence from dependence on Aristotle is altogether scanty, and frequently 
unreliable202 • 

There are, however, some reports on the availability of Aristotle's treatises 
that are more usefuI, most of them in Cicero's wodes. Already in De inventione 
he says that Aristotle made available the opinions of others on rhetorie, and also 
bis own (2,7: atque hic quidem ipse et sese ipsum nobis et eos, qui ante fuerunt, 
in medio posuit, ut ceteros et se ipsum per se cognosceremus). This alludes -to the 
I.1Jya'Y~ TEXYOOV (Summary 0/ the Arts) and to the Rhetoric. Even if, as seems 
certain, Cicero had not then consulted the Rhetoric himself, this strongly suggests 
that it was available somewhere. De oratore 2, 160, where Antonius says he knows 
the Rhetoric, points to the same conclusion. Of course this is a fiction, in that 
the real Antonius did probably not know the work203, but would Cicero have 
written it if _the Scepsis-story were true, and many readers would have known 
that the fiction was impossible? Another interesting passage is De finibus 3,7-
lQ204, where Cicero describes a (fictional) chance meeting he had with Cato in 
52, in the library of the young Lucullus. He had gone there to use some books, 
he writes - 'as I used to dO'20S. What books? Some commentarii, 'note-books', of 
Aristotle, that he knew were °there206• With commentarii Cicero means esoteric 
works, for in the fifth book of the same De finibus, he contrasts them with­
exoteric ones207• The library of young Lucullus was the one he had inherited 
from bis father, who had brought many books with him from Asia Minor, probably 

the one mentioned by Cicero inAtt. 12,6,2 (a letter commonly dated Summer 46 B.C.). Now GL IV 
529,2-530,17 preserves part of Varro's report on this work of Tyrannion. It appears that Tyrannion 
defended the existence of a middle acccnt, apart from acutus, gravis, and perispomenon, and also 
adduced a numl:!er of authorities for this opinion, among whom Theophrastus but not Aristotle. 
Usener (o.c.: 634-636) holds that if he bad moWD Rhet. 3, he would bave mentioned it, because 
there three acccnts, ~T.a, ßapeta and .wnt, are distinguished. But in fact AristotIe (3,1,4: 
03b29-3O) says: 'Ir~ (sc. &t xp1jo6aa.) ,.o~ ,.6~, otOv ~dq. Kat. ßapetq. Kat. .wrn -
that is all. Even if this is really about acccnts (it is more like1y to be about absolute pitch), there 
is not even a bint of an explanation, and the perispomenen is not mentioned at all. This is hardly 
something Tyrannion would have wanted to appeal to as an authoritative statement. Moreovcr, the 
date of Cicero's letter is probably not 46, but around 31 May 45 (cf. Shackleton Bailey,.AJt. vol 
V: 352). 

202. Sometimes it may, however, be used in combination with other evidence: below, p. 156 
with n. 213. 

203. Above, p. 150-151. 
204. On this passage MoralJX (1973: 39-41), from whom my account is drawn. 
205. Fin. 3,7 IUIIIJ in Tuscu/ano cum essern ve/lernque e bibliotheca pueri Lucu/Ii quibusdam 

libris uti, vmi in eius villam ut eos ipse ut solebam deprornerem. 
206. Fin. 3,10 commentarios quosdam ... Aristotelios, quos hic sciebam esse .•.. ('Note-books' 

is Rackham's transl. in bis Loch cd.; d. also Taru 1981: 737 with n. 44). 
207. Fin. 5,12 de summo autern bano quia duo genera librolWn mnt, unum populariter scriptum 

quoll ~<MEpu<6v appel/abant (sc.Aristoteles et 17reophrastus), alterum limatius quod in commentariis 
reliquerunt, .•.• (Note that this is part of the dialogue in book 5, which takes place in 79 B.C.I) 
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collected many more, and made the contents of this library available to all who 
wanted to use it208• The treatises of Aristotle in his possession were, therefore, 
available to Cicero, and to anyone else; and since Lucullus obtained them some­
where, they must have been available before, probably in Greece209• 

Philodemus' reference to Aristotle paraphrased in § 2.5 (p. 56) is also significant: 
his statement that the rhetoricians have made use of almost everything from the 
Rhetoric, except (ethos and) pathos, is not qualified by any comment on the 
restricted circulation of Aristotle's wodes. This implies that the Rhetoric had 
been, and still was, available210• 

Many, if not all, of Aristotle's wodes must also have been in the Alexandrian 
library: apart from the rival story, mentioned above, that Neleus sold Theophrastus' 
library to a Ptolemy211, there are other indications for an Alexandrian interest 
in Aristotle212, and at least some of the esoteric wodes were actually used there213• 

Also, copies of some, and perhaps many, treatises were brought to Rhodes by 
Aristotle's pupil Eudemus214• Finally, it is implausible that there were no copies 
in the library of the Peripatos itselfl15• 

We may now return to the tale of the find in Scepsis. There may indeed have 
been such a find. In any case, the story can hardly be entirely false, and it seems 
most probable that Apellicon, whether in Scepsis or somewhere else, did acquire 
an interesting collection of Aristotle's writings, perhaps even of Aristotle's own 

208. Plut. Lucullus 42,1-2. Further references in Moraux (1973: 40 n. 33). 
209. O. also Cie. Alt. 4,16,2 !E{Jm;pl.K~ (54 B.C.) and Fm. 5,10-14 (= MET T 76a and b 

respectively); Sandbach (1985: 73 n. 65) on the EN. 
210. Tbe. fact that Philodemus in bis IIEpt oLKovolJ.ta~ extensively quotes from the pseudo­

Aristotelian Oeconomica, which is transmitted in our Corpus, may also indicate that the Cotpus 
was available, as Moraux says (1973: 41 with n. 34; on the Oeconomica d. Regenbogen, RE Suppl 
VII: 1521-1522; Flashar 1983: 292). -But arguments based on the idea that the Corpus was a unity 
are extremely hazardous (above p.l08). 

211. Athen. 1,4 (3ab), quoted n.198. O. also Lord (1986: 143). 
212. Moraux (1973: 12-15). 
213. Düring (1950: 40-64) on the zoological writings; Moraux (1973: 15 n. 36). Although there 

is 'tittle firm evidencc of a knowledge of OUT Poetics at any time between Tbeophrastus and the 
fourth ccntury A.D.' (Else [o.e. above p. 63 n. 263]: 337 n. 125; bis italics), DJ. AIIan rightly argues 
against dogmatic exclusion of the use of the Poetics in Alexandria (p. 264 of 'Aristotelian Inßuence 
upon Literary Scholarship During the HeUenistic period', in: ProceedinE;f 0/ the World Congress 
on AristoUe. Thessaloniki August 7-14, 1978 vol.1 [Athens: Publ. of the Ministry of Culture and 
Sciences, 1981], 260-264; the first of bis positive arguments, however, ib.: 263, laeb foundation; 

. and the second one, ib.: 264, is inconclusive, as he admits himself). O. also Brink. (1963: 140 n. 2). 
214. Moraux (1973: 9-10), Sandbach (1985: 58, 66 n. 8). 
215. Moraux (1973: 15-16), Lord (1986: 139-140). It should be noted (Sandbach 1985: 3) that 

books were not yet very common in the third century: the availability in these three places should 
therefore not, as regards the early period, be interpreted as meaning an availability to an as illu.s­
trated above for first century Rome. 

i 
.1 
~ 

.' 
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manuscripts216• As for the faulty "edition" of Apellicon217, this may indeed have 
existed, but, as appears from the availability of the worJes illustrated just now, it 
was certainly no· editio princeps. These conclusions are confirmed by a reference 
to Apellicon in Posidonius218: the acquisition of Aristotle's library is mentioned, 
but the editorial work is not219• 

The following elements of the story, then, may be taken as true. Apellicon 
obtained part or whole of Aristotle's library, possibly also containing manuscripts. 
The collection was taken to Rome by Sulla, where Tyrannion, in some way or 
other, worked on it, and where booksellers made faulty copies220• 

However, whether or not Tyrannion really furnished Andronicus with copies 
must remain uncertain. This element is conspicuously absent from Strabo's version, 
and Plutarch (or bis source) may have invented it in order to connect the story 
with the edition of Andronicus, which had °by then become standard221 •. As for 
this edition, it seems almost certain that Cicero cannot have profi ted from it, 
since it was not finished in bis lifetime22l.This disputed point, however, is of 

216. Guthrie (1981: 64) remarIes that the very fact that Aristotle's works and thoughts wcre 
to same extent known, directly and indirectly, c:onfirms, to a certain degree, the genuineness of 
the manusaipts: a falsification would easily have been recognizcd as such. 

217. a. Moraux (1973: 33 with n. 1) (d. below n. 219). 
218. Posidonius Lc. above. n. 197 (d. n. 196). 
219. Moraux (1973: 28-31; he thinks that there was probably no edition by Apellicon at all); 

d. Tarin (1981: 728 n. 19). 
220. About the fate of the collection after Apellicon acquired it Strabo (and, partly, Plutarch) 

may be relied upon (d. Gottschalk 1972: 338): Strabo had attended lectures of Tyrannion. 
221. Strabo would have knoWD about it (prev. note, and Taro 1981: 734); but it must be 

admitted that bis siJence may be due to bis anti-Peripatetic bias. On the c:onnection Tyr.-Andr. 
d. Moraux (l973: 52); Taro's arguments for the reliability of Plutarch's report (1981: ro, 730) 
carry little wcight. (Of course, Andronicus probably had information about Apellicon's find, even 
if not through Tyrannion.) There was no edition by Tyrannion, as has been thought by same: see 
Düring (1957: 394, 413), Moraux (l973: 34-35 with n. 5, where references to older literature cx­
bIbiting this opinion may be found). Gottschalk (1.9'n: 339 n. 1) notes 'that Tyrannion never had 
charge of Sulla's hbrary, as Düring suggests' (Düring 1957: 421) - this sUf8estion of Düring goes 
even further than Usener's rcconstruction (o.c. above n. 9: 636-638), on which d. Moraux (1973: 
37-44), and above n. 201. 

m. It is a matter of debate whether it was· finished before 50 or after 40 B.C. Düring is 
the best knOWD recent defender of the later date: he thinks Andronicus worked in Rome betwcen 
40 and 20 (1950: 64-70; 1957: 420-425; 1966: 37, 40-41 with n. 250). Moraux represents the other 
opinion: he thinks that Andronicus worked at Athens. before 50 (1913: 45-58). FuU references on 
the different OpiniODS in Moraux (1973: 4546. nn. ~ 2). Tbe . positive arguments on both sides 
seem inconclusive (d. Taro 1981: 731-735). Against an early date Cicero's silence on the matter 
has been adduced (e.g. Düring 1950: 68; 1957: 421) but this is no insuperable difficu1ty, as Moraux 
argues (1973: 55-56; d. Guthrie 1981: 63 with n. 4). But Cicero's remark in Top. 3 seems decisive: 
eum philosophum _ .. qui ab ipsis phüosophis praetu tzdmodum paucos ignomur - Cicero, who knew 
Tyrannion (Alt. 2,6,1 (59 B.C.], etc.:.A.ABT T 74c), ud who must therefore have mown about the 
Scepsis-find (thus Guthrie 1981: 61 with n. 4), would not have weiUen this if Andronicus bad 
already Jinjshed bis edition, or if he was mown to be warking on it. But this does not prove 
Düring's view, since it is not the oo1y alternative to Moraux': Andronicus may, e.g., have warked 



158 

Httle importance here: it has been established in the foregoing that some, or 
perhaps even most, of Aristotle's esoteric worles were available in Rome in Cicero's 
day, and also, in view of the remark in De inventione and Antonius' claim in De 
oratore 2,160, before that. 

Apelllcon's library, brought to Rome by Sulla, may even have played an important 
part for Cicero. That, however, will be treated in the next section. 

Two of the sources of information on the availability of Aristotle's esoteric treat­
ises have now been discussed: the stories about Aristotle's library, and the writings 
of others showing dependence on Aristotle or containing reports ab out the avail­
ability. The third source is the most difficult one: the ancient catalogues of Aris­

totle's works. Because the picture obtained from the other kinds of evidence .is 
fairly clear for the purpose of this· discussion, and the treatment of the catalogues 
is of a rather technical nature, I will not enter into the matter deeply. Here. I 
only give the conclusions reached in Appendix 4. 

There were copies of the Rhetoric only containing the first two books. The 
third book was known as aseparate treatise, under the name llEpL AE~E~ (On 
Style). It is mostly assumed that this was the only form in which the Rhetoric 
was known at first, and that only with Andronicus' edition the three books were 
united so as to form the treatise with which we are now familiar. This may be true, 
but it is quite possible that, weIl before the first century, there were already 
copies containing aI1 three books together. 

Therefore, if Cicero read "the Rhetoric", it may have been in a copy with only 
the first two books. His material from Rhetoric 3 (see p. 126-127) may then have 
come directly from llEpL AE~E~ (On Style), from an epitome, or from another 
source. He may, however, have used a text very much like ours. 

4.7 Faustus' ~örary: Taking a Walk in Cumae? 

If Cicero wanted to consult Aristotelian writings, they were available to him. But 
did he use that opportunity? There is one source for answering this question 
that has not been treated yet: Cicero's letters223• 

The passage from the letter to Lentulus (Farn. 1,9,23), which has been mentioned 
at the beginning of this chapter (p. 105), may now be quoted in full: 

in Athens, and bis edition may have appeared ca. 40 or very shortly before. 
223. Aristotle is mentioned in: An. 2,1,1 (ca. 3 June 60); 4,10,1 (22 April 55); 4,16,2 (ca. 1 

July 54); Q. fr. 3,1,19 (Sept. 54; 1: AiistophlUleo MSS.; Shackleton Bailey suggests Aristoteleo); 
3,5,1 (Oct.-Nov. 54); Farn. 1,9,23 (Dec. 54); Alt. 12,40,2 (9 May 45); 13,28,3 (26 May 45); 13,19,4 
(29 June 45); Farn. 7,19 (28 July 44). 



scripsi .•. Aristotelio more, quem ad modum quidem volui, tris libros in disputatione 
ae dialogo 'de Oratore', quas arbitror Lentulo tuo fore non inutilis. abhorrent 
enim a communibus praeccptis atque omnem antiquorum et Aristoteliam et Isoaa­
tiam rationem oratoriam complcctuntur. 

I havc composed ... thrcc volumcs in the form of an argument and dialogue On 
the Orator, in the manner (at least as far as Iwanted to) of Aristotle. I think 
your soo will find them of some usc. They do not deal in the standard rulcs, but 
embrace the whole theory of oratory as the ancients knew it, both Aristotelian 
ud Isoaatic. 22A 
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'In the manner of AristotIe' concerns the form of De oratore, not the incorporation 
of Aristotelian material22S• Such incorporation is referred to by Aristoteliam ... 
rationem oratoriam eomplectuntur ("they embrace the whole theory of oratory as 
the ancients knew it, both Aristotelian .. .'). Uke the passages in De oratore directly 
referring to the Rhetorie, dealt with in § 4.5, it is an important indication of 
Cicero's awareness that De ora/ore contained crucial Aristotelian material. It 
does not, however, tell us where he obtained this. . 'Oe: 

The information from the letters most relevant here is about Cicero's work on 
De ora/ore. In a letter to Atticus (who was also bis publisher) from 15 or 16 
November, 55, he writes: de libris ora/oriis factum est a me düigenter. diu muItum­
que in manibus fuenmt. deseribar lied. (Att. 4,13,2: 'I have not been idle over 
the work on oratory. It has been in my hands much and long. You can copy it') 
So we know when the work was finished226• We do not know, however, when it 
was begun227. It need not be doubted that Cicero was very weIl versed in the 
subject already, and he may have written the work in, say, six months. It appears 
from the letters that he did not wholly refrain from politics in 55228, but that 

224. Transl. Shackletoo Balley, cxcept for Aristotelio more, quern ad modum quidon voIu;: he 
translatcs this by "in the manner (so at least I intendet!) of AristotIe' (my italics), like most others. 
Theo, howcver, Aristoklio more must refer to style, which is unattractive (it can hardly also 
refer to 'continuous expositioo', as he holds in bis comm.). Both interpretations are, of course, 
grammatically posst'ble (I take quidem to be rcstrictivc [OLD s.v., Id], but it can also be emphatic 
[ib., 2b); as to the fact that in Shackletoo Balley's transl. more and modum rder to the same 
thiDg. cf. Sz. S63 "Wiederaufnahme durch Synonyme'). 

225. What Cicero mcans exact1y is a matter of dispute. a. Kennedy (1972: 209), who, like 
others, th.i.nb that it refers to the form of Aristotelian dialogucs. L.-P. (I: 67-09) argue that the 
reference is to the &Chaol cxercise of in uJramque portern disputare, which was, according to Cicero, 
introduced by AristotIe (bclow p. 169 with n. 18). 

226. That the reference in this letter is to De oraIore is certain from the letter to Lentulus 
just partIy quotcd, where Cicero lists bis reccnt works. 

m. Attempts to link remarks in the letters about literary plans with activitics 00 De oralore 
arc pure spcculatioo (e.g. Taylor 1949: 219-220; L.-P. (I: 17-21, 21-22). 

228. See cspccially Fam. 7,1,4-5; he held the speech In PisOilem in September. a. L.-P. (I: 17-
21), where the communis opinio, that De oraJore was the product of an involuntary odum, is effec­
tNcly disproved. 



160 

he also frequently devoted himself to study and writing229• 

Particularly interesting is his stay in Cumae in April, from where he wrote 
(Alt. 4,10,1) the famous phrase 

ego hie pascor bibliotheca Fausti. 

I am living here on Faustus' library. 

Faustus is Faustus Sulla, the son of Sulla the dictator, who had brought Apellicon's 
library to Rome! It seems probable that the son's library mainly consisted of 
these very same books230• We do not know how Cicero came to have access to 
the library231, but that is irrelevant here. Neither is it completely certain ü 
Aristotle's writings were still part of the library in 55232• We may, however, 
conclude that it is far from impossible that Cicero had Aristotle's works at bis· 
immediate disposal when he was staying in Cumae, where he was possibly working 
on De ora/ore. He certainly had enough time there to indulge bis appetite for 
books: he arrived at Cumae around the 12th of April, and left agam, for Pompei, 

229. Q.fr. 2,8,1-2 (shortly after 11 Feb.); Farn. 1,8,3 (prob. Feb.); Att. 4,6,3-4 (around 19 April); 
4,10 (22 April); 4,11,2 (26 June); and cf. Farn. 7,1,4-5 (Sept.). (por the datings cf. in general 
Shackleton Bailey; the dates of Att. 4,6 and 4,11 given here were convincingly established by Taylor 
1949: 218-219, and accepted Shacldeton Bailey AlL volII: 233-235.) 

230. This probability is partly dependent on an evaluation of Faustus: he was, it seems, not 
the kind of person much interested in books - we never heat of him in this conned.ion. Moraux 
(1973: 39) also says 'Faustus, der nicht sehr viel von Büchern verstand'. But we cannot be reaUy 
sure, of course. (0. also next note; on Faustus in general Fr. Münzer, RE IV S.v. Cornelius n0377, 
1515-1517). ' 

231. He may bave bad Faustus' permission to use it: although they were not always on friendly 
terms (Cicero's 13th dictum in Plut. Reg. et imp. opopht. 205C is not at alI kind about Faustus; 
the same story Plut. Oe. 27,3; cf. also Att. 9,11,4), they probably were at other times (Cicero 
supported him in 66, when a prosecution threatened: cf. Jane W. Crawford, M. Thllius Cicero: The 
Lost ond Unpublished Orations, Hypomnemata BO; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984: 61-
63). But Faustus may have sold the hbrary: in 49 he was in deep financial trouble (AlL 9,11,4), 
and this may bave been true earlier, since the games in honour of bis father in 60, and perhaps 
bis election to an augurate, before 57, will have OO5t him a lot of money. We know that at one 
time he bad to sen part of bis property, and although the story we know this !rom (plut. n. cc.) 
gives no date, he may have sold the library wen before 55. If so, it was probably to a lover of 
books with whom Cicero was on friendly terms: if he bad sold it to Cicero, this would probably 
bave become part of the Scepsis story in Strabo and Plutarch. (Sbacldeton Bailey ad AlL 4,10,1 
says Faustus 'appears to have sold bis library to C.', but he is more cautious in bis Select Letters) 
(Münzers remark on the question, [o.c. prev. note]: 1516 L 42ff., is uncritical: without expressing 
any doubt, he combines Plut. n.cc. withAtt. 4,10,1 and says the Iibrary was sold.) 

232. H. Usener (Kleine Schriften m [cf. above n. 9]: 153) rejects this: .... die Apellilconische 
<Bibliothek> war sicher in Rom, sie enthielt nicht Lektüre für einen Landsitz'. Moraux (1973: 39) 
rightly qualifies this as 'bIosse Vermutung'. Tbe designation 'Faustus' Iibrary' indicates, especially 
if it was really sold (cf. prev. note), that it was a substantial coUection, recognizable, at least to 
Atticus, by its name only; also, Faustus was probably not the sort of man to possess more than 
one substantial hbrary (above n. 230). It seems probable, therefore, that the Iibrary was not split 
up. Tbe Scepsis story also seems to imply that Tyrannion used Apellicon's Iibrary exactly as it 
was brought to Rome. Again, however, we cannot be certain. 
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on the 26th233• 

Others have, of course, noticed all this before. The rest of the letter, however, 
is hardly ever mentioned in this connection234 (4,10,1-2): 

•.. ego hie pascor bibllotheca. Fausti. fortasse tu putabas bis rebus Puteolaois et 
Luainensibus. ne ista quidem desunt, scd mehercu1e <ut> a ceteris oblectationibus 
deseror et wluptat<ibus cum propter aetatem t>um215 propter rem publlcam, sie 
lltteris liUstentor et reaeor maloque in illa tua scdecula quam habes sub imagine 
Aristotelis ~ere quam in istorum sella curuli tecumque apud te ambulare quam 
cum eo quocum video esse ambulandum. scd de illa ambulatione fors viderit aut si 
quis est qui euret deus. nostram ambulationem et Laconicum eaque quae circa 
sunt velim quo<ad> _poleris invisas ..• 

1 am llving here on Faustus' horary - you perhaps think it's on these Puteolan 
and Luaine commodities. Weil, 1 bave them too. But seriously, while all other 
amusements and pleasures have lost their charm because of my age and the state 
of our country, llterature relleves and refreshes Me. 1 would rather_ sit on that 
llttle seat you have undemeath Aristotle's bust than in our Consuls' chairs of 
state, and 1 would rather walk with you at your home than with the personage 
in whose company it appears that walk 1 must. But as for thal walk, chance and 
the gods, if any of them is interested, .must provide. As for my walk and my 
Laconian bath and its environs, 1 should bc gratcful if you would keep an eye on 
them as far as possible _. 

Does this contain a hint that Cicero was reading AristotIe? Perhaps the reference 
to bis bust indicates that Atticus and Cicero both knew about the content of the 
library236, and that Cicero did consult some of AristotIe's wodes there .. This is 
of course mere conjecture, but can it really be a coincidence that Cicero continues 
with ambulare ('walk'), and thrice repeats the word (or a cognate)7 This ce$inly 
looks like another playful reference to 'lTEpL'lTa'TEtv (peripatein, 'walk up and down'), 
and the tradition that Aristotle walked while lecturing237• 

H Cicero was really reading AristotIe, it may of course have been something 
else, not the Rhdoric238• The case for the above suggestion,and its connection 
with De oratore, however, is much strengthened by the fact -that the mise en 
s~~ne of the second boole, examined above (p. 151~152), seemsto contain exact1y 

233. Arrival: the 12th is Taylor's plaUSlolc estimatc (1949: 219, 221) (Fam. 5,12 to Lucceius 
was written around the 12th, from Cumae or on thc way to it; Shackleton Bailey in bis Seled 
LeUen gives "Cumis' as the place of writing, thus correcting "Antii' in bis major edition). Departure 
on the 26th is certain: Att. 4,9,2. Note that the other extant letter to Atticus written in Cumae 
during this period mentions writing: An. 4,6,3 (around the 19th of April: above n. 229). 

234. It is mentioned by Kennedy (1972: 222), whose account (ib.: 221-222), however, is un­
satisfactory (d. abovc p. 108; moreover, he partly relles on the Scepsis story; bis hypothesis of 
another version of the Rhd. is not supported by anyevidence). 

235. I adopt Shackleton Bailey's text. It is of no importance here if it is cxactly right. 
236. Cicero probably knew about the Scepsis find in any case: above n. 222. 
237. Cf. abovc n. 189. Cicero repeatedly refers to 'conversational walks' (ShacJcIeton Balley: 

.AJt. 1,18,1;Fam. 2,12,2), but that does not, of course, exclude a double ententlre here. 
238. B.g. polltical writings: d. Q.fr. 3,5,1. 
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tbe same bint to 'lTEpl/ITa-n:T.v. Admittedly, this all remains conjectural, and tbe 
indications col1ected here may indicate no more than that Cicero bimself was 
aware that he was working witb Aristotelian material. However, tbe possibility 
can definitely not be excluded that Faustus' library provided him with a copy of 
the Rhetoric, and thus with the Aristotelian material we found in De oraJore­
and perhaps even with part of bis inspiration for bis different approach to rhetoric. 

4.8 Summary.and PreIiminaJ:y Conclusions 

The evidence of De ora/ore itself 3.s to the sources of its Aristotelian material 
strongly points to Aristotle's Rhetoric. Some important features of its structure 
correspond to Aristotle's ideas, and cannot have come by way of the rhetorical 
tradition: the principle of the three pis/eis and the handling of the non-technical 
means of persuasion (§ 4.3). (Tbe system of topoi, though based on an essentially 
Aristotelian principle, does not go back direct1y to Aristotle, although Cicero 
seems to have thought so: § 4.4.) The small-scale parallels treated in § 42 show 
that the Aristotelian material probably came to Cicero either direct1y through 
the Rhetoric, or indirect1y through an epitome or paraphrase containing rather 
accurate quotatio~ of Aristotle's words. 

Cicero himself hints at Aristotle: he connects the whole of book 2 with Aristotle 
by the mise en sc~ne, and even claims, through Antonius, to know the Rhetoric 
(§ 4.5). It may be asked why Cicero does nevertheless not mention Aristotle in 
the passage about ethos and pathos. This is not difficult to answer. In this passage, 
he avoids all hints of technicality. Tbis goes even for the small part where "rules" 
for the several emotions are given, since these rules are not explained at a theor­
etical level, and are emphatically claimed to derive from Antonius' practice2J9• 

So the absence of a reference to Aristotle in this section, even though it owed 
its existence to him, is not surprising at all. Cicero's (indirect) claim to have 
read the Rhetoric is not affected by it 

/ There were, indeed, Aristotelian works available in bis time: the famous story 
about the loss of Aristotle's works and their rediscovery in Scepsis is at least 
exaggerated, and probably untrue in a number of details also. Tbe Rhetoric may 
very weIl have been among the Aristotelian works available to Ci~ero, but we da 
not know exactly what form it had. Book 3 existed as aseparate treatise TIEpt 

AESECI)Ci (On Style), and a number of copies of the Rhetoric only contained the 
first two books, but it is far from certain that, as is commonly assumed, all pre­
Andronican copies were of that kind: there may have existed copies containing 

239. Cf. § 6.2, p. 196-198; § 8.1, p. 251. 
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the three books together (§ 4.6). If Cicero has actually read the wode, it may 
have been in either of the two forms, but if he read books 1 and 2 in a copy not 
containing book 3, he still knew something· of the contents of this book (IIEpL 
U~E~). The inaccuracy of Cicero's paraphrase of Aristotle's opinions on prose 
rhythm from this third book may stem from a separate epitome, but, as argued 
in § 4.2, it may also stem from Cicero himself. 

The most colourful information comes from a letter to Atticus (§ 4.7): Cicero 
perhaps bad the library from Scepsis at bis disposal in 55. In this letter he seems, 
again, to be hinting at Aristotle. 

ln view of the commrutis opinio that Cicero had not read the Rhetoric, the 
most important result of this chapter (especially §§ 4.1-4.5) is perhaps that the 
proofs that have been advanced for this opinion are, to say the least, doubtful. 
Some of them prove nothing at all, others only prove that Cicero did not read 
the Rhetoric with the precision of a philologist - something we might have guessed 
anyway. 

Nevertheless, the results of this chapter go somewhat further: much evidence 
seems to point to direct knowledge, or at least knowledge of a work containing 
accurate paraphrases of Aristotle's wording. The uncertainty of reconstructions in 
matters like these must, however, again be emphasized. There are many hints, 
but no proofs, and there is every reason to use all material available to uso This 
chapter bas treated the link between De ora/ore and the Rhetoric only on the 
basis of material direct1y pertaining to both. Another approach must now supple­
ment this: are there other ways through which Cicero may have obtained the 
Aristotelian material, especially the concept of ethos and pathos? This is the 
question treated in the next chapter. 



5. CICERO'S SOURCES ll: 

TIm PROVENANCE OFTIIE ARISTOlEUAN MAlERIAL 

... scholarship, like Nature, abhors a vacuum ... 
(Erle R. Dodds, The Andent Concept 01 
Progress, 9) 

••• Mv p. ofJ ~ "l"OV fLOvaX'fi "l"plnrov KttTTJ)'Cl'In}K~ 
"I"~ cIll~ Kf:~ CbroOOKI.JUitn. oiJ "reeEWpTJK~ 
-rL 6W(l"l"oV 6.v6p«1nr~ BE6lpi')onI. Kttl, "l"t 6.6OO"l"ov, 
Kttt &arotiTO 6.8OO"l"tt BEWpEtv t:Jn.8up.Wv. 
(Epicurus, Letter to Pythocles, 94) 

In the previous chapter the correspondences between the Rhetoric and De ora/ore 
have been evaluated. The most obvious candidate for the provenance of the Aris­
totelian material in De ora/ore seems to be the Rhetoric itself, and nothing was 
found that might plausibly be said to contradict -ibis. In this chapter other candi­
dates will be examined. These are, in the OOt place, the philosopbical schools, 
since the rhetorical tradition did not take account of ethos and pathos, as desCrlbed 
in chapter 3. There the fate of the Aristotelian division with the rhetoricians 
was examined, and in that the following sections investigate its fate with the 
philosophers, they also supplement that chapter. 

5.1 Tbc Academy: the Problem 

Philosophers from the Academy have been accorded a decisive influence on De 
oratore by Quellenforschung. Much of the essentials were traced back to Philo of 
Larisa, head of the Academy from ca. 110, or to bis successor Antiochus of Ascalon 
(head ca. 85-67), and especially the last hypo thesis was taken for granted for 
some timel. The arguments used then now sound for the most part unconvinclng, 

L Philo: Von Amim (1898: 96-111); Antiochus: Kroll (1903) (he was already laken as the &Quccc 
for the Topica by Maximilian Wallies, De lontibus topicorum Oceronis, Diss. Halle, 1878 [wbich I 
havc not seen]). Tbe dates of Antiochus' scholarchate are uncertain: d. Georg Luck, Der .AJaukmiker 
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but even if one of tbe two tbeses is correct, tbis primarily concems tbe parts of 
De ora/ore tbat deal witb tbe concept of the philosopber-orator, wbicb dominates 
book 3. A link between Philo or Antiocbus and rbetorical ethos and patbos bas 
not been seriously claimed2• The concept of tbe tbree pisteis in De ora/ore seems, 
tberefore, not to be of Academic origin. 

One problem remains: De ora/ore 1,87. It is part of areport, by Antonius (1,82-
93), of debates between tbe rbetor MenedemliS and tbe Academic philosopber 
Cbarmadas, wbicb allegedly took place in 102 B.c.3 The following is part of­
Antonius' paraphrase of Cbarmadas' criticism of rbetorica1 education: 

ipsa vero praecepta sie inludere solebat, ut ostenderet non modo ws illius expertes 
esse prudentiae quam sibi adsciscerent, sed ne hane quidem ipsam dicendi rationem 
ae viam nosse. caput enim esse arbitrabatur oratoris, ut et ipsis apud quos ageret 
talis qualem se ipse optaret videreturj id lieri vitae dignitate, de qua nihiI rhetorici 
isti doctores in praeceptis suis rdiquissentj et uti ei qui· audirent sie adficerentur 
animis, ut ws adfici vellet orator; quod item lieri nullo modo posse, nisi cognosset 
is qui diceret quot modis hominum. mentes et quibus et quo genere orationis in 
quamque partem moverenturj haec autem esse penitus in Media philosophia retrusa 
atque abdita, quae isti rhetores ne primonous quidem labris attigissent. 

But he used to mock. the rhetorical precepts themselves by showing, not ooly 
that the rhetoricians had no share in the wisdom they c1aimed for themselves, 
but that they did not even mow the true method of speaking. For he held that 
it was the essence of an orator, both that he should appear to those before wbom 
he argues bis case as such a man as he himself wishes to appear - wbich happens 
through the distinction of bis life, about which those teachers of rhetorie bad 
weitten nothing in their preceptsj and that those wbo listen to him should be 
emotionally affected in the way the orator wants them to be affected - wbich 
was also something that could not happen at aII, unIess the speaker knew in how 
many ways, and in what ways, and by wbat sort of speech people's minds were 
movcd in each directionj but these things, he said, were hidden out of sight in 
the centre of philosophy, and those rhetoricians had not even bad a superficial 
glance at them. 

Tbe reference to ethos and pathos is clear4. It is also brougbt out by the wording, 
for the descrlption of etbos here strongly resembles the one in book 2: compare, 
for example, talis qualem se ipse optaret videretw" ('that be should appear ... as 
such a man as he himself Wishes to appear') with si ... adsequeretw; ut talis 
videatw; qualem se videri velit (2,176: cif he succeeds in appearing as such a 

Antiochos (Noctes Romanae, 7; Bem/Stuttgart: Haupt, 1953): 16-17; Mette (1986/87: 21-22). 
2. Ooly Kroll (1903: 582-585) thought that the inclusion of ethos and pathos was also due to 

AntiochUS; but cf. Solmsen (1938: 399): 'I have not found a shred of evidence that either Philo of 
Larisa or Antiochus of AscaIon took an interest in rhetorical lJroxa')'6J'Yla.'j and (ib. n. 32) bis jus­
tified rejection of Tusc. 4,43 and 4,55, which had been adduced by Kroll, as proofs for such an 
interest. 

3. For this date cf. L.-P. ad l,82pro consule. 
4. 1,87-89 is one of Solmsen's testimonies (above, p. 81 n. 14). 
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man as he wants himself to appear')s. 
Can this mean that Cicero's source for the Aristotelian approach to ethos and 

pathos was Academic after all, and is the passage intended as a hint for bis readers 
about this provenance? The first of these questions needs some further investiga­
tion, but the answer to the second one must be negative. The anti-rhetorical 
context is too familiar, and the place of ethos and pathos as parts of invention 
are, at this stage of De oratore, too unfamiliar: the hint would be lost to almost 
all contemporary readers. That these readers lacked the frame of reference to 
connect Charmadas' statement with invention also comes to the fore in book 2, 
at the beginning of the treatment of ethos and pathos. In 2,179-181 Catulus, in 
spite of the aimouncements in the previous parts of the book, is surprised that 
Antonius at this point, i.e. following the treatment of the invention of rational 
arguments, intends to treat ethos and pathos, and this surpriseis meant to mirror 
the readers' reactions6• Accordingly, if readers did link the passage quoted just 
now with other statements in De oratore, it would be with the earlier passage 
where Charmadas appears (1,47), where Crassus says that when he was in Athens, 
he read Plato's Gorgias with him. In fact, many of Charmadas' arguments "in the 
passage under discussion (1,82-93) can be parallelled in Plat07, and the passage 
quoted shows some correspondences to the demand in the Phaedrus for a rhetoric 
based on psychagogia (tJruX«-Y{J)"(ta, ·.'influencing men's souls'). Therefore, the asso­
ciations in 1,87 would be "Platonic" rather thau "Aristotelian", and are probably 
meant to be. The choice- of the formulation, with its reference to ethos and pathos, 
must have been determined by the wish to prepare the reader, step by step, and 
in general terms, for what is to come in book 2. The function of the passage is 
like that of 1,17, in the prologue, where the playing upon the feelings is mentioned 
as important for an orator, but where no connection is made "with invention or 
with ethos. 

Although the passage is not meant as a hint for the reader, it may reflect the 
provenance of the concept of the three pisteis. Can the Academy-have transmitted 
Aristotle's views on invention to Cicero?8 Charmadas' connection with the quarrel 
between rhetoric and philosophy is confirmed elsewhere9, and this sets the back-

5. Cf. also vittu dignitate with 2,182 probari ... vitam; dignitale hominis, rebus gutis, e:xisti­
matione vittu (cf. also 2,213). Qnly ethos of the speaker is mentioned, whereas in 2,182-184 the 
distinction between spea1eer and dient is taken into account (§ 72; cf. § 3.6), but that is unimport­
ant: the same happens, for brevity's sake, in 2,115; 176; 178. 

6. Below § 6.2, p.I94-195. 
7. Cf. Barwick (1963: 33), L.-P. (I: 173, and ad 1,86, where they compare Phaedr. 266d, esp .. 

266d9 Ta. KO~+« ~ ~ -nugis). 
8. This is virtually Barwick's suggestion (1963: 76-78, esp. 78). 
9. A very brief note on this quarrel above p. 79-80. Charmadas' role: Sext. Emp. Adv Maih. 

2,20 (where the name is speUed Xap~too,». Cf. also the Iikeness betwcen Charmadas and Cameades 
apparent from Oral. 51. Almost nothing eise is moWD about him, except or bis cxtraodinary memory 
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ground for the evaluation of bis criticisms. It is very probable that the second 
(and first) century philosophers did, like Plato, criticize the rhetoricians about 
the lack of adequate teachings on the playing upon the feelings, which was so 
important in practice. The question must be, what the nature of this criticism 
was: can it have been technical, in that a different, Aristotelian, organization of 
invention was said to be superior to the doctrines of the rhetoricians, i.e. criticism 
like that given by Cicero in De ora/ore 2107 Or did Cicero, as a step in the 
preparation of bis readers for the Aristotelian concept of invention, mould Char­
madas' Platonic criticism into the almost technical form it has in De oratore 
1,871 

To answer this question, 1 will now look at the relationship between the Acad­
emy and rhetoric. 

S2 The Academy and Rhetoric 

The Academic philosophers probably did have the opportunity to get to know 
Aristotle's threefold division of invention: Arcesilaus, head of the school from 
about 265, had attended lectures of Theophrastus, whose rhetorica1 system was 
probably based uponAristotle'sl1, and the Rhetoric was probably available ü 
they wanted to consult itu. The question is ü they adopted it. The evidence we 
have mggests that they did not. Before 110, when Philo became head of the school, 

(De (N. 2,360; cl ahb.): he is mentioned in Philod. Index Ac. (probably col 23,8 [po 84 Melder] 
and 25,21 [po 89 M.], and perhaps 23,24 [po 8S M.] and 35,35 [po 112 M.]), Sext. Emp. Pynh. hypo 
l.22O (= Euscbius Prrrep. Ev. 14,4,16) (XapJLlOO~), Suda 11' 1707 p. 141,22 Adler «X>Clfl.w8a~ 
Reines, 'Ap.w8a~ Adler). O. also 1...-P. (I: 173). 

Charmadas cannot be included in Sext. Emp. Adv. Math. 2,12 (= Critolaus fr.32 Wehrh), who 
mentions as earlier opponents of rhetorie ol 'll'Epl. lCpI.1'llAaov 1'ÖV ßEpt.1I'a'M}1'LKÖv Kat. 'JI'())..v 
1I'pO-repov ol upl. ID.a1'oov«: ol 1I'Epl. TIA.a1'oova cannot refer to the second century Academy (as 
Wehrli ad loc. thinks) or to Charmadas in particular (Kroll 1903: 586 n. 1), but only to Plato Iili:nself 
and possibly bis contemporary followers. This is clear from 'JI'())..v 1I'p6TEpov, and also from the 
expression ol 'll'Epl. ... : d. Michel Dubuisson, ol ciJUPl nva - ol upt. nva," l'hoIution des sens 
et des emplois (Diss. Li~ge, l!n6-71; repr. AnnArbor: Univ. Microfilms Intern., 1985): 135-137. 

10. 2,179-181 (im'plicitly); 20L Below I 6.2, p. 194-196. 
11. Theophrastus and Aristotle: d. below p. 181. Arcesilaus had heard Theophrastus: Diog. 1... 

4,22; 29-30 (= Tla Mette); Philod.Inde:r Ac., col 15,3-10 (p. 55-56 Melder, .. Tlb Mette) (d. also 
Eusebius Praep. Ev. 14,6,4 = 1'2,42-45 Mette). Diog. 1... 4,29 seems to connect bis attendance of 
Theophrastus' lectures (as opposed to bis going over. to the Academy) with the intention of bis 
brother Moereas to make hima rhetorician, but this contradicts the story of bis going to Athens 
without Moereas' knowledge (Diog. 1... 4,43; d. Philod.Index Ac., colI7,4-16 [po 63-64 M.] "" Tlb 
Mette). 

12. Above I 4.6. If Solmsen's reconstruction of post-Aristotelian rhetorie, which I rejected 
above (I 3.2), is nevertheless right, the third century Academy could also know the pisteis from 
contemporary rhetorical theory. 
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they seem not to have occupied themselves with rhetoric at a11, and after Philo 
had introduced rhetorical teaching into the curriculum of the Academy, the system 
employed in this teaching was probably elose to school rhetoric, at least with 
respect to ethos and pathos. In order to corroborate these statements, I will now 
briefly examine the evidence for both periods separately. 

Quintilian reports that those who wrote on rhetoric after Theophrastus were 
primarily the Stoics and the Peripatetics13, which implies that the Academy con­
tributed nothing, or next to nothing, to the subject. This is confirmed by the 
extant testimonies and fragments: these show no trace of rhetorical interest14• 

The famons Carneades, who lived ca. 213-128, played an important part in the 
quarrel between rhetoric and philosophylS, and this also precludes any genuine 
rhetorical activity. Decisive evidence is Cicero's report, in Tusculan Disputations 
2,9, that Philo introduced rhetorical instruction into the Academy, for this implies 
that this had not been part of Academic teaching in the period before him16• 

However, one aspect of the teachings of the Academics, the earlier as weIl as 
the later ones, was considered relevant for the orator: their habit of arguing 

13. Quint. 3,~15: above p. 79. 
14. ·Old Academy": Speusippus, Xenoaates, Polemo, Crates, Crantor; see Mette (1984) for 

referenccs on the first four, and for Crantor Mette (1984: 8-40). Cf. in general the negative judge­
ment on the copia & varielas dicouJi of four of them in De or. 3,67. Of Speusippus and Xenoaates, 
both of whom did not come after Tbeophrastus (Speusippus died in 339, Xenoaatcs in 314), some 
interest in rhetoric is attested. Speusippus evcn wrote on it: Diog. L. 4,5 mentioDS the titlcs 
T~v ~t'fX~ a' and TEXVUCClV a' (Tl, lincs 51, 53 in Leonardo Tarän, Speusippus 0/ Athens. 
A Oitical Study with a CoIlection 0/ the Related Texts and Commentary; Philosophia Antiqua 39; 
Leiden: Brill, 1981; see bis commentary, p. 195); but in view of the first title bis outlook was 
probably Platonie. Xenoaates' views on the nature of rhetoric (fr. 13, 14 Heinze) do not imply 
that he wrote or worked on the subject (though he may havc done so: Diog. L. 4,13, title 41, 
IIEPt Tt~ a'; but bis libri de Trltione loquendi, Cie. Ac. 2,143, were about logic, as the rontext 
shows; cf., as Heinze does, Diog. L. 4,13, title 60, ~ 'll'Epl. -rO &a>..t-yr06al. 'II'paw.amao; 
ßl.ßAta 1.8). 

~iddle· and "New Academy": Arccsilaus (the evidence in Mette 1984: 41-94), Lacydes, Teledes 
and Euandrus, Hegesinus, Cameades, Cameades IOn of Polemarchus, Crates of Tarsus and Clito­
machus (the evidence for all these in Mette 1985); on the succession see Mette (1985: SO, 121). 
A$. to Arcesilaus, cf. abovc n. 11, and about bis contra omnia dicere below p. 168-169. Mette's 
statement (1985: 131) 'galt Karneades doch überhaupt als vorzüglicher Kenner der Rhetorik' is 
certainly not warranted by Cie. Oral. 51. Clitomachus F8 Mette (= Sext. Emp. Adv. MaJh. 2,20) 
concerns rhetoric: it shows that he took part in the quarret with the rhetoricians. 

15. This part is not wen attcsted directly, but that is probably due to the ract that Cameades 
left no writings. Tbe participation of bis pupils (cf. Cie. Oral. 51) Clitomachus andCharmadas 
(Sext. Emp. Adv. MaJh. 2,20, where Cameades is probably hinted 8t) must reflect their m~er's 
views: cf. De or. 1,45-47 (thus Von Arnim 1898: 89-90; Barwick 1963: 25). Cameadcs' dates: Diog. 
L.4,65. 

16. Thus Von Amim (1898: 104-105). Barwick (1963: 17, d. 39) disagrees, but on insufficient 
grounds. On Tusc. Le. cf. below p. 170. 
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both sides of a question (in utramque partem dicere )17, a habit Cicero also, rightly 
or wrongly, associates with Aristotlel8• Another habit, that of arguing against 
any opinion held by someone else (contra id quod quisque se sentire dixisset dis­
putare) can be considered a variant of this, since anyone able to demolish a thesis 
can also demolish its opposite, and can thus argue both sides of a question. The 
two habits are sometimes distinguished, but more often regarded as equivalent, 
especially by Cicero, who thinks them both very useful for the orator. He associates 
them, coy!ectly as far as we know, with Arcesilaus and Cameadesl9• We should 
not, however, assume that these two Academic philosophers employed the habit 
with the aim of teaching their pupils to speak20: Carneades' hostility to rhetoric 
makes this all but impossible. Others, and especially later figures like Cicero, 
might consider it useful for orators21, but for them the habit, in whatever form, 
was an instrument and an expression of their scepticism22• 

This habit of arguing both sides of an issue· is, in fact, the most important 
thing Cicero appreciates about Academic teaching, as far as rhetoric is concemed. 
He also connects the abstract topoi for rational invention, as given in De oratore, 
with, it, since these are the instrument for finding all possible arguments, those 
in favour and those against'a point of view23• Moreover, in De ora/ore the simi­
larity he repeatedly emphasizes between the older Peripatetics (i.e. Aristotle and 

17. in utrarnque portern dicere is thc usual formulation, aIthough a nomber of variants cxist 
(dcsignatioDS found in De or.: 3,80 in UlTamque sententiam ... dic~; 107 in utrarnque portern dissen). 
Tbc techniquc is of course quite old; cl. Protagoras 80 A20, B6a Diels-Kranz; the Dissoi Logoi, 90 
Diels-Kranz. 

18. OraL 46, and cf. below with n. 24; cf. also above p. 159 n. 225. Düring ad MET T 32c 
(= OraL Le.) links this with Arist. Top. 1,11 and book 8; W. ad 3,80 (tentatively) with Rhet. 1,1,12 
(55&29-30) 'rcivavrta &t 8oo06aL 'll'Et8tLV. 

19. In De or. 3,80 (cf. 67-68) Carneades and Arcesllaus are mentioned together as representing 
the second habit, as opposed (though, for the orator, essentially cquivalent) to the Aristotelian 
habit of arguing both sides (cl. e.g. N.D. 1,11 where Arcesllaus and Cameades are likewisc coupled). 
In De or. 2,161, however, Cameades is associated with in ulrtl1nqlU portem dieere, ,llke Arcesilaos 
in Eusebius, Praep. Ev. 14,4,15; 14,7,15 (= Are. 1'3 Mette) (cf. e.g. Ue. Div. 2,150). Tbe usefulness 
of both methods also appears from De or. 2,102, although it is not cmphasized there: in order to 
learn aIl the facts of a case from bis client, Antonius argues the opponent's case. 

20. Von Arnim (1898: 81, 84-87) takes it to imply this (although he does not cquate this with 
rhetorie in a technica1 sense); so does Kennedy (1963: 323). But 3,80 by no means implies that 
Carneades made bis pupils do rhetorica1 exercises, as Kennedy Le. says. 

2L Not only Ucero did so consider it: below n. 61 onAc. 2,115. 
22. a. e.g. De or. 3,67 Arcesi/as primum _ a variis PlDlonis libris sermonibusque Socraticis 

hoc ~ arripuil, nihil esse certi, quod auJ sensibus auJ animo percipi possit,· quem fenmt aUnio 
quodam wum lepore dicendi aspematum esse omne animi sensusque iudicium primumque iiutituisse 
... non quid ipse sentiret ostendue, sed contra id, quod quisque se sentire dixisset disputare; d. 
Mette (1984: 89-90). Cicero seems to recognize this in Tuse. 2,9, where he distinguishes the philo­
sophical from the rhetorica1 usefulness of the habit. 

23. De or. 1,158; 2,155-161 (the context, especially lS7 and 159, shows that the sectiODS on 
Carneades, 160-161, are concemed with the usefulness for the invention of rational arguments); 
3,67-68; 78; 145. Cf. also Parad. stoie. 2; Brut. 119-120. See also L.-P. (I: 68). 
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Theophrastus) and the New Academy of Arcesilaus and Cameades, if specified at 
all, also concerns this in utramque partem dicere24• Other similarities in the field 
of rhetorie are not implied, and they are even excluded in Brutus 120, where, 
after emphasizing the usefulness for an orator of the Academy and Peripatos, 
Cicero says: 

quamquam ca ipsa Peripateticorum Academicorumque consuetudo in ratione dicendi 
talis est, ut nec perficere oratorem possit ipsa per sese nec sine ca orator esse 
perfectus. 

Howcvcr, the actual habit of Peripatetics and Academics with respect to oratorical 
discourse is such that it could nevcr produce the perfect orator, nor on the other 
band could the perfect orator be produced without it. 

Cicero, therefore, certainly did not link the Academy with any teehnical aspect 
of rhetorie, let alone with the generally discarded, Aristotelian threefold division 
of invention. 

As to the seeond period to be discussed, it has already been noticed above that 
Philo, head of the school from 110 to ca. 852S; introduced rhetorica1 teaehing 
into the Academy: Philo ... instituit -000 tempore rhetorum praecepta tradere, alio 
philosophorum (Tusculan Disputations 2,9: 'Philo instituted the practice of teaching 
at one time the instructions of the rbetoriciaDs, at another those of the philos­
ophers')26. There are no direct testimonies about the form of these teaehings27, 

but a picture of it can probably be gained from Cicero's Partitiones oratoriae, 
which will be treated below28• Philo's successor Antiocbus, if he engaged in rbet­
orie, did not adopt Aristotle's three pisteis, for he is known to have agreed with 
the Stoics in rejecting emotional disturbance29• Eut he probably did not occupy 

24. Cicero's appreciation of the Peripatos mainly concerns Aristotle and Tbeophrastus (below 
p. 1n-178). Tbe similarity between the Peripatos and the New Academy is specified De or. 3,80; 
107; Fin. 5,10 (where, howevcr, the difference between the two methods is emphasized); Tusc. 2,9. 
It is mentioned but not specified De or. 3,71; d. 3,109; 147; 1,98. Cf. also L.-P. (I: 62). 

25. On bis dates Mette (1986/87: 21-22) . 
. 26. Cf. De or. 3,110, which reports that Philo handles hypotheseis . 
Tl. Tbe inr08m.K~ M~ in Philo F2,43-44 Mette (= Ar. Did. apo Stob. 2,7,2, p. 41,23-25 

Wachsmuth) ooly vaguely resembles rhetorical inr08EO'E~ (contra Mette 1986/87: 24). He may also 
have connected 8EO"E~ with bis rhetorica1 teachings (Barwick 1963: 17), but this teUs us nothing 
about the technica1 part of these teachings. 

28. Metrodorus of Scepsis (De or. 2,360; 365; 3,75: d. L.-P. ad 1,45), who was originally an 
Academic philosopher, abandoned philosophy to take up politics and teach rhetoric (cl. Strabo 
13,1,55 [C609]). Unfortunately, nothing can be deduced from this (contra Barwick 1963: 39 with f 

n. 3); it would be interesting to know more about it. 
29. This follows from.Ac. 2,135. Kroll (1903: 584), who tries to escape the conclusion drawo 

here, introduces the manoeuvre of distinguishing between Antiochus the philosopher and Antiochus 
the rhetorician( d. abovc n. 2). Luck (o.e. abovc n. 1: 48) declares: 'wissen wir doch aus Ge. Jin. 
5.7; 9ff.; 74, wie hoch er [i.e. Antiochus] die Rhetorik der Peripatetiker geschätzt hat'; but ooly 
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bimself with rhetoric at all. First, there is not one testimony on such activities. 
Second, Cicero, when describing bis stay in Athens inBrutus 315, writes: 

cum venissem Athenas, sex mensis cum Antiocho ... nobilissimo et prudentissimo 
phiIosopho fui studiumque philosophiae ... hoc rursus summa audore et doctore 
renovavi. eodem tamen tempore Athenisapud Demetrium Syrum veterem et non 
ignobilem dicendi magistrum studiose exerceri solebam. 

Arriving at Athens I spent six months with Antiochus, the wise and famous phil­
osopher _., and with him as a distinguished guide aild teacher I took up agam 
the study of philosophy ... But at the same time at Athens I zealously used to do 
rhetorical exercises under the dircction of Demetrius the Syrian, an expcrienced 
tcacher of eloquence not without same reputation. 

From this contrast between philosophical and rhetorica1 acitivities it is plain that 
Antiochus had nothing to do with rhetoric'30. 

Since the restriction of the Academy's usefulness for the orator in Brutus 120, 
quoted above, is not confined to any one periad of the schoo!, it also concerns 
Philo and AntiochUS31• This not only illustrates my conclusion abOut the latter, 
but also indicates that the rhetorical teachings of the former were not very useful. 
We may here add the well-known passage Orator 12, where Cicero explicitly ac­
knowledges bis debt to the Academy: 

fateor me oratorem ... non ex rhetorum officinis, sed ex Academiae spatiis extitissc. 

I c:pnfcss that I have not come forth ~ an orator from the workshops of the 
rhetoricians, but from the spacious waIks of the Academy. 

From the above general considerations, one might reasonably conclude that this 
refers to Cicero's specifically philosophical schooling (and to its importance for 
bis oratory), not to bis rhetorical education. This is precisely what the context 

5,7 may point to this, and that only under the extremely doubtful assumption that everything 
found in that scction stems from Antiochus. 

30. a. also the claims of Antiochus as paraphrased Ac. 2,114: disputandi d inlel1egendi 
iudicium _. d artificium, i.e. dialcctic, is mentioned, rhetoric is not. Antiochus' style was probably 
not very good, at least not in Cicero's eycs, despite Plut Cic. 4,1 d:<pUC6~ 5' E~ • A&iJVCl~ 
• A'II'1'1.6xov TOO • Amc:cV.OOv(.TOV" &i)KOVO'E, 'I1'J p.!v . E"6po(.q 'I'«ilv A.lrywv «Vro1; Mt Xapl.11. 
K'1')A.oVJU~ ci 5' b 'I'~ SlrfI,wO'l.V tl1E6l'r!pt.(EV oUK f:'JI'«LvcdV. Tbc absence oe an explicit 
negative judgemelit of bis "style in Cicero is probably duc to Cicero's respect for the man; but 
positive judgements are significantly absent from bis numerous mentions <;»f Antiochus, sometimes 
strikingIy so, e.g. Brut. 315 Gust quoted); Leg. l,S4; Fin. 5,75; Alt. 13,19,5. Tbc oruy other positive 
evaluation also comes from Plutarch,and alSo seems suspect to me: Luc. 42,3 &wOv El1l'El.v. 
(plut Cic. Lc. is taken at bis word by lohn DilloD, 17Ie Middle Plalonists, London: Duclcworth, 
l!JT1: 61, lOS; by lohn Glucker, Antiochus and the LaIe Academy, Hypomnemata 56; Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978: 111, 380; and apparently by Luck [o.c. above n. 1]: 20). 

31. It may bc noted here that Cicero seems to bave bad dccidedly less respect for the suc­
ccssors of Antiochus: d. Fin. 2,2; N.D. 1,11. Perbaps N.D. 2,1 points to a negative judgement of 
the styles pf all Academics from, say, Antiochus. 
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requires. Cicero explains why he has, in the preceding sections, used Plato's theory 
of ideas to illustrate the meaning of 'ideal orator', and defends his use of such 
philosophical concepts; and he adds that Academic, or any other, philosophy is 
not quite enough to make a good orator32• 

Apart from all tOO indirect evidence, there is also Cicero's Partitiones oratoriae, 
written between 54 and 5233, to give us an impression of Academic rhetoric as 
instituted by Philo. Its form is that of a catechism, Cicero answering the questions 
of his son, which indicates the elementary nature of the work. Near the end, Cicero 
says: expositae sunt tibi omnes oratoriae partitiones, quae quidem e media illa 
nostra Academia effloruerunJ (139: 'You now have had set before you all the 
divisions of oratory, that is those which have sprung from that school of ours, 
the Academy'34). This statement need not mean that Cicero cannot have made 
some adaptations himself, or filled in a number of detailslS, but there is no reason 
to doubt its general truth: the system as a whole must be Academic, as weIl as 
most of the divisons. The question of the exact provenance of the details, however, 
is of no importance here, since the main principles and divisions are sufficiently 
clear for drawing conclusions on Academic rhetoric. 

Some of the divisions are quite unusual, especially that of the system as a 
whole into vis Oralons, oratio, and quaestio ('faculty of the orator, sp~ech, ques­
tion'), corresponding, respectively, to the officia oratons, the parts of the speech, 
and the division into types of questions. No parallels for this arrangement are 
known36, and the system involves a number of repetitions quite unlike those in 
scliool rhetoric: the parts of the speech are treated in the seetions on vis oralons 
(und er disposition), and again, more extensively, in those on oratio. This system 
may weIl have been devised to take account of all important subjects of school 
rhetorie, but to avoid some of its intricacies and illogicalities, and especially, to 
avoid the choice between the contaminated and uncontaminated systems37• Such 
objectives may indeed have been characteristic of the newly instituted Academic 

32. Tbus Douglas (ad BTUt. 119; 1973: 98 n. 9). Tbe statement is, however, often wrongly 
understood as referring to rhetorical education: Kennedy (1963: 327-328), L.-P. (I: 43, cf. 39). 

33. Brady B. Gilleland,· 'Tbe Date of Cicero's Partitiones oratoriae~ CPh 56 (1961), 29-32. His 
arguments are quite convincing: the alternative, 46 B.C., is impossible. On Part. or. d. also above 
p.138-142; and the briefbut lucid remarks in Kennedy (1963: 328-330). 

34. Transl adapted !rom Rackham's (Loeb ed.). 
35. Tberefore, the parallels between Part. or. and the Rhet. (cf. Kennedy 1963: 329), though 

Doteworthy in themselves, offer no dues: they may have come from other sources, or (especiaIiy 
the first two) may belong to the details added by Cicero, if he read the Rhet.: (a) Tbe deduction 
of the three kinds of oratory (Part. or. 10) strongly resembles Rhet. 1,3,1-3 (58b1-8) (cf. Hinks 
1936: 175); (b) on 83 d. above p. 117 n. 57; (e) 'epideictie (70-82) and deliberative <oratory> (83-
97) are given unusually extensive treatments' (Kennedy I.c.); (d) the precepts for deliberative pro­
logues (13) correspond to Rhet. 3,14,12 (15b32-34); there may be others. 

36. Mart. Cap. (and Diog. L.?), both of a very Iate date, are only partly parallel: d. Appen­
dix 2, p. 324-326. 

37. Cf. above, §§ 3.3 and 3.4. 

,. 
-I 
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rhetoric, and the unusual arrangement of the system thus corroborates Cicero's 
statement about its provenance. 

Ni to invention, this is not along Aristotelian lines, and there is no trace of 
the three pisteis. Nevertheless, non-rational persuasion does get a larger share 
than in normal school rhetoric, for invention is divided into rational proof and 
playing upon the feelings: ut inveniat quemadmodum fidem faciat eis quibus volet 
persuadere et quemadmodum motum eorum animis afferat (5: '(his aim is) to find 
out how he can induce belief in those he wants to persuade, and how he can arouse 
their emotions'). This distinction, however, between emotional and rational persua­
sion, is a straightforward way of taking account of the non-rational aspect of 
oratory, and an influence of the threefold Aristotelian scheme is improbable38• 

This is confirmed by the relative unimportance that is attached to the emotions, 
in spite of the distinction, witness the statement in Partitiones 4: 

Cic. filius: 
Cic. pater: 

Cic. junior: 
Cic. senior: 

quid? orationis quot sunt partes? 
quattuor. earum duae valent ad rem docendam, narratio cl confir­
matio, ad impellendos animos duae, principium cl peroratio. 

And how many parts of the speech are there? 
Four. Of these, two serve to expound the case, the narration and 
the argumentation, and two to stir the feelings, the prologue and 
thc cpiloguc. 

- 'which is', as Solmsen aptly said, 'precisely the doctrine which Cicero has con­
trived to avoid in the De oratore'Y}. In accordance with this doctrine, the actual 
treatment of the emotions is not given under invention, but postponed to the 
treatment of the epilogue. And in the recapitulation of the important aspects of 
rhetoric, at the end ofthe treatise (139-140), pathos is not even mentioned40• 

All in all, the Partitiones oratoriae presents school -rhetoric with a difference, 
but is still far removed from the approach found in Aristotle and inDe oratore't1• 

38. Tbc distinction may belong to a separate tradition; it can be traced bade to Plato's 
Phoedrus: G.L Hcndriclcson, "The Origin and Meaning of the Ancient Charactcn of Style', AlPh 
26 (1905), 249-290: 249-267 (a1though it should probably not be connected with style as c10sely as 
Hcndriclcson advocates). Cf. also Quint. 3,5,2. 

39. Solmsen (1938: 399 n. 32). 
40. Later in the trcatise there are some modifications of the statement made in section 4; 

but they are non-committal like the ones in Inv. and Rhet. Her. (pp. 95; 99-1(0): Part. (N. n 
(on amp/ificaJio, which may be used in seYCrai places); 47 (on variety in the structure of arguments). 

4L Cf. below p. 197 n. 19 on the function of Part. (N. 
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53 The Academy: ConclusioDS 

From the material examined in the preceding section, the conclusion is inevitable 
that rbetoric as taught by the Academy was different, but not very different 
from school rhetorie, and that it did not owe any debt to the Aristotelian concept 
of invention. So the real Charmadas, or any other Academic philosopher, canno! 
have criticized the rhetoricians at a technica1-rhetorica1 level, by demanding a 
different, Aristotelian, approach -to invention: this would mean that Academic 
strictures of the rhetoricians' teachings would also hold for their own42• This 
conclusion is in llne with the nature of the quarrel between rhetoric and philos­
ophy, for a philosopher llke Charmadas would probably not have wanted to enter 
into technica1 details, since that would be taking bis opponents' teachings too 
seriously. 

The Academy is, therefore, not the source of Cicero's Aristotelian material. 
This conclusion, reached on the basis of an examination of ethosand pathos, is 
corroborated by the results of the previous chapter. H Cicero did not know the 
Rhetoric itself, it has been argued there, it is almost inevitable that bis source 
was a work that contained quite accurate paraphrases of Ar1stotle's own wording, 
and it is not easy to see why Charmadas, Philo or Antiochus would have wanted 
to write such an epitome or paraphrase. 

The only foundation in reality for Charmadas' role in De oratore, then, must 
have been bis participation in the quarrel with rhetoric. His criticisms of rhetorica1 
education may very weIl have contained "Platonic" viewpoints: the associatioDS in 
De ora/ore point to that (p. 166), and Cicero's fiction is often very near reality. 
These criticisms he may have expressed on the occasion of debates not unlike the 
fictional ones described in De ora/ore, or he may have written a polemic pamphlet, 
perhaps in the form of a dialogue43• It is remotely possible that in such a pamphlet 
he gave bis reproach the form it has in De ora/ore, that is, that he also ridiculed 
the absence of ethos and pathos. In that case, he must have done so in non-tech­
nica1, general terms, without making any connection with invention, llke bis fic­
tional counterpart in De ora/ore. It is, however, far more probable that his stric­
tures, whether uttered in debates or in pamphlets or bo~ were purely "Platonic", 
and that he mocked the rhetoricians for their neglect of emotional appeal. It can 
hardly be a coincidence that his claim in the crucial passage De ora/ore 1,87, 

42. So one should not, as Kennedy (1963: 327) does, talk of a 'rhetorie •.. of Charmadas'. 
43. This is Kroll's suggestion (1903: 586 D. 1; 1940: 1086). O. L-P. (I: 173): 'Es ist denkbar, 

dass er sich dort den zeitgenössischen Redner Menedemos als Dialogpartner erwählt hatte und 
dass Cicero das Werk für das "Gespräch" 84-92 benutzte'. Von Arnim (1898: 90), on the role of 
Cameades, plausibly states: 'Dass Sextus adv. rhel 20 Kleitomachos und Charmadas nennt, erklärt 
sich daraus, dass Karneades die Beweisführung nicht schriftstellerisch bearbeitet, sondern nur mO.nd­
lich vorgetragen hatte'; accordingly, it seems probable that Clitomachus and Charmadas did put 
their aiticisms down in writing. 
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that the philosophers have something essential to offer, only concerns pathos, 
not ethos44. The reference in De oratore 1,87 to the couple ethos and pathos, 
then, comes from the pen of Cicero himself, who has thus successfully woven 
one of bis preparatory hints for bis readers into a passage having its proper 
function in the structure of book 1. 

Charmadas' censure of standard· rhetoric in De oratore, not only that in 1,87 
but all of it taken together, and combined with the like view expressed by Scaevola 
(cf. p. 145-146)45, is important in the rest of the work. It is answered in book 3 
by Crassus' concept of the ideal orator: the knowledge demanded of f:his 
philosopher-orator is almost universal. Thus De oratore meets the philosophical 
criticism of rhetorical education in general, of which Charmadas' in De oratare is 
a reflection. This universal knowledge, though this remains implicit in book 3, of 
course comprises knowledge pertaining to ethos and pathos as treated in book 2, 
and so Charmadas' more specifie, "Platonie", reproach is also answered. It seems 
very probable that the Academic criticism was one orille things that induced 
Cicero to look for new approaches to rhetorie, and in a way bistory repeated 
itself: "Platonie" criticism was met by an "AristoteIian" approach. 

To sum up, although the Academy probably made Cicero look for a different, 
more "philosophical" rhetone, it did not provide him with bis Aristotelian material. 
The form of Charmadas' statements in De oratore 1,87, an allusion to ethos and 
pathos, is almost certainly Cicero's own. It prepares the reader for what is to 
come, but does not yet hint at the way ethos and pathos will be assimilated into 
the rhetorical system: only in the course of book 2 their inclusion into invention 
comes to the fore. 

5.4 Tbe Younger Peripatos 

We have already seen that, according to QuintiIian46, the most important writers 
on rhetorie after Theophrastus were Stoics and Peripatetics. In De inventione 
2,7, Cicero also reports that 'the successors of Aristotle left us many rhetorica" 
precepts' (ab hoc [sc. Arutotele] autem qui profecti sunt •.• permulta nobis prae-

44. It may also be due to Gcero that Charmadas' claim in l,frI is for philosophy in general, 
not for Academic philosophy ooly; but aoother explanation (Barwick 1963: 32 0. 1) is posstöle. 

45. In 3,68 (where Crassus is speakiog) Charmadas must be included in _. Cametu1es, cuius 
ego ••• mullas auditoru cognovi Alhenis (though this is in itself inessentiaI in 3,68); Scacvola is 
there also mentioned as having heard Cameades, which is probably no coincidenccl (Of course, wc 
cannot draw auy conclusioDS about the real Scaevola: the link is in aIl probability Gccro's.) 

46. Above, p. 79: Quint 3,1,15. 
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cepta dicendi reliquenmt). It must, therefore, be asked ü Cieero can have taken 
his Aristotelian material, in particular that' on invention, from these sueeessors, 
especially sinee unspecified Peripatetie sources are nowadays sometimes postulated 
for a variety of tbings47. In the next section Theophrastus as a possible souree 
will be looked at, here the foeus will be on the other members of the sehool. 

What was the nature of Peripatetie writings on rhetorie? In view of Quin~an's 
statement, the extant evidenee is surprisingly scanty. Apart from Theophrastus, 
whose rhetorica1 wodes eovered the whole field but wbo was best known for bis 
eontibutions in ITEpL M~E~ (On Style), only Demetrius of Pbaleron is known to 
have written on rhetorie in general48, Sinee he did not very long survive Theo­
phrastus, be cannot be among those meant by Quintilian. Eudemus, who was about 
as old as Theophrastus, and Hieronymus of Rhodes (ca. 290-230), wrote on style49• 

That is all relevant material reported, until Critolaus' participation - firmly on 
the side of the philosophers - in the quarrel between rbetorie and phllosophy. To 
this may be added "Demetrius" On Style, that bas Peripatetie leanings, altbougb 
the author is unknownso. The scantiness of evidenee is no eoincidenee, for the 
tendency of Peripatetie activity in, this period is very clearly towards popular 
writings sueh as biographies, and away from more technical subjects like rbetorie 
as a wboleS1• The interest in style is the only trace of rbetorie left, and this is 
in Une with the empbasis on literary history and poetical criticismS2• 

Quintilian's statement, therefore, in all prob ability reflects the influence pf 

47. E.g. Kroll (1903: 578; 1918b: 93 [cf. below p. 265 n. 78)), Leeman (1963:92, who calls 
the theory in Inv. 'mainly Peripatetic'), Kennedy (1972: 259, 'Peripatetic and Stok saurces' for 
the Topica). 

48. a. Wehrli (1959: 122, 125). Demetrius: fr.156-173 Wehrli; of the titles in fr.74 (= Diog. 1.. 
5,80-81), no.6 is ßEpt trrrrop~ a'(3"; and nos. 25, 26 and 34 (ßEpt ~ a', ßEpt xcipl.~ 
a', ßEpt Kal.pOii a') can -very well denote rhetorical writings(pace Wehrli vol IV: ~1: cf. 
L.-P.-Rabbie: 190, and G.MA. Grube, A Greek Critic: Demetrius on Style [phoenix Suppl 4, Univ. 
of Toronto Press, 1961]: 52-53); see in general Grube (o.c.: 52-55). Heraclides Ponticus, who was­
earlier still (ca. 380-315), wrote ßEpt 'rOÜ lnrropEWI.V 'fi ßpooTa-y6pac; (title in Diog. 1.. 5,88; 
only one, barely intelligible, fragment: fr.33 Wehrli, from Philod. Index Ac.); but this was probably 
Platonie and anti-rhetorical, 8S Wehrli (lid fr.33) thinlcs; it is therefore improbable that fr.10 (= 
Antiphanes fr.l13 KocIc, from Athen. 4,12 [134bc)) points to a rhetorical handbook (Barwick'srecon­
slruction of this handbook, 1922: 39-43, must be rejected in any case: cf. Appendix 2 with nn. 8, 
11). 

49. Dates: Wehrli ad Eudemus fr.2-6 (p. 71); and ad Hier. fr.1-7 (p. 29). Hieronymus' fr.50-52 
are about stilistic aiticism; Eudemus' ßEpt ~~~ (fr.25-29) may have been about style, but 
should perhaps be laken 8S a treatise on logic. 

so. a. Solmsen, "Demetrios ßEpt l:p ..... 1JVEla~ und sein peripatetisches Quellenmaterial', Hennes 
66 (1931), 241-267 (also in: 1968, 151-117; and in: Stark cd. 1968: 285-311); Grube (o.c. above n. 48); 
Kennedy (1963: 284-290). 

51. See the lucid acoount in Wehrli (1959), on this point especially 122, 125. 
52 Wehrli (1959: 122-125). 

Oll 
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Peripatetic theories of style onlyS3. 

This, however, only characterizes the Peripatetics' rhetorical activity in the 
third centwy, for in the second centwy there was probably very little such activity 
at all: Critolaus, head of the school from ca 17554 was one of the most forcible 
opponents of rhetoricS5,. and Ariston the younger and Diodorus of Tyrus, the two 
pupils of bis that we have some information about, joined him in bis attacksS6• 

What happened at the end of this second centwy is not elear, and we do not 
even know who Critolaus' successor wasS7• In any case, after the quarrel with 
the rhetoricians, it is quite improbable that the Peripatetics started occupying 
themselves with the subject 'of their opponents: if they had done so, it would 
have been remarkable, like Philo's institution of rhetorical teaching, and we would 
probably have a testimony about this alsoSB. H they nevertheless did, like Philo, 
they probably confined themselves to what had been the strong point of older 
Peripatetic theory, that is, the theory of style. Independent contributions, like 
the reintroduction of Aristotle's theory of invention, are hardly conceivable.59• 

Cicero himself offers some evidence that, to my mind, strengthens the above 
conelusions so as to be beyond reasonable doubt. In the first place, his appreciation 
of the Peripatetics mainly concerns the Holder" Peripatos, that is, Aristotle and 

53. Cf. Kennedy (1972: 137 n. 50) for a simiIar view of Peripatetic rhetoric. Von Arnim (1898: 
81-83) c1aims that the Peripatetics occupied themselves with rhctoric, on the ground that they 
handled thesei.r. In fact, though Hermagoras and other rhetoricians mentioned thesei.r, i.e. 'general 
questions', they only treated hypothesei.r, 'specified questions': stasis theory was divised only for 
these (cf. Matthes 1958: 60-61, 126, 129-132, 133 [ff.]). Cicero does connect Peripatetic handling 
of thesei.r with in utrrzmque parlem dieere and topoi (OraL 46; De 01'. 3,107; 109), but this is not 
technical rhetoric: cf. abovc, p. 168-169. Theseis are general questions, aJ;ld the proper subjeCt for 
the philosophers (cf. especially De or. 3,109-110),albeit that. it rep~esented for some a rather low 
level of philosophizing (Strabo .13,1,54 (C609) [treated abovc § 4;6]: eEae~ >"'rJICU8LtEl.lI, tr~ by 
HL. Iones [Locb ed.] by 'to talk bombast about commonplace propositions'); cf. also Arist Top. 
1,11 (esp. 104b34-36). . 

54. Wehrli ad Critolaus fr. 1-2. 
55. Critolaus fr. 25-39 Wehrli. 
56. Wehrli vol X. p. 75-91 (Ariston fr.1-5, Diod. Tyr. fr. 6). 
57. Tbe only list of diadochs we have. Vita Menagiana 9 (Düring's numbering: AABT p. 82), 

is certainly wrong: cf. Moraux (1973: 28 n. 68, 53 n. 20). Whether Diodorus did really succeed 
Critolaus (as is sometimes taken forgranted) is quite uncertain, and that Erymneus was head of 
the Peripatos after him is a mere guess. 

58. Note that De 01'. 3,109-110 mentions both the Peripatos and the Academy, but that rhe· 
torical activity is only mentioned in the case of the latter (PhiIo). This virtua1Iy implies that the 
Peripatos did not engage in such activities. On the other hand, it should not be forgotten that 
the dramatic date of De 01'. is 91 B.C., and that Cicero avoids anachronisms: the passage provides 
no evidence of the absence of Peripatetic writings on rhetoric after that date. 

59. About Tuse. 4,43, which offers no proof to the contrary, below p. 266-'lfj7 with n. 85. 
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Theophrastus60• The few remarlcs that concern the contemporary members of the 
school are unspecific, or associate them with in utramque partem dicere, but this 
habit is far more firmly associated with Aristotle and with the New Academfl. 
Moreover, the statement in Brutus 120 quoted above (p. 170), that Academic and 
Peripatetic philosophy is not enough to bring an orator to perfection, also excludes 
contemporary Peripatetic rhetoric as having any influence on the technica1level62• 

Most telling, perhaps, is De oratore 2,160, which was quoted in the preceding 
chapter (p. 147-148): Antonius, who in 159 had explained that Diogenes the Stoic 
had nothing to offer for the orator, declares that Critolaus, being a member of 
Aristotle's school, 'could have been of greater use (than Diogenes)' - a malicious 
way of saying that he was of no use at all63• Of course, this does not explicitly 
disparage other Peripatetics, but the passage, with its examination of the usefulness 
of all three members of the embassy. of 155 B.C., the Stoic Diogenes, the Peripatetic 
Critolaus and the Academic Cameades, functions as a general comparison of the 
rhetorical merits of the three schools. Cicero could not have written in this way 
about Critolaus if he had found the contemporary Peripatos of much use to the 
orator. 

All this eXcludes that Cicero's division of invention go es back to independent 

60. In De OT. 3,67-68 Aristotle and Tbeophrastus are contrasted with their successors (they 
are probably also meant in 3,107 and 109, though these passages are not specific on the point), 
and no other Peripatetic is favourably mentioned in De or. (about Critolaus below, this page). a. 
also Div. 2,4 cumque .Aristoteks ilernque Theophrastus .•. cum philosophia dicendi etiam praecepta 
coniunxoint, no.rtri quoque oralorii libri in eundem librorum numerum refereruJj videntur. iliI tres 
erunt 'De oratore~ quartus 'Brutus~ quintus 'OrrzJor'; FUL 1,6, wberc AristotIc and Theophrastus 
arc the only Peripatctics mentioned; and ib. 5,10 on thc rhetorical prea:pts of Aristotle and Theo­
phrastus, in a passage (5,7-14) that contrasts thcm with aIl later members of thc school. FUL 
4,10, on topoi (cf. Orat 127) probably also concems Aristotle and Tbeophrastus alone. Thcy are 
mcntioncd together inDe OT. at 1,43; 49; 55 (cf. Orat 62; and below p. 181). 

6L On the association with thc Acadcmy and Aristotle above p. 168-170; c.g. De or. 3,145-
147. As to the Peripatos, cf. De or. 3,107 _. tk llIIiwno genere in utramque pa1tem disseri copiose 
lieet quae aercitatio nunc propriD dwuum philo.rophüuum, tk quibus ante dixj, putalur (cf. Twc. 
2,9, although thcre the focuS is also on the older Pcripatos; thc vcry gencral claim Ac. 2,115 Peri­
paldici.r, qui sibi cum oraIonow cognationern esse __ dicDnt must also concern in utrarnqru pa1tem 
dieere). De OT. 3,109-1W implies that thc contemporary Peripatos is associated·with theseis, wbich 
Cicero associates in turn with in utramque pattern dieere (above n. 53): cl. Brut 119-120 (and 
perhaps Orat 127; on FUL 4,10 d. prev. notc). About Cratippus (on wbom Moraux 1973: 223-256) 
Brut 250 and Tun. 2 Cicero's mcntion of Slaseas in De or. 1,104-105 is rather sarcastie. 

62 Cf. Orat 12! after thc sentence quoted on p. 171, Cicero Iikcwise adds that philosophy, 
wbcther Acadcmic or of anothcr schoo~ is not enough for an orator in forensie practice. 

63. Wehrli's interprctation (ad fr.ll) of De or. 2,159-160 (= CritolaU$ fr.10) is wrong in two 
aspects: (1) the context shows that Antonius is not concemed with Critolaus' style (which is praised 
fr.ll = Fin. 5,14), but with bis posstole contnoutions to rhetorie; (2) Critolaus is not praised and 
connccted with Aristotlc's rhctorical teachings, {or thc text does not say 'he managed to be of 
greatcr use' (LC .. he could be, and actually was, of greater usc), but 'he could have been of greatcr 
use' (cl. K.-5ll,l71 a). Tbc implication is that be was not willing to be of use to rbctorie. 
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rhetorica1 theory of post-Theophrastean Peripatetics. It does not, however, exclude 
two other possibilities. 

First, Cicero may have drawn his early material on style, including the Aristo­
telian borrowings, from these Peripatetics. In fact, in Oralor Hieronymus of Rhodes 
is once named in the passage on prose rhythm (Oral. 190)64. If Cicero indeed 
used Hieronymus or same other Peripatetic who quoted him, it follows from the 
above considerations that bis source for the other Aristotelian material must 
have been a different one. 

Second, some Peripatetic contemporary or near-contemporary of Cicero's ca.n 
have made a paraphrase or epitome of Aristotle's Rhetoric. This would presuppose 
a wish to return to the master's doctrines, and this is indeed the direction that 
Peripatetic philosophy in the first century took. It is true that this tendency is 
usually explained by the impulse Andronicus' edition, which probably appeared after 
Cicero6S, gave to the interest in Aristotle's own works, but this is not very plaus­
ible. Of course, the real hausse of Aristotelianism was called forth, and made 
possible, by Andronicus~ work, but it is improbable. that Andronicus, before his 
edition was finished, was unique in bis interest in the authentie words of Aristotle. 
He was rather the ultimate product of such an interest in wider circles. The 
(alleged?) edition of Apellicon, the work of Tyrannion on the library that was 
said to come from Scepsis, and the eagemess of the Roman booksellers to make 
copies from that library betray such an. increasing interest, independent from 
Andronicus. That members of the Peripatos would be the first "classisizing" Aris­
totelians is, moreover, very probable66• 

There is of eourse no name we can· attach to a possible epitome or paraphrase 
of the Rhetoric, but that is irrelevant The point is that the Aristotelian rhetorical 
material cannot have come by way of independent Peripatetie writings on the 
subject, but that a "classicizing" paraphrase or. epitome by a member of the school 
from the early first century is one of the possibilities to explain Cicero's Aristo­
telian leanings in De oralore. 

64. Sec below p. 181-182. On Hieronymus also above p. 176 with n. 49. Angermann (1904: 9), 
in order to prove that Cicero's reference to Aristotle in the sections on prose rhythm is due to a 
Peripatetie source, adduces the lilceness between De or. 3,184 and "Demetr: Eloc. 41. But this 
lilceness is slighl . 

65. Above p. 157 n. 222. 
66. a. also Moraux (1973: 57. 181-182): Ariston from Alexandria, who first belonged to the 

Academy under Antiochus but became a member of the Peripatos, may be the author of the com­
mentary on Aristotle's Categories discussed. in Moraux (182-185). If this is indeed correct, it is to 
be laken as sign of the tendency here sketched: Moraux (57) uses it to prove that Andronicus' 
edition was early, but that presupposes the usual explanation that all interest in the authentie 
Aristotle was post-Andronicean (d. Tarm 1981: 734-735). (Ileave asidc the question as to how 
far the reports are trustworthy that Critolaus already wanted to return to Aristotle's doctrines 
[except, of course, wbere rbetorie was concernedJ. It stroogly depends on the diflicult problem of 
Antiochus' influence: d. Wehrli ad Critolaus fr.ll). 
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55 Theophrastus 

As remarked above, Cicero's appreciation of the Peripatos mainly concemed Aris­
totle and Theophrastus (p.177-178). Theophrastus wrote extensivelyon rhetoric67, 

and may have foIlowed and quoted bis master in a number of things. It will be 
argued here, in the first place, that Cicero may weIl have known and used some 
of his rhetorical works, and secondly, that the parallels between De oratore and 
the Rhetoric may have come through him. Finally, the several possibilities of 
Cicero's use of either Theophrastus or Aristotle or both will be examined more 
closely. It will appear that Theophrastus is a serious candidate for being the 
source for at least p"art of Cicero's Aristotelian material inDe oratore. 

As to Cicero's acquaintance with Theophrastus, as early as 60 B.C. Cicero wrote 
to Atticus, 'Please bring me Theophrastus' On Ambition from my brother Quintus' 
library' (Alt. 2,3,4: 8EocppacrrOl) 'lTEpt cpLAcrrL~a~ adler mihi 4e libris Quinti fratris). 
About the same time he also seems to have read at least one of Theophrastus' 
treatises on political philosophy68. Since Plutarch records that Cicero 'used to 
call Theophrastus bis own special delighf69 (Plut. Cicero 24,3 1'OV Be 8EOCPpacrrOV 
EtweEV 1'p1Xp'i)v LBLav Ct'lTOKaAEl.V), he may even have read many of bis works. 
As the rhetorical writings would interest him much at this stage of his life, it is 
extremely likely that he read at least some of these. This goes especially for 
TIEpt AE~E~ (On Style), which was rather weIl known. 

Apart from this extemal information, there is also some evidence from Ciceto's 
works that points to acquaintance with Theophrastus. It concerns the work On 
Style just mentioned. As Stroux has pointed out1O, there is very good reason to 
trust the exactness of Cicero's remarks in Orator ab out Theophrastus' four virtues 
of style CEA.AT)VLu~~/Latinitas, UacpT)VEL<l, 'lTPE'lTOV, Ka'TaUKEvi)11: correctness of 
language, clarity, appropriateness, omateness). As these four virtues are already 
at the basis of the treatment of style in De oratore72, and as Crassus himself 
points to Aristotle and Theophrastus as bis authorities, especially for the sections 

67. Regenbogen (RE Suppl Vll: 1523). 
68. Au. 2,9;1. (16 or 17 April 59) nihil me aistimaris neque um neque a Theophrrzsto didiruse, 

Mi brevi Imtpore desidurui nostra iIla tempora videris (ci. Fin. 5,11). Alt. 2,16,3 (29 April or 1 
May 59) probably points to knowledge of one or more ethical works. a. also Fam. 16,17,1 (probably 
from 46). 

69. Transl Perrin (Locb ca). 
70. Ioannes Stroux, De Theophrasti vittutibus dicendi (Upsiae: Teubner, 1912): 9-28, especially 

9-13. 
71. Stroux uses the tenn KaTaOKE"U'i}. Solmsen (o.c. above n. 50: 241) prefers K~ or 

KEKOOJL TUJotvov. 
7J.. a. De 01'. 3,37 quinam igitur dicendi est modus me/ior .. ., quam ut Laline, ut plane, ut 

CHTUlie, ut ad id, quodcumque agetur, apte congruenterque dicamus ? 
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on prose rhythm73, Cicero may, in 55, have known Theophrastus' On Style. It is 
notable that bis name is again coupled with Aristotle's in the passage on prose 
rhythm in Orator, for example in 172: 

eius (sc. Isoaatis) auditor Theodectes in primis, ut Aristoteles saepe significat, 
politus scriptor atque artifex hoc idem et sentit et praecipit; Theophrastus vero 
eisdem de rebus etiam adematius. 

Isocrates' pupil Theodectes, a highly accomplished and skilled writer, as Aristotle 
often indicates, holds the same opinion and recommends the same; and Theophras­
tos wrote about these same things even more accurately. 

And indeed, it seems quite possible that the parallels between De oratore and 
the Rhetoric have come by way of Theophrastus. The small scale ones may be 
based upon quotations in bis worle, and this goes especially for the sections on 
prose rhythm, in view of the coupling, just noticed, of the names of Aristotle 
and Theophrastus in this connection. As for the parallel of the topoi, since Cicero 
took these and bis Aristotelian material from different sources (§ 4.4), this needs 
no explanation here74. It is unknown whether Theophrastus adopted Aristotle's 
principle of the three pisteis, but this does seem very probable7S• 

Finally, we may attempt to describe the possibilities for Theophrastean influence 
somewhat more precisely. The coupling of names in Orator, as in the passage 
just quoted, is an important clue. 

In this worle, Aristotle and Theophrastus are mentioned together in co~ection 
with prose rhythm four times (172, 194, 218, 228), and the only other relevant 
names in this context are Isocrates and Thrasymachus, ~ho used prose-rhythm76, 
and Theodectes, Ephorus and Hieronymus of Rhodes, who wrote on it77• All these 
figures, except Hieronymus (ca.. 290-230), are earlier than Theophrastus78• This 

73. De or. 3,148 censebo tarnen ad eos, qui auctores er inventares sunt 1uuum sane minutarum 
renun, revertendum. The ooly earlier writers mentioned in the sections on prose rhythm (except 
for Isocrates as the first to use it, and bis pupil Nauerates as the authority for this claim, both 
in 173) are Aristotle and Theophrastus. 

74. Theophrastos wrote on topoi, but the Stoic elements in Cicero', Topica seem to indicate 
that he canoot have been the saurce of this wode (but d. above p. 138 with n. 129). 

75. He did write a work fiEpt 'I'WV cbtxvwv 'll'loTEwv a', but that teIls us nothing about 
the three pisteis (above p. 82 n. 22). Nothing more is known about this work: cl. Regenbogen', 
brief note (RE Suppt VII: 1525); bis identification of the (VrEXVOL 'll'Lo-re~ with rational argumen­
tation, however, neglects the probability that Theophrastus adopted Aristotle's division into thr~ 
pisreis. 

76. Thrasymachus in 175; Isocrates 167, 172, 174-176, 190, 7JJ7, 235. 
TI. Hieronymus ooly in 190; Theodectes 172, 194,218; Ephorus 172, 191-192, 194,218. 

. 7K About Hieronymus' dates above n. 49. Theodectes (Kennedy 1963: 80-81) was a contempor­
ary oC Aristotle. Ephorus probably died around 330-325; more details are unknown (cl. Felix Jacoby, 
Die Fragmente der griechischen H"lStoriJr.er, II C, Berlin: Weidmann 1926: 22-25); fragments in Jacoby 
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makes it quite plausible that most of these passages go back to his On Style79• 

The fact that Theodectes and Ephorus are only mentioned together with hirn, or 
in bis neighbourhood, is noteworthy, and is easily explained if we suppose that 
Cicero knew about them only through Aristotle and TheophrastusBO• 

The mention of Hieronymus in 190 of course casts some doubt upon this hypoth­
esis: elegit er multis Isocrati /ibris triginta fortasse versus Hieronymus Peripateticus 
in primis nobilis, plerosque senarios, sed etiam anapaestos; quo quid potest esse 
turpius? ('1be eminent Peripatetic Hieronymus culIed from the numerous works of 
Isocrates some thirty verses, mostly iambic sena.ri4 but also anapaests; what could 
be more open to censure?') The whole of the material may have come through 
him (he must have known and used Theophrastus' On Style) or from a later source 
that used both Theophr·astus and Hieronymus. This is the first suggestion made in 
the preceding section (p. 179): the material on style may stern from a Peripatetic 
source later than Theophrastus. But this is far from certain: if a1l the material 
came from such a source, more names later than Theophrastus would perhaps be 
expected, not only this one mention of Hieronymus. Cicero may have drawn bis 
brief report on Hieronymus from this writer himself, or from some doxograpbic 
source, while deriving the bulk of bis material directly from Theophrastus' On Style. 

In general, there is no reason why Cicero should not himself have consulted 
this work of Theophrastus. There is np proof that he really did, but, as in the 
case of Aristotle, the arguments sometimes adduced against first-hand knowledge 
of Theophrastus are unconvincing81. 

Theophrastus' On Style may therefore be the source of Ocero's report, in De 
oratore, of Aristotle's opinions on the subject of prose rhythm82• This may, in a 
way that escapes us now, be the cause of the inaccuracies of this report (p. 124-
126). Knowledge of Theophrastus, however, does of course not exclude first hand 
knowledge of Rhetoric book 3. H Cicero knew both, his inaccurate rendering of 
Aristotle may have been determined by bis familiarity with Theophrastus (as has 
been suggested p. 110). However that may be, it is quite uncertain .whether Theo­
phrastus really quoted Aristotle extensi-yely, and whether Ocero could really have 
drawn bis report of Aristotle's view, inaccurate as it is, from Theophrastus. He 

(o.c. n A), and in Ludwig Radermacher;Artium Scriptores (SAWW227,3, 1951): 195-197. 
79. Düring (1950: 39) also notices this (though without mentioning Hieronymus), but one of 

bis strongest arguments seems very doubtful: after quoting Oral. 218, where AristotIe, Theophrastus, 
Theodectes and Ephorus are named together, he writes that 'the 1I'EPl. A~E~ of Ephorus is a 
treatise which Theophrastus in his 1I'EPl.. AE~E~ particu1arly likes to contradict'. Düring might 
have done his readers the service of quoting some evidence for this contention.· Since he does 
not, I cannot escape the impression that this is a conclusion from older Que/lenforschung drawn 
from ... Cicero's Orator! 

SO. Cf. above p. 123 n. 83 about the possible provenance of the mention of Thrasymachus. 
81. E.g. Fortenbaugh's arguments (1989: Appendix), especially those about Orat. 218. 
82. Cf. Kennedy (1972: 225): 'Similarities between Cicero and AristotIe's discussion of style 

probably come by way of Theophrastus'. 
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may have read Rhetorlc 3 '(wIiether separately or together with 1 and 283), even 
if lie knew Theophrastus' On Style~' ' 

Analogons eonclnsions hold for books 1 and 2 of the Rhetoric. Cicero mentions 
TheophiaStus' Rhetoric togetber with Aristotle's treatise of the same name in De 
orOtore 1,55(p. 146~147)~'and hemay have kilown it. Hut again, we cannot be 
eertain ,ff Theophrastus quoted 'Aristotle acC1.Ü"ately enough to provide Cieero with 
th~'sm3n Sc3Ie p~,~els. :; "),," ".' '. 

J. ,1';-' t •• , ._' J, "'. \ : 

Ta' slim I up,' it is -p'rob'able' that dtero "knew SeJme o{ TheophfaStUs' rhetoriciI 
worb,';iD 'p~cllIar ITepL ':~ME~ (on 'Stylej~"'Fofhis 'freatttlehi ~fl>rose rhythm 
fuOTatorheprobably uSecfthiS lasrtfeatise,'and' itmayaIso have been tbe sou.rce 
from;: which :he 'drew thereport 'of.Ar1Stotle;'s"· opiillöos' on prose rhythln in' De 
oratore'3,182-183. The" <>tber ArlstoteHan material may have come from the other 
works of Tbeophrastus. Nevertheless, Cicero may hav~ read Aristotle's Rhetoric 
also: "il':k Perhaps not· very likeIy 'that TheophrastuS quoted bis master with such 
exactness~ ''that Cicero could' have' drawn the striking smallscale parallels with 
the Rhetorlc from him. i. ' ; 

-e..
' 

/...~.. ~ • ..:. ' ... " .. ,'; " .J 

5.6 Oiber Souires 
;.; 

Tbe ,tWo' other importantphilosophical schooIS, . the Epicureans and the Stoics, 
cim' of cOurse not have ptovided the solirce for Cicet()'s Aristotelian material. 
For the Epicureans Cicero had some r~spect (bis mend AttiClis was one of them), 
bbi ,. $eii !:tejeCiiOli' of public life and rhetoricaI studies made them useless for the 
9rilt'oi-M.· The' Stolcs" rejected' emotional 4ivolvement as ':well. ~ emotionat appeal, 
aD.d~'ast& thefr rhetode iIi gerleraI, dcerc/s -rtiaucioUs esiimate otCleanthes' and 

~ip~~~, tr.~~,?ses· ~ ~~~, ~<?~:, s0R.si!, tufen,z ~ rf!et0n.cll!fl S!t:ant~- C~rysiI?pum 
etkini, ~sed''''siC'Utsi . i/tils 'öbmutescere' concupiefÜ,. 'rUhi!, .aliii4 legere debeat" (De 
finib~: 4;7: 'Cleantbesand.Chrysippus, too wrote' an. Art 0/ Rizetork, but of ~uch 
a 'sdrt'tfiat it is 'the' one b90k to~ read'if anyone should wish to keep quiet'ßS). Tbe 
well-known case of the Stoic Rutilins Rufus, who was innocent but was condemned 
by the jury because he refused to do anything but present the facts, is told in 

83. a. p. 158 and Appendix 4 . 
. - ,84; -Ih. 01', 3,63-64; BTUt. 13L a. the brief surveys in Kcnnedy (1963: 300(301) and Kroll (1940: 

1081). Robe~N. G,aines·('Philodemus on the Thrce Activities of Rhetorical Invention', RhetoriClI 
3, ~" 15S-~63) retons~cts philodemus' theory of' invention, but notes that bis views wcre 
'uniqueinantiquity' (ib.:, LS6); in general, Philodemus and bis master Zeno of Sidon, in their more 
positiVe approach to 'rhctoric,: seem, to . have been exceptions amoog Epicureans (d. Hubbell [o.c. 
above p. 56 n. 223]: 2SG-252). 

85. Transl Kcnnedy (1963: 291). 
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De oratore as an example of the unpractical nature of Stoic teaehing where real 
life is concemed86• H they knew and used Aristotle's Rhetorü;ff1, therefore, they 
did not adopt the principle of ethos and pathos. 

It sbould perbaps be stressed, bowever, that the importance Quintilian gives to 
Stoic rbetorie (Quint. 3,1,15, quoted p. 79) sbould not be played down too easilyBB. 
Their rbetorical system as a· wbole, it is true, in that it was based upon the 
ojJicia and the parts of the speeeb89, was not different from the standard one. 
But it maywell have been partly due to their influence that this basically Aristo­
teIian way of dividing rbetorie did in fact become standard. Moreover, their work 
on grammatical theory was important for the development of theories of style. 
Their contributions to rbetorie, therefore, were probably not negligible, even if 
it was in itself only an Unimportant part of their activity, and even if they had 
no taste for practical oratory and the theory of invention along AristoteIian Iines90• 

The only candidates for Cicero's AristoteIian source not yet named bere, as far 
as 1 know, are most conspicuous for their obscurity, and for the frequency with 
whieb they are, nevertheless, postulated as sources: doxographic bandbooks, that 
is, surveys of doctrines, theories and factual information drawn from earIier treat­
ises ~r again from earIier sueb surveys. It must be said that the procedure of 
postulating or reconstructing sueb sources is very often entirely defensible, in 
view of tbe nature of, and situation conceming, these bandbooks: they have for 
the most part completely disappeared, but must bave been extensively used. Never­
theless, suppositions of this kind can be made too Iightly. In some cases they are 
too much an easy way out of the difficulties of accounting for the complex inter­
play of traditions, individuals and other factors91• 

To answer the question whether material from tbe Rhetoric may have been 
transmitted to Cicero by a doxography, we must roughly know the nature of such 
and related works. Biographical material was especially subject to the pr~ of 

86. The Rutilius affair: De OT. 1.227-230 and Brut. 115. Cf. also aboYe p. 82 n. 21, and De or. 
3~; Brut. 94 (wilh Rt:p. 5,11); Brut. 10L . 

frT. The Stoic theory of the four 'll"cifhJ is 50mctimes claimed to derive from Aristotle, es­
pecially Rhet. 2, e.g. Pohleuz (o.c. p. 82 n. 21; I; 149; n, 81-82); bot see Sandbach (1985: 29-30; 
d.31). 

88. As Kron (1940: 1080, 1082) tends to do. 
89. Diog. 1.. 7,42-43: cf. Appendix 2, p. 325-326. 
90. On Stoie rbetorie in general Pohlem (o.c. above p. 82 n. 21: ~ 52-53; n, 31), Kroll (1940: 

1081-1083), and Kcnncdy (1963: 290-299, with many refercnces). 
9L I gi:vc two ClWIIplcs, both drawn from instructive and oseful artic1es: Moraux (1975: frT on 

the quotation of thc first sentcnce of the Rhd. in OraL 114 [on the nature of bis argument abc:m; 
p. 109 with n. 21D: "Cic:fron n'utilise pas directement Ia Rhhorique; iI CD eile une phrase qu'iI a 
dü trOU\'U clans on rc:cueiI, clans un OoriI~ge ou clans on manuel quelconquc'; Fortenbaugh (1989: 
§ 11): "Most likely Cicero is using a handbook which contained selections from the Rhdoric or 
dose parapbrases or both', ud elsewhcre. 
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successive transmission, and to ensuing distortions and embellishments: the bio­
graphical tradition of Atistotle9Z is a c1ear example. Of the more strictly doxo­
graphic wodes, many concemed philosophy, like those of wbich Diels attempted a 
reconstruction93• We know, however, of such wodes in other branches also, and 
where Aristotle is concemed, quotations from the zoological writings, which have 
been examined by Düring94, were frequently drawn from such manuals. 

Were there doxographic wodes about rhetorical theories also? As far as I know, 
no proof of this has been found. It seems probable to me that information on 
predecessors was, in general, given in remarks in rhetorical handbooks, which 
contained a system of their own and were not primarily meant to give such infor­
mation.. De inventione may be typical: the remarks found there on Aristotle and 
others are obviously drawn from the handbooks where young Cicero found bis 
system; they are of a very general nature, and many of them occur in the intro­
ductory sections. Indeed, the low level of rhetorical education in the third century 
B.e. makes it improbable that the rhetoricians of that age did anything but offer 
ready-made systems. They bad little reason to survey the. opinions of earlier writers 
on the subject. After the beginning ofthe quarrel with the philosophers, the 
second century writers on rhetoric were probably chiefly interested in defending 
their own systems. In order to do that, remarks on Aristotle, and others, would 
be of more help when given in the rhetorical handböoks themselves, like they 
are in De inventione, than when issued in a separate manual. Even for Quintilian's 
time, bis extensive remarks on the opinions of others are obviously one of the 
l;lDtypical features of bis Institutio Ora/oria. Accordingly, if there were doxographic 
wodes on rhetoric, they were probably not very numerous. 

Since style had been disconnected from the rest of rhetoric in the early Peri­
patos9S, the fate of.this subject may very weIl have been different, and it may 
have been described in more than a few doxographic works. Cicero's ntention 41 
Orator 190 of Hieronymus of Rhodes may, as remarked above96, derive from such 
amanual. 

So far my argument is based on general considerations only. Since more is 
known about doxographic handling of the zoological treatises of Aristotle, a com­
parison with their fate may be useful. From Düring's thorough examination97 two 
things are clear. First, names of -writers who wrote epitomes of these treatises, 
or who used such epitomes, are knoWn to us; as to rhetoric, this is only the case 
(and even then to a more limited extent) in the field of style - and that only if 

92. Dilring (1957). 
93. Hermann Diels. Doxographi Graed (Berlin 1879; repr. Berlin: De Gruyter, 1958). 
94. Diiring (1950). 
95. Above p. 176. 
96.Above pp. 179; 182. 
97. DüriDg (1950). 
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conjectures like that· about Hieronymus of Rhodes are· correct. Second; many of 
the quotations from the zoological writings were, as Düring says, 'originally· ex­
cerpted and compiled with a certain aim': he mentions 'typical definitions', enu­
merations, lexicographic abstracts, and excerpts coupled with or made for proverbs 
and etymologies98; and other quotations may be connected with a taste for strailge 
phenomena, that is reflected in a vast amount of so-called paradoxographic liter­
ature, which is oneof the popular.- fields in which the Peripatos was active99• 

There was no such special reason for quoting from the Rhetoric, except for a 
specialist, who mighthave wanted to -quote Aristotle's definition of rhetoric, or 
the like.· -, - ,'-~' 

The fate of thezoological treatises,' or any other group of Aristotle's worb, 
cannot, therefore, be taken as a model of the fate of treatises like the Rhetdric. 
The fact that the two characteristics of the tradition concernirig the 'Zoological 
writings just mentioned are lacking in the case of the Rhetoric, on the contraIy 
supports the general impression given above: the number of potential readers and 
writers of manuals about rhetorica1 doctrines was much smaller than that of doxo­
graphie literature in other branches1OO• Aristotle's definition of rhetoric, and 
other definitions also, may have been excerpted, but that is still farfrom areport 
of Aristotle's system as a whole. 

Still more specific information may be,-derived from Quintilian's reports on the 
opinions of previous rhetoriciaDs. In a IlUinber of remarks he says or implies, that 
they are based on bis own research 101, -- and there is no' reason to: doubt this, 
especially since it is supported by the reports themselves102• In bis review of 
previous systems of officia oralons in 3,3103, the earliest author mentioned, except 
for one stray mention of Thrasymachus, is Hermagoras104• The situation is roughly 
the same in bis "doxography" of stasis theory in 3,6:- although some earlier names 
are mentioned,'specific information was obviously available only aoout·Hermagoras 

_1--'; 

98. Düring (1950: 53). 
99. Above p.176 with·n. 51; Wehrli (1959: 103-104);-- ,,- - - . . j, 
100. Cf. the vanishing (as far as the,Peripatos,is·concemed). of the genre of botanical wri~ 

apparently 'da eine paradoxographische Behandlung der Pflanzenwelt kaum in Frage kam' (Wehrli 
1959: 103). , '. < ' •• 

101. 2,15,37; 3,1,22 electuris quere volentfacienda -copia fuit, sicut ipse pluriumm-'unum conlem 
inventa, ubicumque ingenio non erit locus, CUrru! testimonium meruisse contentus;. 12,11,8 quereque 
antea scierim qucreque operis huiusce gratia potuerim inquirere. . 

102. That Quintilian collected bis material himself is. also the opinion of ~nnc;dy (1972: 
501-502, 506-507) and of Joachim Adamietz, M.F. Quintiliani Institutionis Qratoriae Liber III 
(München: F"mk, 19(6): 17-18. 

103. mentioned above p. 91-92. 
104. Hermagoras: 3,3,9. The 'remark on Thrasymachus (§ 4) may be indirectly derivcd from a 

misunderstanding of Arist. Rhet. 3,1,7 (04al4-16). Athenaeus, Hermagoras' contemporary and riva1, 
is also mentioned (§ 13). Many references are vague, and give no due for dating,theopinions 
reported (quidam in §§ 5, 10, 15; non pauci § 11; d. also §§ 8, 12, 13, 15). . 
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and those who came after hirnlOS. Even in the chapter on definitions of rhetoric 
(2,15), a subject quite suitable for doxographic treatment, the remarles on authors 
older than Hermagoras seem almostrestricted to those Quintilian knows directlyl06. 
All this confirms that Quintilian collected bis material himself, and there are no 
hints th~t ,there were doxographic worles covering the authors he mentions. More 
important here, it also indicates that, in the course of bis researches, he did 
probably not come upon any doxographic work covering the period before Herma­
goraslO7. So there were, in all prob ability, no such works in Cicero's time. 

Finally, we may note that Quintilian, despite bis extensive reports of earlier 
opinions, employs the contaminated system of officia without discussing alternatives, 
and seems unaware of the possibility of linking ethos and pathos with inventionl~. 
Even if he had doxographic works at bis disposal, therefore, these did not mention 
the organization of the material employed by Aristotle. The same was most probably 
true for any such works in Cicero's time, if they existed at all. 

Nevertheless, the possibility that Cicero has obtained bis Aristotelian material 
from doxographic sources can perhaps not be wholly excluded. If so,- he must 
have used one epitome or paraphrase for the material from Rhetoric 1 and 2: as 
argued in § 4.2109, it is improbable that he drew on more than one such source 
for this portion of Aristotle's' wode. But the above considerations, I think, show 
that this possibility is only very sligbt, and in any case much less probable than 
commonly assumed. That Cicero has drawnfrom a manual for bis material from 
Rhetoric book 3, however, is quite possible; for, as remarked earlier, the situation 
with respect to style may have been a special one. 

5.7 Conclusions 

In one of bis remarkable essays, E.R. Dodds wrote, 'scholarship, like Nature, abhors 

105. Cf. Adamietz (o.c. above D. 102: 110). See the survey of Ouint.'s -doxography" on p. 358-
363 of Erling B. Holtsmark, 'Ouintilian on Status: A Progymnasma', Hennes 96 (1968),356-368. 

106. Plato (§§ 5, 10, 18, 24-31), Isoaates (§§ 4[!], 33), Theodectes (§ 10), Chrysippus (& 
Oeanthes) (§ 34). Aristotle is mentioned in §§ 13, 16 (and 10), but direct Imowledge of the Rhet. 
is not very probable (above p. 58-59 with D. 235). 

107. This is confmned by the fact that he does sometimes give an explicitly 5eCOnd-hand 
report: 3,6,29. Note that there the plures auctores, from whom Ouintilian Imows that some writers 
oo1y recognized one st{ZSis, have not mentioned auy names; this would be peculiar in the case of 
doxographic works. 

108. Cf. above p. 88. He is aware of the fact that the parts of the speech do not olfer a 
way of working: 3,9,6-9, espccially § 6 vmun ex his quas constitui partibus non, ut quidque primum 
dicendum, ita primum cogitandum est. This makes the omission of auy d.iscussion of the relationship 
between officia and partes even more remarkable. 

109. p.126. 
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a vacuum'. Scholarship on Cicero's sources is no exception. Of course, after so 
many pages, it is somewhat disappointing not to be able to present certain con­
clusions. I have emphasized before, however, that I think uncertainty is preferable 
to filling up its vacuum with specious certainties. We do not know for certain how 
Cicero obtained bis material from Aristotle's Rhetoric, even if bis claim to offer 
something essentially different from school rhetorie, and to have incorporated 
important Aristotelian material, is borne out by the approach to invention presented 
in De ora/ore 2. 

The uncertainty just mentioned can, however, be qualified: not all solutions 
that have been proposed are plausible or even possible, and not all possibilities 
are equally probable. As to the form of the Rhetoric in and before Cicero's time, 
there were certainly copies only containing books 1 and 2, and book 3 was separ­
ately known as fiEpt )'E~E~ (On Style), but it is quite possible that copies did 
then also exist that contained all three books together. As to the source(s) for 
Cicero's Aristotelian material, there are four candidates that have been found to 
merit serious consideration: 

(1) the Rhetoric itself: as a whole, or one of its two parts separately; 
(2) Theophrastus: either all material (from bis numerous rhetorica.l works) or that 

corresponding to Rhetoric 3 only (from his IIEpt )'E~E~ [On Style]); 
(3) the later Peripatos: either the material from Rhetoric 1 and 2 (through an 

epitome almost contemporary with Cicero), or the material on style, or both; 
(4) a "doxographic" source, that is, an epitome or paraphrase (in one of the three 

variants mentioned under (3». 

In § 4.4 it has been argued that, in determining the provenance of Cicero's Arls­
totelian material, the problem of the Topica need play no part; and in §§ 5.1-3, 
that the Academy, whether Old or New, cannot have been Cicero's source. 

A number of combinations of (1)-(4) are of course possible, since the material 
from books 1 and 2 and that from book 3 need not have come from the same 
source. As the theory of style was the most popular part of rbetorie outside the 
rbetorica.l tradition in its stricter sense,the material from book 3 (that is, the 
material on prose rhythm and perhapsllO that from the sections on disposition) 
is more likely to come from a source different from the Rhetoric than the material 
from books 1 and 2 (the four parallels examined in § 42, and the parallel of the 
three pisteis). 

The considerations in § 5.6 make (4), a doxographic source, less probable tban 
the other three. I would say that the possibility that the material from books 1 
and 2, i.e. the most important material as far as this study is concerned, came 

110. a. abovc p. 1Z1 and p. 115-117. 
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from such a source may practically be exeluded. As to (3), this is more likely; 
but it is not the most attractive possibility, because if the Peripatos of the early 
first century became interested in the authentie Aristotle, the Rhetorie was not 
the most obvious choice for a paraphrase. Hypothesis (2), that Cicero drew the 
material from Theophrastus, is far more probable; it derives some further support 
from the consideration that Theophrastus may well have frequently named Aristotle 
as bis authority. 

A definitive choice between the four alternatives cannot, I think, be made. The 
small scale parallels (§ 4.2), however, are quite elose, and do suggest that Cicero 
may have read the Rhetoric himself. The advantage of this solution is obvious: 
all parallels (§§ 4.2-4.3) are most naturally explained, as are Cicero's own sugges­
tions and references (§ 45): in De ora/ore he virtually elaims to have read the 
Rhetorie. As we have seen, the inexactness of the report of Aristotle's position 
with respect to prose rhythm does not disprove this: as repeatedly emphasized in 
chapter 4, it should not be forgotten that Cicero cannot have wished to analyse 
Aristotle's text with the meticulousness of a modem philologist. That the Rhetoric 
was indeed available in Cicero's time has been argued in § 4.6 - and a letter to 
Atticus (§ 4.7) may hint that he actually worked on Aristotle during a stay in 
Cumae in April 55. And I must say that I cannot help wondering why Cicero 
would have consulted manuals and handbooks, the dryness of which he frequently 
censures, if he could read the Rhetorie itself. 

But I cannot, and do not want to, pretend to have proven that Cicero did indeed 
consult the Rhetoric, and that the three other possibilities can be exeluded. I 
have, however, stressed the prob ability that he did, because of the trend of today's 
scholarship on the problem. Starting from questionable assumptions (§ 4.1), some­
times even implying that Cicero should have kept as elose to Aristotle as possible, 
it is inclined to choose the - somewhat paradoxically easy - solution of postulating 
an unknown rather than a known source. The awareness of the scantiness of our 
information is thereby perverted into a new dogmatism111• Solmsen's fifty year 
old judgement shows more common senselU: '... the Rhetorica cannot, after all, 
have been very heavy· reading to. him.. But if anyone feels differently and thinks 
that Cicero, though conscious of a definite agreement with Aristotle on points of 
principle, carefully refrained from reading the Rhetorie, I am unable to refute 
him.' 

llL It is remarkable that the trend is so different in the case of Stoicism: there, on the 
contrary, many links with Aristotle are postulated that are, as Sandbach (1985) has &hown, for 
the Most part without foundation. Perhaps a vestige of Mommsenian anti-Ciceronian bias determines 
the totally different attitude in the case of Cicero? 

112. Solm.sen (1938: 402). 



6. THE ROLE OF THE PISTEIS IN DE ORATORE 

6.1 Introduction 

ille se profecisse sciat, cui Cicero valde placebit. 
(Quintilian, Institutio Onuoria 10,1,112) 

For Ttillie, late, a toomb I gan prepare: 
When Cynthie, thus, bad mee my labour spare. 
Such maner things becoom the ded, quoth bee: 
But Tullie liues, and styll alyue sball bee. 
(Nicholas Grimald) 

As mentioned before!, Cicero was rather satisfied with De oratore, and indeed 
not without reason. This is not to say that" the work contains no faults or un­
clarities, but in general it is consistently and carefully structured. Because this 

~, 

structure, however, rather than taking the form of a straightforward exposition, 
is often supported by literary means, and because of the complexity of the subject 
itself, adescription of the place of ethos and pathos in the work cannot be con­
fined to an analysis of Cicero's version of these concepts. This chapter is devoted 
to answering some preliminary questions about the role of the three pisteis in 
the structure of Antonius' exposition on invention, and in that of De oratore in 
general. Whereas the conceptual analyses to be given in chapters 7 and 8 call for 
a comparison with Aristotle, the general questions here must involve Cicero's 
polemic against the standard rhetorical handbooks of bis time. The next section 
treats the main features of this polemic. 

The scheme given on p. 191 is meant as a frame of reference, to be used here 
and in later chapters2• 

L p. 3 with n. 6. 
2. Some of the questions it may raise will also be treated in these chapters: d. e.g. § 9.2 

on the placc of wit. 



2, 99-306 
99-113 

114-177 
178-181 
182-184 
185-211a 
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307-315 
316-332 

(2,333-349 

2,350-360 
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3,213-227 
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Invention: 
getting to know the case 
rational arguments 
introduction to ethos and pathos 

~ 

~ 
185-188 introduction 

191 

189-196 the need of feeling emotions yourself, if you want to 
arouse them in others 

197-203 

204 

the case of Norbanus: an example from Antonius' practice 
showing the importance of ethos and pathos 
short transitional discussion 

205-211a mIes for each of the relevant emotions 
the handling of ethos and pathos 
211b-212 influence of ethos on pathos and vice versa 
213 -215a structure of passages based on ethos and pathos 
215b-216a effects of the various emotions (and ethos) on each other 
wit 
final general instructions 

Disposition 
preliminary choice and distribution of arguments, ethos and pathos 
the parts of the speech (prologue, narration, proposition and argumen­
tation, epilogue) 

Tbe deliberative and epideictic genres) 

Memory 

Final conversation of book 2) 

Prologue and mise en srene ofbook 3) 

Style 

. Delivery 

Final conversation) 

SYNOPSIS OF DE ORATORE 2,99 - 3,230 
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62 The Difference from and Attitude towards the Handbooks 

De oratore incorporates many concepts from standard rhetoric, and the main struc­
ture of books 2 and 3 is even based on the traditional five officia oratons. But 
there are fundamental differences with the school system also, not only, as has 
been thought3, in the parts where a synthesis between rhetoric and philosophy is 
aimed at, but also in the purely rhetorical parts. Here I will concentrate on the 
two divergent aspects of the theory of invention that have been mentioned before: 
the handling of invention of rational arguments and the presence of ethos and 
pathos. 

For the rational arguments the handbooks gave repetitive lists of topoi, being 
ready-made arguments for numerous types of cases, but Antonius gives a number 
of abstract topoi for deriving all possible arguments (§§ 3.5; 4.4). 

As for ethos and pathos, they received no systematic treatment in school 
rhetoric, there were only some rather arbitrary rules in the sections on the two 
parts of the speech where, in oratorical practice, non-rational appeal was most 
openly used, that is, prologue and epilogue (§§ 3.2; 3.3; 3.5). In contrast to this 
procedure, Cicero's approach, like Aristotle's, is perhaps most concisely character­
ized by four catchwords: it is conceptual and systematic, explicit, and practica1. 
As two of the three pisteis, ethos and pathos are independent concepts, receiving 
a systematic treatment; and whereas the handbooks showed some traces of ethos 
and pathos in their lists of rational arguments, without marking them as such4, 

Antonius is very explicit and clear about their place in the officium of invention; 
all of which, of course, is quite practical, since there was probably hardly any case, 
especially in the Roman courts, where character played no part and where no 
appeal was made to the feelings of the judges, and that not only in prologue and 
epilogue. 

Some of the handbooks of Cicero's time, besides showing these two essential 
characteristics of all handbooks, exhibited the so-called contaminated system of 
officia Oraloris, as described earlier (§ 3.3): they treated invention according to 
the parts· of the speech. Cicero's in~orporation of ethos and pathos into bis system 
entailed the choice of the uncontaminated system, where the parts of the speech 
fall under the head of disposition. This also contributes to bringing the system 
closer to practice: it implies a first stage of inventing all possible means of per­
suasion, before a second one of arranging them in the several parts of the speech 
and of thus producing a coherent ·wholeS. The second main rhetorical system, the 
one that did not employ officia but was organized according to the parts of the 

3. E.g. Kroll (1903: 552-554), Leeman (1963: 114, 121). Douglas' wording (1973: 122) is very 
strange: 'traditional rhetorical matterforces itselfin' (my italics). 

4. § 35. 
5. Cf. p. 84-85. 
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speech, was also used in Cicero's time6, but it was of course even less sUlted for 
his purposes than the contaminated system of ojJicia. 

Cicero's views, in this case those on the rhetorical handbooks of bis time and on 
the value and limitations of rhetorical theory in general, cannot be extracted 
fromone or two of the relevant remarks in De oratore only. Crassus and Antonius 
are the mouthpieces of different aspects of a complex attitude, and their stand­
points are often complex themselves. An interpretation should therefore be based 
on a synthesis of the views of the two main speakers7• 

The differences from the traditional handbooks, both those concerning the broad 
philosophical outlook, and those related to the rhetorical system as such, are a 
major recurring theme in De oratore. As for the first, Crassus repeatedly ridicules 
the claims of teachers of rhetoric that therr training is enough, and that no philo­
sophical education is needed, for example in 3,54: 

... omnes istos me auctore deridete atque contemnite, qui se horum, qui nune ita 
appellantur, rhetorum praeceptis omnem oratorum vim complexos esse arbitrantur 
neque adhuc, quam personam teneant aut quid profiteantur, intellegere potuerunt. 

On my authority you can Iaugh and sneer at aII people who think they have covered 
all the skill of orators by the rules of those rhetors, as they are now calIed; and 
who have not so far been able to understand what part they have taken upon 
themselves, and what they are actually cIaiming. 

Even the superior system presented by Antonius in the second book, Crassus 
implies a little later in 3,70, could not claim to be sufficient8• 

As for the polemic against the traditional rhetorical systems, this is primarily 
Antonius' province. The malicious censure of the contaminated scheme in 2,315 
has been analysed in chapter 39, as weIl as 2,78-84, where Antonius· makes fun 
of the common precepts, and where the heavy attack against the rules for the 
parts of the speech seems directed both at the conta.mirlated system, and at the 
system employing not ojJicia oratons but only these parts10• 

Both features of the common theory of invention mentioned above, the elaborate 
system of ready-made topoi and the neglect of ethos and pathos, are also severely 
criticized. The rejection of the standard approach to rational argumentation is 
even a very prominent theme in the parts of the second book leading up to and 
directly following Cicero's own system of topoi in 2,163-173. The tone is quite 
unfriendly, as the following example shows (2,162), where Antonius, though granting 

6. Cf. pp. 78; 9L 
7. Cf. with the following L.-P. (I: 210; their emphasis is slightly different). 
8. Cf. also 3,24; 75; 81; 92. 
9. pp. 85 and 9O-9L 
10. p. 90-91 with n. 53 (also on Charmadas, 1,86); on 3,75 (Crassus) d. p. 90 n. 49. 
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that the school system is useful for beginners, depicts all its further elaims as 
utterly ridiculous: 

ego autem si quem nune plane rudemll institui ad dicendum velim, bis potius 
tradam adsiduis, uno opere eandem incudem diem noctemque .tundentibus, qui 
omnis tenuissimas particulas atque omnia minima mansa ut nutrices infantibus 
pueris in os inseranl 

But, for that matter, if Iwanted someone who was completely untrained to be 
instructed in speaking, I would prefer to send him to those indostrioos people, 
who, having only this task, hammer the same anvil day and night, and who, like 
wct nurses feeding baby boys, put everything into their mouths in tiny morsels, 
chewcd small 

Note the comparison of giving ready-made arguments with giving the very smallest 
morsels of food to boys who cannot yet speak (infantibus!)12. 

In the passages on ethos and pathos the attitude towards the handbooks is 
slightly different, in that these had no thing to offer on the subject at alle They 
are censured for that in 1,87, via Charmadas, but that passage can be connected 
with Cicero's alternative approach of invention only by hindsight, as has been 
argued earlier (p. 165-166): readers cannot but have taken it as a general point of 
criticism. The opening sections of the treatment of ethos and pathos, however, 
repeat the criticism, in an implicit but unmistakable way: after bis first introductory 
sentences, in which he announces bis intention of treating ethos and pathos, 
Antonius is interrupted by Catulus (2,179): 

'paulum' inquit Catulos 'etiam nune deesse vide~ iis rebus, Antoni, quas exposuisti, 
quod sit tibi ante explicandum quam illue proficiscare, quo te dieis intendere.' 
'quidnam?' inquil 'qui ordo tibi placeat' inquit Catulos 'et quae dispositio argu­
mentorum, .. .' 

"There is one small thing, Antonius,' said Catulus, 'that still seems to be missing 
from your treatment, and you most explain it before embarking on the subject 
you have announced.' 'What is it?' he said. "What order and arrangement you 
think the arguments should have', said Catulus, ... 

Catulus expects that with the end of the treatment of rational argumentation, 
invention has been brought to a elose, and that disposition should now folIow, as 

11. For plane rudem (L) instead of rudem plane (M, Kom.) see L.-P. ad loc. 
12. Cf. the censures 2,133-142 (esp. 140); 145; 160; indirect aiticism in 2,119; 120 (excogita­

tionem non habent diJJicilem); 150; 175. Similes like the one used here in 2,162 were old: d. Arisl 
Rhet. 3,4,3 (07a6-8); and Elaine Fantham, Comparative Snulies in Republican Latin Imagery (Univ. 
of Toronto Press, 1972): 150. 
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it did in the (uncontaminated) school system13• This is obviously meant to mirror 
the expectation of some, or perhaps most, of Cicero's readers, and it enables 
Antonius to drive bis point home, and to clarify bis unusual approach (2,180-181): 

••• &Cd ... mihi videris ante tempus a me rationem ordinis et disponendarum rerum 
rcquisisse. nam si ego omnem vim oratoris in argumentis et in re ipsa per se 
probanda posuisscm, tempus esset iam de ardine argumentorum. cl de conlocatio­
nel4 a1iquid dieere; sed cum tria sint a me proposita, de uno dictum, cum de duobus 
reliquis dixero, tum. erit denique de disponenda tota oratione quaerendum . 

... but I think you havc asked me for an account of order and arrangement too 
early. For bad I said that the power of an orator lay entirely in arguments and 
in proving the case itself, then it would now be time to say something about the 
order of the arguments and their arrangement; but sinee I bavc claimed a part 
for tbree things, and bavc spoken of one of these. it is only after I bavc spoken 
about the other two that the question of arranging the whole of a speech must 
be treated. 

Note' that with de disponenda lola oratione ('arranging the whole of a speech') 
Antonius once more emphatically includes ethos and pathos, besides rational argu­
ments, as belonging before disposition. 

. For some time this implicit criticism of the h~dbooks is not taken Up15, and 
a significant shift of emphasis in the attitude towards rhetori~ theory takes 
place in the sections on pa~s: Antonius asserts that in stirring the emotions 
the role of ars ('technique', 'theory') is only a minor one - Ü you are to set the 
judges on fire the essential .. thing is to be aflame yourself. This emphasis is re­
flected in the composition of the treatment (cf. p. 191): the introduction and a 
long passage on ipse ardere ('to be aflame yourself) lead to the climax of the 
dramatic description of Antonius' speech for Norbanus. Only at the end of this 
description Antonius again mentions standard rhetoric: in 2,201 he contrasts bis 
use of ethos and pathos, wbich brought him victory, with what the handbooks 
have to offer on such cases: dry and unpowerfuI mIes about defining the point at 
issue, minuere maieslalem ('treason'). In the context of what precedes, the first 
implication of tbis criticism is that it could. not be otherwise, since a successful 
application of pathos depends on a speaker's own emotions, not on technique or 
mIes. This is the point picked up in Sulpicius' re action in 2,204: 

13. From ante ... intendere it follows that he has understood (as most readers will havc) that 
ethos and pathos do rcquire treatment. His surprise concerns its plaee: he probably expects it in 
the treatment of prologue and epiloguc, under disposition. 

14. After conlocatione Kum. and some other editors read renun; but this renun is not in A. 
despite the claims in all apparatus, and its only support is therefore its addition to H by a Iate 
band (cl. about H: Charles Henry Beeson, Lupus 0/ Ferri~res os Senne and Text Critic. A Study 
0/ his Autograph Copy 0/ Ckero's De oraJore, Cambridge Mass.: Tbe Medieval Academy of America, 
1930: p. 32). 

15. Except for one small hint, the use of anceps in 2,186: be~ow p. 255. 
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quae eum abs te modo commemorarenrur, equidem nulla praecepta desiderabam; 
ipsam tamen istam demonstrationem defensionum tuarum doctrinam esse non 
medioaem puto. f 

When you mentioned these things [i.e. the things you did in the Norbanus case], 
I needed no rules at aIl; I think that description you gave of your own methods 
of defence is quitc a good instruction16• 

Nevertheless, Antonius' rejection of the rules of "art" is of course not only a 
statement concerning the primacy of practice over a theoretical approach, and it 
does imply a criticism of the handbooks for not giving rules ab out pathos at all. 
And indeed, Antonius answers Sulpicius as follows (2,204): 

atqui si ita placct, inquit, trademus etiam quae nos sequi in dicendo quaeque maxime 
spectare solemus. 

Ncvertheless, if you like, he said, I will also tell you what principles i.ii speaking 
I 3m accustomed to follow, and what are the most important things I bcar in mind. 

- and he proceeds to give something very much like a concise s~etch of an art, 
by describing a number of emotions and briefly indicating ways of arousing them, 
and by giving some further instructions about their handling. 

This may seem paradoxical: on the one hand, Antonius plays down the import­
ance of "art", in whatever form, and in 2,204 emphasizes the importance o'his own 
vast experience; on the other, he censures the handbooks for not giving an "art" 

. of pathos, and gives the ouilines of one himself. But the paradox is only appar­
ent, for he does not claim !hat rules and technique are totally unimportant, only 
that "art" is far from sufficient So the handbooks' failure to discuss ethos and 
pathos is a matter for reproach - all the more so since they pretend to be com­
plete17 -, but even an ideal "art", which does give instructions about them, can 
never be enough: the decisive factors in pathos are the experience of an orator, 
and his ability to identify with his case and to feel the emotions himself that he 

16. Some details: (1) demonstratio is 'description' ete., not 'demonstration' (OLD and TLL 
s.v.), so demonstratifl,nem defensionum tuarum can only refer to Antonius' desaiption in the dialogue, 
not -also (as L.-P. ad loc. say) to the real speech. (2) Therefore, abs te ipso commetnoratam (read 
in L after tuanun; M lacks the wbole phrase demonstrationem d. tuarum abs te ipso c.) makes no 
sense: it is obviously a gloss on ipsam ... istam. (3) For plurals of abstracts such as defensionum 
cf . .JC.-St. 1,77-78, Lebreton (title below p. 226 n. 14: 36-37) (cf. N.D. 2,26 frigonous, reridered by 
Pease ad loc. by 'differen~ kinds of .cold'): it cannöt mean 'defences' and reCer to the Aquilius­
case in 2,194-196 also, for the conten points to the Norbanus case only. (4) ipsam tainen istam 
(M) is to be preferred to istam enim ipsam (L) as being the lectio difficilior; the contrast implied 
by tamen is that between 'Antonius gave no rules' and 'wbat he said was as good as rules'. 

17. Above p. 94-95 with n. 76. 
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wants to arouse in others18• 

These same two aspects are present in Antonius' treatment of rational arguments, 
for in spite of the criticism of the handbooks' system of topoi mentioned above, 
implying that a better "art" is necessary, the role of such an "artl! is said to be 
a preliminary one only: even ü the orator has at bis disposal the abstract topoi 
Antonius offers, bis talent and bis own effort are more important still. This is 
especially emphasized in what may be termed Antonius' laus diligentiae ('eulogy 
of diligentia' - diligentia combines the notions of carefulness and energy), which 
ends as follows (2,150): 

ars demonstrat tantum ubi quaeras, atque ubi sit illud quod studeas invenir.e; reliqua 
sunt in cura, attentione animi, cogitatione, vigilantia, adsiduitate, labore; complectar 
uno verbot quo saepe iam sumus usi, 'diligentia, qua una virtute omnes virtutes 
rcliquae continentur. 

Technical rules ("art-) only show you where to look, and where the thing you do 
your best to find is; the rest is a matter of care, mental concentration, thinlcing, 
a1ertness, persistence, and hard werk; I will sum itup in one word that I have 
often used a1ready, diligentia, a virtue that comprises aIl other virtues. 

All this suggests that, in Cicero's view, the function of rhetorical theory was 
to be a frame of reference19• Even traditional rhetorical rules can fulfil this 
role, for he makes Crassus say as much in 1,145: 

••. worum artificum dodrina _.. quam ego si nihiI dicam adiuvare, mentiar, ha­
bel enim quaedam quasi ad commonendum oratorem, quo quidque referat et quo 
intuens ab eo, quodcumque sibi proposuerit, minus aberret. 

If I werc to say that the theory of these experts is of no help, I would be lying; 
for it has some features that may, so to speak, remind the orator of the standard 
he must apply on each occasion, and of what he must keep in view to keep close 
to bis goa1s. 

It is in fact Crassus' role to take up some subjects discussed by Antonius and 
show the other side of the coin20• H Antonius plays down the importance of "art" 

18. L.-P. ad 2,204 atqui si ... agree that the paradox is. only apparent, but their explanation, 
'die -praecepta- sind nur einige auf der Erfahrung beruhende Beobachtungen', is unsatisfactory: it 
denies the genuinely -technical- character of the proecepta in 2,205-216 and leaves the criticisms 
of standard rhetoric in the air (Antonius' emphasis on practice land not 'natura' L.-P.] is a tangible 
overstatement, also designed to be in tune with bis ethopoiia). 

19. Thus Barwick (1963: 10). a. L.-P. (I: 210). Part. or., presenting an improved version of 
the school system (above p.I72-173), is obviously written to provide such a frame of reference. 

20. There is, in the end, no contradiction between Antonius' and Crassus' views. Von Arnim 
(1898: 97-98): "Während Crassus den eigenen Standpunkt Ciceros umfassender und vollkommener 
vertritt, wirkt doch auch Antonius seinerseits zur Darstellung dieses Standpunktes mit. Nicht in 
dem, was er positives über die rednerische Bildung vorbringt, sondern hinsichtlich dessen, was er 
von ihm ausschliessen will, wird er besiegt und überwunden'. 
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to emphasize the need of being emotionally involved oneself, Crassus softens this 
in bis treatment of delivery. In 3,215 he says somewhat drily, ac sine dubio in 
omni re vin.cit imitationem veritas; sed ea si satis in actione· efficeret ipsa per sese, 
arte profecto non egeremus ('And no doubt reality always does better than imita­
tion; but if it was sufficiently successful on its own we would indeed have no need 
of technique'). But we do need technique ("art"), he proceeds, to bring out oUf 
emotions more clearly, emotions 'that must in the first place be expressed~ ~.ßr 
imitated - by delivery' (3,215: animi pennotio, quae maxime aut declaranda aui 
imitanda est actione)! 

Antonius' insistence on practica1 experience, from which he has leamt the rules 
he gives, also represents only one side of Cicero's ideas: Crassus' demand for a 
broad philosophica1 education includes knowledge of psychology, a claim. he sup­
ports by referring to pathos! See for example 1,6021: 

quaero .... num admoveri possit oratio ad sensus animorum atque motus vel in­
ßammandos vel etiam extinguendos, quod unum in oratore dominatur, sine diligen­
tissima pervestigatione earum omnium rationum, quae de naturis humani generis 
ae moribus a philosophis cxplicantur. 

I ask you .... is it really possible that a speech be applied to inflame minds to 
emotion22, or to quench them again - the Most important thing in an oratorl -, 
witho~t a thorough examination of all the accounts of the natural character and 
behaviour of the human race, as brought forward by the philosophers? 

Ocero's technique of dividing the several aspects of bis own views between 
Antonius .and Crassus is one of the things that make De ora/ore difficult but 
attractive. As with many successfulliterary techniques, it serves several purposes, 
none of which creates the impression of being accidental or secon~ary. It serves 
the ethopoiia, the portraYal of the different characters, contributes mu-;;htothe-­
liveliness of the dialogue, and it is an ideal means of giving all aspects, including 
potentially contradictory ones, their full due. This last point must have been 
attractive to Cicero not only for theoretical reasons (in utramque partem dicere, 
'arguing both sides of an issue'!): he obviously found it difficult to choose one 
point of view he could defend without qualification, and tried to find a synthesis, 

21. Cf. 1.17 (Cicero spea1cing in his own person); 48; 53 (so even in Crassus' -minimal thesis­
conceming the demaDtis on an orator: d. L.-P. I: 127-137); 69; 165; 3,72; 76. Charniadas makes 
the same claim in 1.87 (d. § 5.1). Antonius' statement in 2,68 is very similar, but is, not surpris­
ingly, mitigated by himself immediately. Cf. Barwick (1963: 11). 

22. L.-P. ad sensus ... malus state 'sensus eher 'Stimmung' (~~), geg. malus ... ·'II'ci&rJ'; 
but the equation 'liO~ - 'Stimmung' is incorrect (above pp. 62, 64-65), and., moreover, a mood 
can hardly be said to be inflamed (cf. p. 62). That. sensus can, and so must, mean 'emotion' here 
(constituting an hendiadys with malus) is dear from 2,189: nan mehercule umquam apud iudices 
aut dolorem aue misericardiam aut invidiam aut odium dicendo excitare volu~ quin ipse in cammo­
vendis iudicibus his ipsis sensibus, ad quas iIlas adducere ve/lem, permaverer. (Note that just before 
this the emotions have been referred to by malus I). 
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in the case discussed here between theory and practice. This synthesis, of course, 
remained an ideal. Cicero himself was one of the very few in bis time who could 
claim to be skilled in oratory and polities, as weIl as having a fairly good grasp 
of abstractions and philosophy. 

To sum up the main points23, in De oratore the traditional rules of rhetoric are 
criticized at two leve1s24• Crassus demands a much broader education, and ridicu1es 
the notion that rhetorical" precepts and training can make a good orator; and 
there is criticism of a more technica.l nature. Even on this technical level, "art", 
in whatever form, is said to be insufficient: talent, experience and getting emo­
tionally involved oneself are more important Nevertheless, a much better "art" is 
needed than what the common handbooks have to offer: such an "art" should 
give better rules where the standard system is unsatisfactory (as in the case of 
rational arguments), and it should offer precepts where they are needed but the 
standard system offered none (as in the case of ethos and pathos). 

Of course more points are added to standard theory, or altered, than the two 
treated abovelS• Other important additions are the treatment of hurnour in oratory, 
by Caesar Strabo, as an "appendix" to invention (2,216-290)26; and the incorporation 
of a discussion of prose rhythm into the theory of style (3,173-198). As to ethos 
and pathos, it is now time to look somewhat deeper into the question how, and 
how far, theyare incorporated into the structure ofDe oratore. 

6.3 The Pisteis in the Structure of De oraIore 

In 2,99 the technical part of De oratore, organized according to the five officia 
oratons, begins27 . .Its structure, roughly outlined above (p. 191), may now be 
discussed somewhat more fully. The first questions to be answered are, how the 
concept of the three pisteis is introduced; whether it fits into the structure of 
what precedes the treatment of ethos and-pathos in 2,178-216, and how the readers 
are prepared for thiS treatment The question of the relationship with what follows 
the discussion of ethos and pathos will be touched upon at the end of this section. 

23. See also Von Arnim (1898: 97-99), Barwick (1963: 5-6, 10,32-33). 
24. Note that Charmadas' CCOSUfe of the rhetorical rulcs, in 1.86-87, contains thcsc same two 

aspects, cf. cspccially fr1 ipsa vero praeeepta infudere solebaI, ut ostenderet non modo eos ü/ius 
expertes esse prudentiae quam sibi adseiseerenl, sed ne hone quidem ipsam dieendi rationem ac 
viamnosse. 

25. O. Barwick (1963: 71-79, 'Kritik an den Lehrbüchern der Schulrhetoren'). 
26. On this sec now Edwin Rabbie's contnoution to L.-P. vol m; and on its placc after cthos 

and pathos below § 9.2. 
Tl. On the structure of 2,1-98 sec L.-P. (ll: 6-7). 
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The part on invention is divided as follows: 

invention A (2, 99-113): getting to know the case 
invention B (2, 114-290): invention proper: 1) arguments (114-177) 

2) ethos, pathos (178-216) 
3) appendix on wit (216-290) 

invention C (2, 291-306): determining the strong and weak points of a case 

This sequence is meant to be a way of working for an orator, and as such it 
takes the Aristotellan principle of officia oratons - themselves meant to be suc­
cessive stages of handling the material of a case28 - _ one step further. In doing 
so, Antonius takes bis own practice as a model. In 2,102, for example, he says 
equidem soleo dare operam, ut de sua quisque re me ipse doceat ... ('I for my 
part always do my best to let every cllent explain bis own cas'e"' to me ... '). And 
in 2,104: cum rem penitus causamque cognov~ statim oecurrit animo quae si! causa 
ambigendi ('When 1 have thoroughly acquainted myself with the circumstances of 
a case, the point of dispute comes to my mind immediately'). 

These two quotations also indicate the content of "invention An: getting to 
know the case and determining the point at issue. The rest of the sections devoted 
to it (104-113) explain the possible 'points of dispute', which amounts to a short 
sketch of aversion of stasis theory29. Such a stage preliminary to invention 
proper was also found in some of the school systems of Cicero's time, as De 
inventone shows. In later times it even became aseparate officiwn, called intel­
leerio OrvO'flCTl8 ('understanding')30. Such a formal separation is alien to Cicero, 
who makes Antonius imply that it is a matter of common sense: the point of 
dispute comes to mind 'immediately'31. As to the version found in De inventione, 
there stasis theory is also treated as a part of invention, but before invention 
proper. It is also connected with a sequence an orator IDust employ, for at the 
endit is stated, tum his omnibus in causa repertis denique singulae partes totius 
causae considerandae sunt (Inv. 1,19~ 'Only then, after all these . points about the 
case have been discovered, the separate parts of the whole case must 'b~ con-

28. Cf. pp. 14; 84-85; and on the reßection in the mise en ~ne p. 151 with n. 188. 
29. BarwicJc (1922: 1) states that invention starts with 2,104. This is inadequate, sinee 2,99 

dearly marks the beginning of a new part, and since 104-113, being an explanation of what happens 
immediately after the stage of getting to know the case, cannot be separated from 99-103. Cf. 
also 113-114 sed iam ad institutum revertar meum. cum igitur acceptae causae genere cognito rem 
tTactan coepi ._. 

30. Cf. p. 92 with n. 60. On intellectio d. also Lausberg (1960 I: 70), Martin (1974: 15), 
George A. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Empe~ (Princeton UP, 1983): 52 witb n. 1. 
About a preliminary stage within invention d. also Gaines (o.c. above p. 183 n. 84: 160) (but Part. 
or. 109 is not a very dear example, and RheL Her., as a consequence of its more extreme variant 
of tbe contaminated scheme, is no independent evidenee: d. above p. 87). 

31. 2,104, quoted above; d. also 2,132 naturam causae .. ., quae numquam lotet. Cicero's point 
of view seems to be recognized by Sulpicius Victor (4, RLM 315,10-12). 
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sidered'). This is, like the approach in De oratore, quite practical in itself,but 
its effect is spoiled by the contaminated scheme: after this preliminary stage, 
invention starts with the prologue, and no connection with this first stage is 
made32• How little difference the place of stasis theory makes if the contaminated 
scheme is employed, may be illustrated by a comparison with the Rhetorica ad 

Herenni~, where stasis theory was part of the treatment of the argumenlatio, 
and thus came after the prologue: the rules for the prologue are nevertheless 
almost identical to those given in De inventione33• 

A recognition of the preliminary stage of "invention A" and a mention of a 
right order of working is thus not entirely allen to school rhetoric, but the school 
system itself had hardly integrated these notions34• But Antonius in bis following 
treatment of "invention B" consistently proceeds along these lines. And immediately 
at the start of this invention proper, the division into three pisteis is introduced -
of course without any technical term corresponding to this Greek one (2,114-115): 

cum igitur acceptae causaegenere cognito rem tractare coep~ nihil prius constituo 
quam quid sit illud, quo mihi sit referenda omnis illa oratio, quae sit propria 
quaestionis et iudicii; deinde illa duo diligentissime considero, quorum alterum 
commendationem habet nostriun aut eorum quos defendimus, alterum est accom­
modatum ad eorum animos, apud quos dicimus, ad id quod volumus commovendos. 
(115) ita omnis ratio dicendi tribus ad persuadendum rebus est nixa: ut probemus 
vera esse ea quae defendimus, ut conciliemus eos nobis qui audiunt, ut animos 
eorum ad quemcumque causa postulabit motum vocemus. 

WeH then. When, after having found out to which type the case I have accepted 
belongs, I start working on the matter, the yery first thing I determine is the 
point to which I must relate all elements of the speech that concem the issue 
and its judgement only;. after that I very earefully consider the foHowing two 
elements: the first beingthe element that reepmmends ourselves or those we are 
defending; the purpose of the second being to move the minds of our audience in 
the direction we want to~ (115) So the whole technique of speaking is based upon 
three means to persuade: that we should prove that the things we defend are 
true, that we shouId render the audience favourably disposed towards ~ that we 
shouId induce their minds to-wards 80y emotion the case may demand. . . 

In retrospect, it may be observed that Cicero has prepared bis readers for the 
important place ethos and especially pathos were to obtain. Already in the prologue 
to the first book (1,17), speaking in his own person, he has stated that to become 
an orator, one must be able to play upon the audience's feelings, and therefore 

32. The introduction of different types of cases, requiring different kinds of prologue, is of 
no help either: above p. 86. 

33. Young Cicero (like bis source, undoubtedly) was therefore only paylng lip-service to a 
more practical approach when he wrote qui bene exordiri causam volet, eum necesse est genus 
suae causae diligenter ante cognoscere (Inv. 1,20) (about this genus suae causae see prev. note). 

34. Things may of course have been slightly different in the handbooks based upon the un­
contaminated system of officia, but indeed only slightly: above p. 86 about Hermagoras. 
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be thoroughly. acquainted with all human emotions. This has also been one of the 
important points of Crassus' claims about the orator's knowledge in book 1, as 
descriqed above3S• Moreover, the wording of Charmadas' critique in 1,87 even ca.me 
very dose to the distinction of ethos and pathos as pisteis besides rational argu­
ments36• And as recently as in 2,32, Antonius has mentioned the possibility of 
fmding precepts ad pertractandos animos hominum et ad excipiendas eorum volun­
tates ('for playing upon people's feelings and catching their goodwill'). But as 
concerns the unfolding of Cicero's ideas, only at this point, in 2,114-115, are 
ethos and pathos transformed into ~n integral part of a systematic approach, and 
only from this point on a description in terms of three pisteis is really meaningful. 

In·ihe exposition .that follows, the concept of the three pisteis is mentioned 
several times: in 2,121 (quibus ex locis ad eas tris res, quae ad fidem faciendam 
solae valent, ducatur oratio, ut et concilientur animi et doceantur ef moveantur: 
'from what sources a speech must be drawn so as to attain the only three factors 
in winhlng belief, that the minds are won over, instructed, and moved')37; in 
128-12938; and in 176. Nevertheless, Cicero obviously expected some of bis readers 
still not to have uJlderstood the pi ace of the concept and the ensuing unusual 
pi ace of ethos and pathos. Catulus' expression of surprise in 2,179, treated above 
(p. 194-195), serves the purpose of stressing it once more, and unambiguously. 

So ethos and pathos are weIl woven into the fabric of Antonius' approach to 
invention. On the conceptual level, the uncontaminated scheme enables their in­
corporation, and they are moreover completely integrated into the sequence· of 
stages that Antonius frequently emphasizes. In other words,. the three pisteis are 
indeed what ·they are claimed to be: they form the organiziIig principle of invention. 
On the level of Cicero's communication with bis readers, they are carefully pre­
pared, in the passages preceding the actual treatment of ethos and pathos, for 
the place the two me ans of persuasion will occupy in the system, and for their 
importance. 

This leaves the qpestion whether they are also integrated into what follows. The 
passage on wit, which comes irnmediately after that on ethos and pathos, is a 
problem better tackled after an analysis of these two concepts. It will appear, as 
indicated in the scheme on p. 191, that it is indeed dosely connected with inven-

35. Cf. p. 198 with n. 21. 
36. §§ 5.1-5.3. 
37. Fantham (1973: 268) quite wrongly equates ad Jillern Jadendarn here with «~LlnrLO'TO" 

'll"OI:i')OUL T()II Atyovra in Arist. Rhet. 1,2,4 (56a5-6); ad fidern Jaciendam (like 3,104 ad fidem oratio­
nis Jaciendam) refers to the purpose of an three pisteis, «~tinrLO'TO" ... to the purpose of (Arist0-
telian) ethos (cf. p. 33). 

38. Tbe order in 2,121 and 128-1.29 (ethos-arguments-pathos) is different from that in 114-
115, no doubt as a meaos of variation. Tbe complete misinterpretation of 128-129 by Dible is duc 
to the neglect of this obvious fact (Albrecht Dible, HelTnes 83, 1955: 3(6) .. 
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tio~ and, wit being linked with ethos as weIl as pathos, that its position is no 
coincidence39• 

The closing passage on invention (2,291-306) is concemed with the determination 
of the weak and strong points of a case, and ends in some conversational sections 
on mistakes an orator can make, in which account is taken of ethos, pathos, and 
arguments (303-306)40. Its beginning also takes explicit account of the three pirteis, 
at the same time continuing the emphasis on the sequence of stages and the 
appeal to Antonius' practice: ego ... cum ad causam sum adgressus atque omnia 
cogitando, quoad facere potui, persecUtus, cum et argumenta causae et eos locos, 
quibus animi iudicum conciliantur, et ilIos, quibus pennoventur, vidi atque cognovi, 
tum constituo quid. haheat causa quaeque born, quid mali (2,291: ewben 1 have 
undertaken the case and have explored everything in thought as far as 1 can, 
when 1 have seen and found out the arguments of the case, and the topoi by 
which the minds of the judges are won o~er, and those by which they are moved, 
then 1 determine what the strong and weak points of the' case' in hand are'). The 
next section (292) takes up this reference to the three pirteis. 

So the role of the three pirteis as the organizing principle of invention is again 
taken full account of, and this is again c1early brought out for the reader. After 
this, however, explicit mentions of the triad are few: it occurs in 2,310, where it 
is presented as a principle hardly needing any more c1arification; in 2,319; and in 
Crassus' treatment of amplification (3,104)41. This does not mean that the principle 
is neglected or even abandoned in some or all of the other ojJida: for some of 
these a direct link with invention is not to be expected.in whatever form, for 
others the incorporation of the principle may be accomplished without explicit" 
reference to the now fami1iar triad, or be left unaccomplished because of a, 
deliberately, sketchy presentation. 

- Of -the -other officia, it of course disposition that should be most affected by 
the inc1usion of ethos arid-pathosJnto invention: it makes an important difference 
whether the "inventa" ('things inveni~d'}:-to be distributed in this officium, are 
only rational arguments, or comprise a complete set of means of persuasion for 
the whole of the speech. Memory, treated after disposition42, shows no trace of 
the triad, as was to be expected: the memorizing technique mentioned there is 
applicable in the same form to arguments, ethos and pathos. In Crassus' treatment 

39. O. § 9.2 aboul these points. 
40. 2,304-305 is aboul mislakes concerning ethos and pathos (a brief remark aboul this on 

p. 286). although neither of the two is explicitly mentioned. 306 then recalls the triad with in 
ipsis autem argumentis .... 

41. 2,310: below p. 206-207; 319: p. 208; 3,104: p.203-204 and p. 217-218. 
42. About this pI ace of memory cf. p. 247 of D. den Hengst, 'Memoria, thesaurus eloquentiae', 

Lampas 19 (1986), 239-248 (in Dutch). 
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of style tbe pisteis are once mentione~ (3,104)43, but they have left no further 
trace. This is not surprising either: the vast majority of the figures of speech, 
for exarnple, may be ernployed for any of the three pisteis, and the three styles, 
that are quite unimportant in De oratore anyway, cannot be straightforwardly 
coupled with the three pisteis, as will be shown in § 6.5. The treatment of the 
last officium, delivery, does have some connection with invention, since the em­
phasis is on the expression of emotions. Crassus' modification of Antonius' view 
on the emotional involvement of the orator in 3,215 has been mentioned above 
(p. 197-198), and there is one fu.I:ther reference to Antonius' exposition, when 
Crassus uses as an example averse of Pacuvius also used by Antonius44. But as 
a whole, the treatment of delivery is deliberately loose. Therefore, the fact that 
no real connection with invention is made should not tempt us to assume that 
there is any inconsistency. 

Apart from the officia, there is the treatment of the two non-judicial branches 
of oratory in 2,333-349. It is quite short, containing only general reflections about 
and principles for deliberative and epideictic4s speeches, and no reference is 
made either to ration3I arguments or to ethos and pathos as such. As far as epi­
deictic speeches are concemed, this is in accordance with the principle of analogy 
put forward by Antonius in 2,69-70: if an orator has leamt to speak in the most 
difficult genres, the Judicial and the deliberative, he can handle all other rhetorical 
challenges also, without needing separate rule~. In 2,333 this principle is extended 
to the deliberative genre: most of the rules given for judicial speeches also apply 
to the epideictic as weIl as the deliberative branch47• This principle of analogy 
explains the absence of precise' references to earlier rules: only the distinctive 
characteristics of the other' branches are touched upon. This is not to say that, 
in the passage on deliberative oratory at least, ethos and pathos go totally unmen­
tioned: there are a number of remarIes on the importance of authority (which is, 

43. Cf. below p. 217-218. 
44. 3,217 d ea, l[UIU tu dudum, .Anton~ protulisti: 'Segregare abs te ausus'; this reCers to 2,193. 
45. Tbe epideictic genre in De or. only covers panegyrics, as it does in AristotIe's Rhet.; cf. 

Hinks (1936: 174-175), Solmsen (1941: 180-181). 
, 46. Cf. also 2,71-73; 44-50; 62-64; cf. L.-P. (II: 235-236). 

47. 2,332 contains the -rules- Cor the Gudicial) epilogue. Tben 333 begins:, neque sone iam 
causa videtur esse CUT secemamus ea praecepta, quae de suasionibus tTtulenda sunt aut laudationibus, 
which means 'there seems to be no reason to treat the rules Cor deliberative and Iaudatory speeches 
separately from those given Cor judicial speeches'; Courbaud and Merklin translate it thus; Rackham 
wrongly takes it to mean •... separately Crom each other', Cor he translates the CoUowing sunt 
enim pleraque communia by 'as they are Cor the most part common to both' (my italics); the tran­
sition from 332 to 333 would thus become so short as to be unintelligible, and, moreover, secemere 
A aut B cannot ,mean 'separate Afrom B'. _ -
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in Cicero, a part of ethos) and of playing upon the audience's feelings48, and 
facetiae ('humour(ous remarks)'49) are mentioned in such a way, as to make implicit 
reference to the earlier discussion (~340)SO; in general, the tone is in accordance 
with the earlier emphasis on non-rational persuasion. It is only to say that there 
is no explicit, systematic, reference to them, and that this is no breach of 
principleS1• 

So it remains briefly to speak of disposition, the only offidum that may be 
expected to show not a few traces of the concept of the three pisteis." This is 
the subject of ~e next section. 

6.4 Disposition and the Pisteis 

In De ora/ore, as in some of the handbooks of Cicero's thne, disposition includes 
a treatment of the parts of the speech, the rules for which given in school rhetoric 
are notoriously intricate and scholastic. Since Antonius takes knowledge of these 
standard rules for granted and offers alternatives that are only slightly differen~ 
a complete analysis of this part of De ora/ore would require a very long and 
detailed discussion. This woUId take us too far afield, and 1 Will confine myself 

. to some points be~g on the position ofthepisteis. 
The parts of the speech are treated in 2,315-332; before this, in 307-314, some 

rules of a more general character are touched upon. School rhetoric also contained 
such general rulesS2: at least s~me handbooks treated krisis, the judging of the 
merits of alI arguments found, and the selection of those to be actually used 
(Kptm~ iudidum: 'judgement'), and diairesis, lheir distribution (Öl.atPE(J1.~ 

partitio)53. The Mt, krisis, also occurs in De oratore, immediately after the 

48. Authority: 2,339 (on authority as a part of Ocero's ethos cI. p. 245-246); pathos: 3,333-
340 passim, especially 337 marimaque pars orationis admovenda est ad animorum motus nonnwnquam 

49. On the term L.-P.-Rabbie 185: "'Witzigkeit- oder auch "Witze-'. 
SO. nu/lo autem loco plus facetitu prosunt _.: this would be quite abrupt without the earlier 

treatment. 
SL The treatment of epideictic (i.e. panegyrics) contains no reference to ethos, which is 

perhaps a Iittle surprising: there is such a reference in Arist. (abovc p. 29). The explanation may 
be that the emphasis in the treatment of ethos (2,182-184) is different: there, especially in the 
case of the speaker, indirect ways of giving a good impression are stressed (below § 72, esp. 
p. 231); the relationship between ethos and panegyrics is therefore rather complicated, and Cicero 
probably regarded an cxad treatment of this relationship superfluous. 

S2. a. also p. 87 with n. 38. 
53. ~: Hermagoras: Matthes (1958: 187-188); other paralleIs (including De 01". 2,3(9) ib. 

(187 n. 4). &a.lprov;/partitio: Hermagoras (Matthes 1958: 188-189; he dtes no parallelsi); Rhet. 
Her. 3,18 (madequately handled by Matthes 1958: 191); the system presented in De or. 1,138-145; 
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introduction of disposition. In most cases, Antonius says, the weakest arguments 
should be totally discarded (308b-309). As in school rhetoric, this only concerns 
rational arguments (308 ea, quae probandi et docendi causa dicenda mn/, 'the 
things to be said in order to prove and instruct'). But then Antonius proceeds as 
follows (310): 

ct quoniam, quod saepe iam dixi, tnbus rebus homines ad nostram sententiam 
perducimus, aut docendo aut conciliando aut permovendo, una ex tribus bis rebus 
res prae nobis est ferenda, ut nihil aliud nisi docerc veIle videamur, reliquae 
duac, sicuti sanguis in corporibus, sie illae in pcrpetuis oratiombus fusac esse 
debebunt nam et principia ct· ceterae partes orationis, dc quibus paulo post pauca 
dicemus, habere hane vim magno opere debent, ut ad eorum mentes, apud quos 
agetur, permanarc possintS4. 

Al!. I havc already frequently säid, we bring people over to our point of view by 
three things, by instructing or conciliating or moving them. WeIl, one of these 
things we' must openly avow to do, so that we may secm to aim at nothing but 
instructing. but the other two must, even as blood in the body, flow throughout 
the whole of the speech. For it is essential that the prologues as wcIl as the 
other parts of a speech, about which I will presently say a few words, should 
have the power to seep into the minds of the judges. 

This concerns putting, unobtrusively, as much ethos and pathos as possible into 
passages concemed with (or, ostensibly concemed with) rational argumentation. 
In 311-312 another way of weaving ethos and pathos into a speech is discussedss, 
the insertion of passages based on these two means of persuasion only. Such 
passages, even ü they are most at horne in prologue and epilogue, should not be 
confined to these, Antonius says. They must be used wherever possible, and the 
trials where amplification is most effective are those giving most opportunities 
for using pathos. Note that this last point, tog~ther with the passage quoted, 
constitutes the explicit recognition of the emotional component of "argumentation~ 
and of amplification so conspicuously absent from school rhetoric, where all this 
is, implicitly and vaguely, supposed to be part of rational argumentsS6• 

and d. Quint. 5,12,14 (on De or. 1,138-145 d. above p. 89-90; 1,142 inverita non solum ordine, sed 
etiam momento quodam atque iudicio dispensare atque componere, where momento ... componere must 
denotc distnbuting the arguments: iudicio then denotes the judgement the orator must employ in 
doing this, rather than, as Matthes 1958: 187 n. 4 and L.-P. ad loc. assume, to the technical term 
Kplav;/iudicium ). 

54. About the text d. n. 56. 
55. 2,311 sed his partibus orationis '" ciearly marks a new subsection. 
56. School rhetorie: § '35, p. 95-97. Qnly Courbaud's translation offers a clear and correct 

interprctation of 2,310-312, others, cither by their punctuation or by their translation or commen­
tary, brccd confusion or reduce thc passage to uttcr vagueness. Three points are important: (1) In 
310 the clause quoniam _. pennovendo is metacommunicativc: it does not givc a reason for thc 
statemcnt foIlowing, but introduces the threc pisteis as the background of the next sentcncc (d. 
Flacc. 31 hoc est apud Graecos, quoniam de eorwn gravitate dicimus, prope maius ... quam Romae 
triumphasse); the semi-colon put before reliquae duae in many editions obscures this structurc. (2) 
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So 2,310-312 offers principles for what may be called Iaisis of ethos and pathos. 
These are said to be always useful ü the case allows them, whether interwoven 
with argumentation or in separate passages. The difference between this, where 
only the case itself imposes a vague restriction on the use of ethos and pathosS7, 

and krisis of rational arguments, where a rigorous selection was recommended, is 
notable but not surprising. Arguments are evaluated and weigbed against each 
other, and weak ones may be refuted, but when the mind is influenced by irrational 
means, there is hardly any evaluation at alle 

The passage also offers something comparable to a first stage of diairesis: the 
sentence reliquae duae ... in perpetuis orationibus fusae esse debebunt (310: 'the 
other two must ... flow throughout the whole of the speech'), and what folIows, 
amount to general reflections on the distribution of ethos and pathos in the speech. 

Of course the passage is rather loosely stated, and does not expressly hint at 
the concepts of Icrisis and diairesis. The essential equivalence with both concepts, 
however, is unmistakable, all the more so since what precedes (308b-309) is clearly 
krisis of rational arguments, and what follows (313-314) concems more specific 
remarks on diairesis. 

That these following two sections (2,313-314), wbich are about the distribution 
of the material remaining after the krisis stage58, are meant to be equivalent to 
diairesis of school rhetoric is clear from the remarkable correspondence with the 
relevant passage in the Rhetorica ad Herennium, 3,18. Both passages prescribe 
placing the strongest elements at the beginning and at the end, with the less 
strong points in the middleS9• But the difference is essential: the ."elements" to 
be thus distributed in Rhetorica ad Herennium are rational arguments, in the part 
of the speech argumentatio, but the passage in De oratore concems the distribution 

In the final phrase of 310, L had movendas permanare, M movendas pennovere, both of which are 
impossIble. Any solution must remain uncertain, but the meaning is not affected. (3) 310 is about 
the combination of arguments with ethos or pathos in one passage, 311 is about passages based 
upon ethos and pathos only. P.-H.'s commentary and Rackham's punctuation are totally inadequate, 
and Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 190) misrepresents Cicero's text by her conclusion that 'Antonius 
... eine Trennung logischer und emotionaler Überzeugungsmittel fordert'. 

57. There is also a sort of minimal requirement (d. p. 305): in a particular case, some par­
ticular emotions must be aroused. 

58. 2,313 begins as folIows: atque etiam in illo reprehendb eos qu~ qr.uu minime /inna sunt, 
ea prima conlocant. Here, atque etiam marks the beginning of a new subsection, and Courbaud's 
translation is correct: 'J'ajoute que .. .' (d. ·K.-St. 2,17-18; Sz. 478; etiam is not to be connected 
with one of the following words, as in P.-H., Rackham, Merklin). Also, in illo probably refers to 
the content of qui .•. con/ocant (thus Courbaud; d. 3,184 ego i/lud adsentior Theophrasto, qui 
putat ..• ), or is possrbly anticipatory of in quo in the following sentencc. It can hardly be 'in 
respect of the ·collocatio locorum"' as it is generally taken (W., P.-H. [1], Rackham, probably 
Merklin): that disposition is the overall subject needs no clarification at this point, and it would 
malce illo refer back over much too long a distance; moreover, in ülo and in quo are clearly meant 
to be parallel. 

59. The parallelism is noticed by P.-H. There are numerous other similarities. 
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ofpisteis of all three kinds, over the whole of the speech60• 

So 2,308-314 offers a treatment of the general mIes for disposition that incor­
porates standard concepts, but adapts them so as to cover ethos and pathos besides 
rational arguments: 

308-309 krisis of rational arguments 
310-312 "krisis" and preliminaries about diairesis of ethos and pathos 
313-314 diairesis of a1l three pisteis 

In 2,315 Antonius starts dealing with the prologue - but not without first having 
given the sarcastic warning quoted earlier (p. 85)61: a prologue is bound to be a 
failure ü its composition is not preceded by invention and the general consider­
ations on the disposition of the speech62• Tbe sequence of stages is thus again 
emphasized. This is also the case in the treatment itself (2,315-325). Tbe rules 
proper take up less than half of tbis treatment (320-324), and the stress of the 
preliminaries in 315-319 is upon the coherence of the prologue with the rest of 
the speech, which is said to be brought about by using means of persuasion of 
all three kinds: sumetur ... ex iis rebus, quae enmt ubenimae vel in argumentis 
vel in iis partibus, ad quas dixi degredi saepe oportere (319: 'the prologue will be 
derived from the materials that are most abundant, either in the arguments or in 
the things that, as I said, one must frequentIy make use of in digressions'). Tbe 
point about coherence is again taken up. and enlarged upon in the closing section 
(325). 

Tbe form of the mIes in 320-324 is for the most part not unlike that in school 
rhetoric: the content of a prologue may be derived from the defendant, the op­
ponent, the matter in hand or the audience. But then Antonius says (324): 

maxima autem copia principiorum ad iudicem aut adliciendum aut incitandum ex 
iis locis trahetur, qui ad motus animorum conficiendos inerunt in causa. 

But the largest supply of prologues to win over or to excite the judge will be 
derived from those elements in the case that are fit to bring about emotions. 

Pathos, which did not receive much attention in the usual theories of the pro-

, 60. This is not explicitly stat,ed, but nevertheless clear: (1) there is no hint that ethos and 
pathos are discarded again after their emphatic introduction in 310-312; (2) Rhet. Her. 3,18 concerns 
the part argumentatio, De or.2,313-314 the whole speech: contrast statim re narrata there with 
2,313 statim ut die; coepta est (cl. also quam celerrime; initio ... in reliqua causa; 314 in oratione; 
ad perorandum). 

61. Cf. also p. 90-91. 
62. Antonius is not this specific, but hisce omnibus (!) rebus consideratis must, in view of a1l 

other references to a sensible sequence of working, refer not only to what immediately precedes, 
but to invention also. 
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10gue63, is here put in the limelight, because Antonius intro duces it after, and 
thus outside, the conventional fourfold scheme64• 

From these points it might seem that the pisteis are consistently, and clearly, 
taken account of. The part most similar to standard rules (2,321-323), however, 
is much less successful in this respect, for it presents two problems. First, ethos 
is not explicitly mentioned, neither outside the fourfold scheme in 321-323 as 
pathos is, nor inside it It is only, implicitly, present in the rules concerning the 
first . two divisions of the &eheme, the points to be derived 'from the defendant' 
and 'from the opponent' (321): 

cx [CO •• ., quae significent bonum virum, quae bbcralem, quae calamitosum, quae 
misericordia dignum, quae valcant contra Calsam aiminationem; ex adversario 
< rursum > isdem cx locis Cere contraria. 

Tbe 5ubjects to be derivcd from the deCendant are those that show him to be a 
good man, lo be generous, to be in a sony plight, lo be deserving of pity, those 
that may help in demolishing a Calse inaimination; those from the opponent, on 
the other band, are Cor the most part contrary to these, and derivcd from the 
same points. 

The reason for the absence of an explicit reference to ethos is not hard to find: 
as is clear from the treatment of ethos itself (2,182-184), such a reference would 
no doubt have involved the use of the word benevolentia ('goodwill'). Such a 
description of ethos, with a term familiar to the reader as a standard category 
of the prologue in school rhetorie, might have suggested that ethos was to be 
identified with the prologue, which is contrary to Cicero's intentions. But although 
this confusion has been avoided, the absence of ethos as such does not make for 
clarity either. Moreover, the term benevolentia could, apparently, not be totally 
avoided, for it is used in the fourth division of the scheme, the points to be 
derived 'from the audience'6S. 

63. a. p. 97-98. 
64. If ooly the content is taken into account, 2,324 might be thought to continue the Courth 

division oC 321-323, er iis •.• apud quos agetur (322); but that has been brought to a close by the 
praderitio in 323,. nam et _., and maUnuz autem copia principionun clearly marks the beginning 
oC aseparate 5ubject. (Why Cowbaud 1 note at 2,324] shöUld thlnk that er iu Iocis _. rcfers to 
2,114-152, I cannot understand.) 

65. In Ocero the triad benevoIos/attentos/dociles laure is thus subordinate to the category 
ab iudicum pe1'S0fUl, and as such to the division into ab nostra/advenarionun/iudicum persona/a 
causa (ror these tenns d. Inv. 1,22-23· and Rhet. Her. 1,6-8); this corresponds to Aristotle's clas­
sification (Rhd. 3,14,7: 15a25-b4 - although the structure oC §§ 7-11: 15a25-b27 is not wholly 
dear). In Inv. and Rhd. Her. (ll.cc.) the relationship oC the two divisions is reversed, the sccond 
being 5ubordinate to benevolos lacue (Hermagoras' classification is unknown: the contrary arguments 
oC Thiele [o.co abovc p. 89 n. 42: 114] and Matthes [1958: 194] are both indccisivc). This docs n~ 
howcvcr, mcan that Cicero look bis classification from Aristotle, Cor the relationshlp between the 
two divisions varied: e.g., Quint. 4,1,5-7 is like Inv. and Rhet. Her., in Dion. Hat Lysias 17,2-4 (p 
28,1-11 U.-R.) ooly the second division is (loosely) used, and in Anon. Seg. 7 and 9-18 (353-356 
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The second problem concerns the "distinction betweenpatronus and c/iens. The 
fact that Antonius uses the description 'from the defendant' (er reo) ~or the 
first of the four heads, instead of 'from our own person' (ab nostra persona), 
used in school rhetoric (§ 3.6), shows that Cicero was aware of tbis distinction, 
which is confirmed elsewhere, especially in the sections on ethos (§ 7.266). In 
the rules of 2,321-323, however, the patronusis:nowhere to be found. The reason 
is obscure67: Cicero can hardly have meant that" (ethos of) the patronus should 
play no part in a prologue - in bis first famous speech, for example, Pro Roscio 
Amerino, he had started by making capital out of introducing himseJ1l'i8. In short, 
the point is unclear. 

These two pro~lems mean that 2,321-323 is not weIl in Une with the rest of 
invention and disposition. Its main ~ifference with the conventional rules of school 
rhetoric is the emphatic rejection of the need for the standard rule that the 
audience should be made attentive and receptive (aitentum ... et docilem). This, 

" Antonius says (323), is actually much easier in the prologue than in the rest of the 
speech. This poleinic (wbich resembles Aristotle's69) shows that Cicero intends to 
leave no doubts about bis position with regard to school rhetoric. This very inten­
tion, however, is probably the cause of the two unclarities just analysed. In a 
technical passage like this, Cicero's a.rp.bitious aims are difficult to realize simul­
taneously: keeping standard rules as a 'frame of reference'70, criticizing them, 
and giving bis own coherent" view, and all this within a very short space and 
without entering into too much technical detail. 

The maccuracies at the coriceptual.level, however, are not very significant on 
the "rhetorical" level, for the reader can hardly go astray: the passage is quite 
short (4321-323), and the concept of the pisteis, as weIl as the emphasis on a 
sequence of stages in handling the material of a case, is clearly brought to the 
fore in"what precedes and in what follows. Moreover, the polemic against school 
rhetoric keeps the inconsistencies somewhat in the" background. Therefore, despite 
the obscurities of these three technical seetions, the passage OJ;\. the prologue as 
a whole cannot have left many readers in doubt about the essentials of Cicero's 

Sp.-H.) the divisions are " mentioned side by side; d. also RheL HiT. 3,11-12 (about the epideictic 
branch). 

66. See especially p. 232. 
67. Of the four heads, oo1y the fourth, '!rom the audiencc' (for which, aS has just been 

remarked, the term benevolentia is employcd), may be meant to include (ethos of) thc patronw. 
U it is, this is not made clear. 

68. Inferences about Ciccro's rhetorical thcories from bis oratorical practicc are dangerous in 
general, but not in this case, where there is also support from bis thcoretical recognition of the 
distinction between patronus and cliens. Cf. also (e.g.) the prologue of Pro Murena, where Ciccro 
uses bis authority as a consul. 

69. Above p. 116. 
70. See above p.197. 
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views. 

The passage on tbe narration (2,326-330) consists almost wholly of comments on 
the standard rules'1. The lack of a firm connection with the pisteis is therefore 
neither surprising nor confusing. The comment on the rule that demamls brevity, 
moreover, is in accordance with the tone of what precedes: the-demand is in 
fact all but rejected, because brevity 'destroys the quality most important for a 
narration, that it sbould be entertaining and designed to persuade' (326: eam 
virtutem, quae narralionis est marima, ut iucunda et ad pemuulendum accommodata 
si!, toUit). 

But there is a divergence from school rbetorie in the passage on disposition 
that is even more conspicuous than the others: the omission o(~()st,~ that 
may still bave been said about tbe part of the speech argumentatio. After the 
treatment of arguments under invention and that of krisis and diairesis earlier 
Under disposition, there would not have been very much to say, but the passage 
is short even then: it is over after only one section (2,331)72. This sbortness is 
in marked contrast with the length of the treatment in De inventione and Rhetorica 
ad Herennium: in the <contaminated system1J it includes the 'complete theory of 
rational argumentation and all the lists of topof'4., Thisdifference, cannot bave 
escaped acero's readers, and the passage; . because of its very shortness, is a 

C' strong reminder of the princlples adopted by Antonius. 
The passage on· the epUogue, wbich mentions emotional appeal as its proper 

function", is even sborter (2,332). 'Ibis also serves. to ,stress the contrast. with 
school rbetorie, now not only with the contaminated but also with the uncontami­
nated version. Since ethos and pathos were not separately treated, all bandbooks 
must, like De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium, have given the rules 
for arousing pity and hatred in their discussion of the epilogue76• TPetQtal:absence 
of this from De oratore is an· eloquently tacit reference to the, fact that such 

. rules have been given under invention, and have been firmly. tle<i. to that stage 
of handling the material of a case. Antonius' final sentence on the epilogue is: 

71. Thc framework of tbe passage is rormcd by thc thrcc qualities commooly prescribed for 
a narration, brcvity, plaUSIoility and clarity (2;326-328; 328; 329). 330 may bc comparcd to Inv. l,3O 
andRlut. Ht!I'. 3,17. 

72. Tbc first seotcocc of 2;331 meotioos. in nOD-tcchnical terms, tbe propositio (cf. Inv. 1,31 
ud RIut. Ht!I'. 1,17 (tbc first part of tbe partitio/divisio], ud d. Quint 4,4 ud 4,5). 

73. Also in thc bandbooks bascd on tbe parts of tbe speech ooly. 
74. About tbe placc of tbc topoi in Inv. :2 sec p. Er1 n. 39. 
75. Tbc ClllUnenUio (cf. p. 98) is Icft out, probably bc:causc sclf-cvideDt 
76. This is c1car in tbe case of tbe contaminatcd system (and tbe ODe bascd 00 the parts 

ooly); for thc uncoDtaminatcd ODe cf. Schcme :2 00 p. 86. 00 thc rules ror tbe epiloguc p. 98. 
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omoiaque cum superioribus orationis Iods tum maxime extremo ad mentes iudicum 
quam maxime permovendas et ad utilitatem nostram vocandas conferenda sunt 

And everything, both in the preceding sections of the speech and especially in 
the last one, should be aimed at affect!ng the judges' minds as much as possible 
and at thus bringing them to a point of view that is to our advantage. 

Tbus his last statement on disposition77 once more emphasizes the approach char­
acteristic of De oratore: pathos, although its most typical place is -indeed the 
epilogue, shoul~_ also be used elsewhere. 

All in all, the passage on disposition is for the most part in complete harmony 
with the principle of -the pisteis and the ensuing relationship between invention 
and disposition. (This was quite different in Aristötle, which shows ho~ different 
in natui"e the two worles are!) Tbe short technical portion of the disCussion· of 
the prologue is _obscure iJ:l this respect, which iS pr~bably mainly due to the polemic 
with school rhetoric. The rest, however, contains so many explicit and implicit 
references to the prii.tciples adopted earlier, that no Ieal difficulty results. Through 
the eonspicuous brevity- of the discussions of the last two standard parts of the 
speech, argwnentatio and epilogue, the passage ends by putting these- principles 
in the limelight once more.-

6.5 Tbe Pisteis and the Three Styles from Orator 

The meaning of the three pisteis in De oratore is often obscured by an inexact 
comparison to Brutus and Orator. In the two latter wodcs, both written in 46, an 
orator is said to have three tasles to perform: probare or docere; delectare; and 
movere or flectere ('to prove' or 'to teach'; 'to charm, please'; and 'to move' or 
'to influence'). These are called officia oratons ('tasb, functions of an orator' -
not to be confused with the set of officia consisting of invention, disposition, 
etc.). In Orator, Cicero's last major rhetorical treatise, liis probably best-known 
rhetorical theory is formulated: these three tasks are linked with the three well­
known styles, the plaiD, the middle and the grand style (genus tenue, ge,zus medium 
and genus grande). It is common to equate these three tasles with the three pisteis 
of De oratore, which Cicero often refers to 18 by docere, conciliare, movere ('to 

77. The statement is much Iikc 2.311-312. _ 
78. These designatioDS ror the pisteis are, hOWcver, not to be laken as techoical terms: below 

p. 23S about conciJiln, p. 236 about pathos. 
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teach, to conciliate, to move')79. It is the aim of this section to show that this 
is amistake, since however striking the resemblance between the two divisions, 
the difference between them is essential. 

1 will first describe the difference in function between the two divisions; then 
give a number of arguments to show that they should be kept apart; and finally, 
assess their mutual relationship. It deserves some stress that the purpose of all 
this is an analysis of Cicero's ideas, and that my arguinents are based on these 
ideas, as found in bis works, not on any theory about· the bistory of the concept 
of the three styles. A delineation of this history should take account of the dif­
ference between pisteis and tasks that is, as described below, to be found in 
Cicero's texts. The reverse procedure is to be rejected. 

The functions of the divisions in De oratore on the one hand and in Orator and 
Bmtus on the other are completely different80• The three pisteis are a subdivision 
of invention, probare-delectare-movere belong to the. analysis of style or, especially 
in Bmtus, to the evaluation of the performance, as a whole, of individual orators. 
Accordingly, the latter are called officia oratoris, 'tasks of an orator'81, but the 
former are never so designated82, and could not be: rational arguments, ethos 
and pathos are means to persuade the audience, and are referred to by expressions 
like eas Iris· res, quae ad fidem faciendam solae valent ('the only three things 
that serve for inducing belief)83. The division in De oratore is concemed primari,ly 
with content84, that in Orator with style and its effect on the audience. 

In view of the structure of books 2 and 3 of De oratore, wbich is based upon 

79.Tbe equation is found, among many others, in W. ad De or. 2,115, Kroll (1940: 1101), 
Solmsen (1941: 178-179 [with n. 89]), Douglas (1957b: 24-25), Quadlbauer (1958: 62, SO, 90, notwith­
standing bis p. 86), Brink (1963: 83, a rather inaccurate passage), Leeman (1963: 119), Kennedy 
(1972: 207, 248, 255, 258 with n. 140; 19SO: SO-81, 1(0), Fantham (1973: 273-275), L.-P. (I: 63, where 
the equation is implicit; ill: ad 2,115), Gill (1984: 156); but it is conspicuously absent in Spengel 
(1852: 481). Tbe difIerence between conciliare and delectare (see below) is recognized by Kroll ild 
Brut. 185, Michel (1960: 155-156) and Schottländer (1967: 136-137), but none of them makes a 
distinction between pisteis and tasks . 

. SO. Surprisingly, this is not noticed in any of the literature I have seen. Konrad Adam, Docere 
- delectare - movere. Zur poetischen und rhetorischen Theorie über Aufgaben und Wirkung der 
Literatur (Diss. Kie~ 1971): 109 n. 12 even goes so far as to characterize De or. 2,182-.184 as 
'Theorie des genus medium'. 

81. Brut. 197; 198; Oral. 69. 
82. Tbe word officium occurs only once in the passage on ethos and pathos: 2,192 fides, 

officium, diligentia, where the meaning is different. In the whole of Cicero's rhetorical works, 
except at the three places mentioned n. 81, it either concerns the definition of an orator (e.g. De 
or. 1,82 de oJJicio et de ratione oratoris dispulabal), or moral or social obligations (as in 2,192 just 
quoted). 

83. De or. 2,121; the other descriptions are in 2,115; 128-129; 310; 3,104; cf. also 2,192, and 
the wording in 2,182; 212; 216; 291. (Olher passages concerning the three pisleis contain no de­
saiptions.) 

84. See below p. 215-216 ('Thirdly ... '). 
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invention, disposition, etc., this difference in function is important, and can hardly 
have escaped ancient readers. Nevertheless, this is not enough to. show that the ' 
difference is essential, for it does allow the assumption that the two divisions 
are only two manifestations of one· and the same concept, approached from the' 
side of eontent and from that of style. In that case the difference in function 
would only be one of emphasis, reflecting Cicero's shift of interest, between 55 
and 46, to questions of style, caused by bis controversy with bis Atticist crltics. 
Such a view is of course encouraged by the identity, or rather, as will be argued 
below, virtual identity, of the terms used for two of the elements of both divisions, 
probare/docere and movere/fleetere. 

It has frequently been observed that the three styles, wbich are connected 
with the three tasks' in Orator, only playa minor part in De oratoreSS, and are 
not in any way connected with the three pisteis86• Although tbis is an important 
observation, it provi~es no argument for areal differenee between pisteis and 
tasks, since it might reflect the difference in function only. The following argu­
ments, however, do show that the differenee is mCl!"e essential than one of function 
alone. 

The first, argument is based on Orator: This is of some importance, because it 
~eems reasonable that those· who suppose that the pisteis' and the tasks are merely 
variants of one division, m:ust regard, this work as refleeting Cicero's' final views 
about it., In O~ator," the, division into. tasks, probare-deleetare-fleetere, is quite 
important87" but it has not supplanted that into.arguments, ethos arid pathos. To 
be sure, the short passage on invention' (44-49) only treats rational arguments, 
and the three pisteis from De· ora/ore are therefore not incorporated' as such. 
But ethos and pathos are separately discussed in 128-133, and no eonnection with 
the tasks ~at might be 'thought to correspo~d to" them, delectare and fleetere, is 

85. They are ooIy mentioned 3,1 TI; 199; 212, and where they are made part of a system (3,210-
212), Cicero avoids absolute terms and uses comparatives (3,212 figuram orationis plenioris et 
tenuioris et item illius medi.ocris). Th~ shortness Qf the treatment .may.be considered 'as a playing 
down of something conventionally importaJ;tt in rhetoric' (Elaine Fantham, 'On the Use of genus­
Terminology in Cicero's Rhetorical Works', Hennes 107, 1979, 441-459: 449-450 [cf. 445-446)); cf. 
also Hendrickson (o.c. above p. 173 n. 38: 271). Kennedy's contention (1963: 280) that in 3,212 'the 
three styles are ... associated with kinds oforatory' is misleading. 

86. Thus Douglas (1957b: 24-25), Quadlbauet (1958: 84 with n. 219; cf. 86 with n. 233: the 
fact that the middle style has not yet acquired its own characteristic of suavitas, as it hasin 
Oral., also shows that it cannot then have been connected with a special function). Adam (o.c. 
above n. 80: 108 n. 11,. cf. above n. 80) flatly denies this lack of connection. De or. 2,129 might, 
in retrospect, be considered as a hint of a connection between pisteis and styles, but tbis is cer­
tainly not meant to be an absolute one: harum trium partium prima (Le. ethos) lenitatem orationis, 
secunda (te. arguments) acumen, tertia (i.e. pathos) vim desiderat (l;)ouglas 1973: 118 n. 62 judges 
the passage similarly; about Dihle's analysis cf. above n. 38). 

~. OraL 69-112, especially 69; cf. also 20-21; 63; 65. 
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made or implied, nor are the middle and the grand style mentioned88• 

In the second place, the term delectare is not compatible with ethos89• Its 
meaning is 'to give pleasure'90, and in Orator this concems aesthetic pleasure, 
which is very different from ethos91• In fact, none of the elements mentioned in 
De oratore 2,182-184, where this means of persuasion is discussed, can be associated 
with it; I only mention valet ... multum ad vincendum probari mores et instituta 
et facta et vitam (2,182: 'it is a very important contribution to winning a case 
that approval should be given to character, habits, deeds and life .. .'); and con­
ciliare ('to render favourably disposed'). which is often taken as the term most 
characteristic of ethos92: both are quite different from giving aesthetic pleasure . 

. An important point is that these two arguments reinforce each other. In Orator, 
the word conciliare is rare, and is nowhere used as a synonym for delectare. 
This is of course not remarkable in itself, but it is noteworthy that it does occur 
at the very place where ethos is touched upon93: (128) ... i)eI.KOV ... come, iucun­
dum, ad benevolentiam conciliandam paratum (' ... the "ethical" element ... is good­
natured, pleasant, and aimed at winning goodwill'). 

Thirdly, if we look at the terms in De oratore 2,182-184 that may refer to 
style (besides to content, delivery, general tone, etc.)94, ethos turns out to be 
described in terms two of which are, indeed, char_acteristic of the middle style 
(placidus, suavis)9S, but one of which, summissus, is very closely associated with 

88. Gill (1984: 156) (among others) thinks that in OraL 128-133 ethos and pathos are associated 
with the middle and grand styles. But no such association is explicitly made, and in view of the 
explicitness of all other references to the three tasks and styles, none can be meant. Cf. also 
120, where deleetatio is different from auetoritas (which may be regarded as part of ethos). 

89. Cf. Schottländer (1967: 136-137); the difference between deleetare and eonciliare is also 
noticed by Kroll and Michel (above n. 79). 

90. Cf. its frequent connection with voluptas, e.g. De or. 3,25; Brut. 188; '1:76. 
91. I.e., different from ethos in all its versions (as described § 12). 
92. It is often even, wrongly, taken as a technical term: below p. 235. 
93. It occurs twice elsewhere in OraL, in i22 and 162 
94. Content, delivery and general tone are certainly also referred to by these terms: below 

p. 230-231. Note that the phrase genus dieendi, used in De or. 2,213 to refer to ethos and pathos, 
is not a technical term denoting 'style', not in De or. (e.g. 2,365), but not even in Orat.; cf. 
Fantham (o.c. abovc n. 85). 

95. pi acida: 2,183; the word is used in Orat. 92 to describe thc middle style (oratio ... sedate 
placideque liquitur [/abitur?]), but it is no technical term: its only other occurrence in Cicero's 
rhetorical works concerns delivery (Brut. 276). suaviter: 2,184; cf. Brut. 276; Orat. 69; 91; 92 (cf. 
Mamoojee 1981: 230). 

Other terms used in the sections on ethos are stylistically unspecific: (1) lenitas (2,182; 
212)/lenis (183; 184; 211; 212) is used in Quintilian 12,10,59-60 to denote the middle style, but in 
De or. 3,28 and in Brut. 317 it characterizes Laelius and Cotta respectively, both of whom spoke 
in the plain style (Brut. 86-89, cf. Quint. 12,10,39; and Brut. 201, 317 [see the other terms used], 
De or. 3,31); and in Orat. 56 and De or. 2,211 it is coupled with summissus (see next note); (2) 
verborwn comitas (2,182) primarily conce,rns the expression of character by (the pronunciation 
of?) word&, not a specific style; cf. TLL s.v. comitas 1792, 19ff., where Brut. 132 is a comparable 
instance, but where none of the (few) occurrences betrays a technical term; cf. also TLL S.v. 



216 

the plain style96• Obviously, then, these words are not used with a technical, 
stylistic meaning hefe, and ethos is not connected with one style. 

A fourth argument canbe deduced from De oratore 3,104-105, a passage that 
is better treated below97• 

Because the two divisions are fundamentally different but still remarkably similar, 
it may be useful to go into their relationship somewhat deeper. In order to do 
this, I will first analyse ·the relationship between the three styles and the three 
pisteis as it can be inferred from De oratore, and then compare this with the 
description in Orator. In the course of these analyses some connections will have 
to be assumed that are not found as such in Cicero's texts, especially because, 
as has been remarked just now, the three styles are unimportant in De. oratore. 
The picture that will emerge is, therefore, not to be taken as an interpretation 
of bis writings, but as a sketch of some consequences of bis views, mainly aimed 
at darification of what he does say. 

The most direct connections between pisteis and styles are, of course, between 
rational arguments and the plain style, ethos and the middle style, and pathos 
and the grand style. They represent, it seems, the most natural styles for each 
of the three pisteis. From the description of pathos in De oratore 2 it is dear· 
that, in Cicero's view98, the grand style is in fact the only style that fits tbis 
means of persuasion: in 188, for example, an em?tional passage in one of Crassus' 
speeches is said to have contained 'a flow of the most grand and very best words' 
(jlumen gravissimorum optimorumque verborum )99. 

As for ethos, the second and third arguments given above illustrate that 
delectare is stylistica1ly more restricted than ethos: the favourable description of 

eomis 1786, 65ff., which ·yie1ds the same conclusion (cf. especially Orat. 118 [ethos] and De or. 
1,35 [L.-P. ad Ioc.]). 

96. summissa: 2,183; 211; in De or. it occurs twice elsewhere: 2,115; 3,212 alias eontentius, 
alias summissius; and in the other rhetorical works only in Orat., 10 times, of which 6 directly 
concern the plain style (72; 76; 82; 90; 99; 101), 3 indirectly (26; 91 bis), and 1 concerns ("plain") 
content. Cf. also summissio (Orat. 85), demissus (Orat. 81; 196; cf. De or. 2,182; 3,218; and cf. 
Met. Her. 4,11; 13; 14), and remissus (though this is, again, often not used to denote style a1one) 
(e.g. De or. 2,95; 193; Brut. 317, about Cotta, cf. prev. note; Orat. 59; cf. remissio De or. 2,212; 
3,127 ; already in Met. Her.: 3,23 senno est oratio remissa ... ). 

97. Below p. 217-218. A ftfth argument may be derived from the shift in terminology in Orat. 
as compared to Brut., described below p. 219-220. 

98. Views as to the relationship of pathos and style differed: De sublimitate gives an example 
of silence as 'high' and emotional (De subl. 9,2 TJ 'Toii A"LaVT~ tv NEKU~ ~ ~'Ya Kat 
1raVT~ ill/nlA6TEPOV >"lryou). See Quadlbauer (1958) (whose account, however, seems open to ob­
jections). 

99. Cf. also 2,183 fortis oratio; 190-191; 196; 197 vi et dolore et ardore animi; 2,211 haee 
(sc. pan orationis), quae suscipitllr ab oratore ad commutandos animos atque omni ratione /lectendos, 
intenta oe vehemens esse debet; 212; and the style in which Antonius "imitates" bis speech in the 
case of Norbanus in 2,199-200 (below § 8.4, pp. 272; 276; 281). 
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the characters of speaker and client can be in the plain and in the middle style. 
In the second case, the pleasant effect of the style contributes especially to ethos 
of the pleader: tantum ... (}fficitur sel1;SU quodam ac ratione dicendi, ut quasi mores 
oratons effingat oratio (2, i84: 'the effect of a certain taste and subtleness in a 
speech is so strong as· to mould, so to speak, an image of the character of the 
orator'). The grand style is not appropriate for ethos, as is especially clear Jrom 
2,183, where ethos is coritrasted with the more vehement tone of pathos1<Xl; if a 
life is described in the grand style, provided it is done weIl, it will no doubt 
evoke emotions like amor ("love": 'fervent partiaIity')lOl. 

So the style of pathos can only be grand, that of ethos either plain or middle. 
The passage on ornatus ('omateness') contains a clue to the styles appropriate 
for rational arguments. In 3,104-105 Crassus says: '0 ~ 

summa autem laus eloquentiae est amplificare rem omando, quod valet non solum 
ad augendum aIiquid et tollendum altius dicendo, sed etiam ad extenuandum atque 
abiciendum. id desideratur omnibus üs in locis, quos ad fidem orationis faciendam 
adhiberi dixit Antonius, vel cum explanamus aIiquid vel cuin conciliamus animos 
vel cum concitamus. (105) sed in hoc, quod postremum dixi, amplificatio potest 
plurimum, ... 

But the highest excellence of eloquence is to amplify something by omateness. 
This is capable not only of magnifying things and of raising them, by thespeech, 
to a higher leve~ but also of minimizing and lowering them. This technique is 
required in all elements that, as Antonius has said, are employed in order to 
induce belief in a speech: whether we expound something, or conciliate the judges' 
minds, or excite them. But in the activity I named last, amplification has the 
greatest power ... 

Here, at the only point in book 3 where the pisteis are recalled, amplification is 
said to be appropriate to all three, even if it is most powerful in the case of 
pathos. Furtbermore, it is linked with omatus ('omateness').· This quality, though 
of course alien to the plain style, is not restricted to the grand, but also has its 
place in the middle style102• This indicates that rational arguments can, when 
amplified, be expressed in the middle or grand style103• One may think of dressing 
up arguments by repetitions, paraphrases and other "figures of speech", and by 
introducing theseis ('general questions'), which is,as Crassus goes on to describe, 

100. See also the rest of 2,182-184; 2,129; 200; 211; 212; 216. 
101. Cf. 2,206 (below p. 285); on the meaning of amor p. 284. 
102. Not in the plain style: Oral. 79. Middle style: Oral. 92; 95-96. Cf. the three ways of 

amplification by loci communes in De or. 3,106-107: the first two seem to require the grand style, 
but the third one is the treatment of theseis, which seems to permit the middle style also. On 
amplification see especially Barwick (1963: 48-51). 

103. From the passage it follows that ethos can also be amplified. Note, however, that because 
amplification also includes the middle style, the conclusion drawn above, about the restriction of 
ethos to plain or middle style, is not affected by this. 
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one of the ways of amplification104• 

The results of these considerations may be summarized in the following scheme: 

- Approximation of the relationship pisteis-styles in De or. 

The scheme is complete as far as passages are concemed that are purely argumen­
tative, purely "ethical", or purely aimed at arousing emotions. However, the em­
ployment of the grand style for arguments will often, though not invariably, also 
involve pathos. Such a combination of pisteis in one passage of a speech is actually 
recognized in De oratore: in 2,310, quoted earlier (p. 206), Antonius says that 
the whole speech must· seem to instruct only, but that ethos and pathos 'must, 
even as blood in the body, flow thraughout the whole of the speech'. The combi­
nations implied by this are arguments with ethos, and arguments with pathos. 
Since, as indicated above and as repeatedly stated in De oratore 2,182-216, ethos 
and pathos cannot becombined1OS, these combinations are the only possible ones. 
And although it is,· again, not specified in the text, the style of a passage based 
on arguments and ethos will be plain or middle, that of one containing arguments 
and pathos grand. . 

With these two additions to the scheme given above, all possibilities of coupling 
styles and pisteis as implied in De oratore seem to be determined. 

Finally, an assessment of the doctrine found in Brutus and especially Orator may 
complete the picture. The three tasks, found already in the first of these works, 
are connected with the styles in the second one. Since docere and movere are 
words with astrang association of adefinite content, namely rational arguments 
and emotional appeal, a coupling between content and style may.be thought to 
be suggested, in spite of the essential difference Cicero makes betweenpiSteis and 

104. 3,107; d.108-119. 
105. Abovc: p. 217. About the relationship between ethos and pathos d. § 7.4. 
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tasks. In fact, however, such a suggestion cannot have been Cicero's aim. This 
. appears not only' fr<?m the -first two arguments given above106, but also from the 
.slight difference in terminology .employed in Brutus and Orator. 

In Brutus, where definite style types are far less often 'r~ferred to ,than the 
three . tasks107, and where no connection between styles and tasks is mac,le, the 
ftrst task is referred to by !1ocere· (not probare), the second by delectare, and 
the third by mo~ere and flectere108• 'In Orator, however, wher.e the three tasks 
are coupled to the three styles, the first task is designated not by docere but by 
probare109, and the thir4 not by movere (or compo\lIlds), but by flectere llO• These 
new terms are broader than the old ones: probare means 'to win 'approval-for' in 
general, and is thus not exclusively bound ujJ with rational argumentsll1; and 
fleetere, . 'to infliIence', is, though primaply, not exclusiveiy associated wi~h 
emotiönsl12• So in the work where he couples the styles to the tasks, Cicero seems 
to loosen the connection between tasks and content.. 

If pressed, this shift in: terminology in Orator as compared to Brutus mean.s 
that the scheme as presep.ted in Orator is more like the one in De örqtore than 
it 'Y0uld at first. sight appear. The change can, indeed, hardly b~ coiricidentiaI,' 
and it se'ems certain that Cicero ~onscioUsly adopted terms slightly differ.~nt in 
order to' avoid coupling style and content too closely., (To achieve this, the term 

106. -p. 214-215.', 
107. In BruL 35; which is sometimes Said to refer to two 'styles (Douglas 1957b: 23 [wbere 

read 35' for 36]), two extremes may, be meant; only in 201 (Dougla& I.e.) two and only two styles 
-are explicitly.· postulated (quoniam ergo oratorum bonorum ... duo genera sunt, unum attenuate 
presseque, a/terum' sub/ate amp/eque dicentium ... ). In 37-38 th'e contrast suavis - graws suggests, 
but agam does not reiilly mention, the middle and grand styles. 'After the centraJ digression, 183-
200, the three tasks are prominent.' 0:0 the use of genus dicendi and related terms in Brut. 'cf. 
Fantham (<).e. above n .. 85: 446-452). . . ' 

108. docere Brut. 185; Z76 (cf. also 89; 200); de/ectare 185; 188; Z76 '(md 37; 82; cf. the de­
scription iIi 200); the third task is designated by movere, or otherwise Coupled with emotional 

'appeal, in 185;188; 200; 276 (cf. 37; 82; 89), flectere is used only in 202(cum contentione orationis 
flectere animos iudicum vi.t' posset) and 279 (inflammare animos audientium et quocumque rei postulat 
modo flectere). ' 

109 .. 0f the 22 times docere occurs in Oral., '. only § 20' 'connects docere with plain style 
speakers, and that in a non-committal way: et contra tenues, acuti, omnia docentes et Ui/ucidiora.. 
non ampliora facientes, subti/iquadam et pressa'oratione limati; .... As for probare, this occurs three 
times in § 69, where tbe tasks are presented and coupled to the styles; its broad meaning is dear 
from, e.g., De or. 2,182. '.' 

110. flectere: Oral. 69 (thrice), cf. 125. -As for movere ete.: (a) pennovere (3 occurrences in 
Oral.) is used twice in connection with the grand style, but only in combinatioi.: witb more neutral 
terms (20 ad pennovendos et convertendos animos instructi et parati; 97 huius e/oquentiae es!' 
traclare animos, huius omni modo pennovere), and once in the separate seetion on pathos (131); 
(b) movere (8. times) only- in 55 concerns the emotions of the audience, but· this section is 'about 
the voice and is not Connect~ with 'the tllree tasks; (e) commovere (3 times) occurs in tbat same 
section 55, and twice without a reference to the audience's emotions (39; 177); (d) all other com­
pounds are irrelevant: amoveo (158), sumnlOveo (158), admoveo (55), removeo (5; 78; 183; 207; 208). 

111. Schottländer (1967: 135-136) describes tbedifference somewhat differently. 
112 Cf. Schottländer (1967: 133-134). 
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de/ectare for the task connected with the middle style, having no specific associ­
ations of content, did not need to be changed.) On the other hand, this objective 
is nowhere explicitely formulated. It is, in fact, not even hinted at. Cicero has, 
therefore, made no effort to clarify the point to his readers, very probably because 
this would have obscured the discussion, the purpose of wbich was very different: 
the defence of bis own stylistic ideal. 

These same conflicting tendencies, that is, the wish to be precise and, at the 
same time, the wish to avoid forcing tbis precision upon his readers and distracting 
them from the main points of the discussion, seem to be reflected in the handling 
of ethos and pa,thos in Orator discussed abovel13• Although Cicero does mention 
them, without coupling' them to styles or tasks, the systematic approach found in 
De oratore is abandoned, for they are not treated as parts of invention: tbis 
would have forced him to enlarge upon the complicated relationships between 
pisteis and styles. As a result of this concession, the very short treatment of 
invention (44-49) only concerns rational arguments, as in school rhetoric114• 

Because Cicero does not himself refer to the replacement of docere and movere 
by probare and Jlectere, bis readers will no doubt have missed this point and 
have coupled style and content. This is a simplification as compared to De oratore. 
It seems probable that the confusion (if it may be so called) to which the following 
statement of Quintilian testifies is at least partly due -to Cicero (Quint. 12,10,59): 

.,. tertium illud (i.e. the middle style) ... delectandi sive, ut alii dicunt, conciliandi 
praestare videatur officium. 

... this third, middle, style, seems to fulfd the task of charming or, as others 
say, of conciliating. 

It is to be noted that, just before tbis, Quintilian associates the plain style with 
docere (not probare), andthe grand with rnovere (not Jlectere) - precisely the 
terms avoided by Cicero in Orator! ' , 

The subsequent history of the tasks, the pisteis and the styles, however, is far 
beyond the ,scope of tbis book, as is a more exact evaluat~on of the development 
of Cicero's own ideas betweenDe oratore and Orator115• 

- 113. p. 214-215. Cf. also p. 210-211 about 2,321-323. 
114. Cicero does, however, preserve bis approach of abstract topoi (cf. § 4.4, and p. 95), 

and, as in De or., also connects them with theseir and in utramque partem dicere. 
115. Cf. Douglas (1957b): although some adjustments seem necessary, mainly in View of the 

distinction between pirteis and tasks advocated here, bis main thesis seems correct: the coupling 
of tasks and styles is an innovation made by Cicero himself (Dihle's argument for the same con­
clusion, however, is wrong: cf. above n. 38; Adam's rejection of Douglas' analysis, o.c. above n. 80: 
108 n. 11, is based on utter confusion). 
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6.6 Summary 

In this chapter I have described several aspects of the incorporation of the three 
pisteis in the structure of De oraJore. One of the means by which Cicero brings 
this structure to the fore is the polemic with school rhetoric examined in § 6.2. 
There are two levels to this polemic. Crassus is made to ridicule the rhetoricians' 
claims. that their 'ars and training was sufficient to make a good orator and that 
no philosophical knowledge was needed, Antonius' censure of the handbooks is on 
a more technical level. He rejects the contaminated scheme of officia oraJoris 
employed in many handbooks, and the standard approach to invention: as for 
rational arguments, he criticizes the practice of listing concrete topoi for every 
type of case, and gives a system of abstract topoi instead; and he Crlticlzes the 
neglect of ethos and pathos. As for these, he implies that a complete ars should 
contain something like the "rules" he gives, but that, esp~cially in the case .of 

. pathos, even such an ars is. much less important than experience, and than the 
demand that an orator himself must feel the emotions he wants to arouse in bis 
audience. Crassus' view supplements Antonius' remarks on ethos and pathos in so 
far, asknowledge of psychology is among the things he claims an orator needs. 

In § 6.3 the con~pt of the three pisteis has been shown to be consistently 
followed as the principle underlying invention. Related to' this is the consistent 
conception of invention as the. first stage in handling the mat~rial of -a. case (dispo­
sition being the second stage), and as again consisting of a num.ber of subsequent 
substageS itself. Both these characteristics are clearly brought to the fore through­
out the passage on ,invention. The passages following that on disposition are less 
~xplicit about them, but this is quite natural: the principles have been emphasized 
very clearly at the points where this is most essential. 

The sections on d,isposition (2,307-332) have been briefly investigated in § 6.4. 
Apart from a short passage in the treatment of the prologue (2,321~323), which 
is not very clear, the' principles of the pisteis and of a sequet:J.ce of stages äre 
adhered to. They are, moreover, so clearly emphasized outside this short passage 
as to preclude any confusion on the part of the reader. 

The last section, § 6.5, has been devoted to the widespread ,mistake of ident­
ifying the three pisteis with tbe three officia as defined in Brutus -and . Orator 
(docerelprobare, delectare, and moverelflectere), and thus with the plain, middle 
and grand styles. Although the two triads are similar, the differences are. essential, 
and their relationsbip is rather complicated. The concept ofthe three styles plays 
only a negligible part in De oraJore, and cannot be used in interpreting the concept 
of the three pisteis. 



7. ETHOS IN DE ORATORE 

7.1 Introduction; the Problems 

Confiteor me non sine lacrimis Tulüum nostrum 
in ~rocrustis lectulo damnoso vidisse distentum 
el laceratum. 
(Joh. Stroux, De Theophrasti virtutibus dicendi, 54) 

After ~tulus' expression of surprise and Arttonius' mise au point in 2,179-181, 
the latter begins his exposition by treating ethos, which takes up 182-184. Although 
he adds something about the handling of ethos later (in 211b-216a), and the case 
of Norbanus (197-203) also illustrates its importance, this passage contains' the 
essential points. Accordingly, in this chapter I concentrate upon 2,182-184. In what 
precedes, tbe triad of the pisteis has been thoroughly prepared for (§ 6.3), but 
oDly here does the concept of ethos, introduced in 2, 114 as 'the element that 
recommends ourselves or those we are defending' (commendaJionem habet nostram 
aut eonun quos defendimus), receive its form. 

In the discussion, Antonius not only mentions the content of ethos, but indicates 
the appropriate style and delivery as weIl. This flexible approach to invention, an 
officium that is, after a1l, primarily a question of content, has several advantages: 
the combined treatment of a1l aspects of ethos (and, later, pathos) contributes to 
a clear delineation of the ooncept, and prec1udes the need for repetitions in the 
treatments of style and delivery. There can be no doubt, however, that the content 
is primary, the other aspects derivative: the orator must put his character, his 
life, etc., and those of his c1ient, in a favourable light; style and delivery. are 
instrumental to this only. Moreover, as has been argued in § 6.5, it is not one 
definite style that is implied to be appropriate for ethos. 
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The problems to be treated here are those indicated by the four questions 
formulated in § 1.2. The next section is about the first of these, the distinction 
between pleader and dient mentioned already in 2,114 (quoted above): although 
this distinction is taken up immediately in 182, it has recently been maintained1, 

on the strength of an analysis of the structure of 182-184, that the distinction is 
'not sustained in what folIows. There are, indeed, some problems in the structure 
of the passage that ,need clarification, and the fust half of § 7.2 is devoted to a 

. philblogical analysis of 1822; in the second half the structure of 182-184 as a 
whole is described, and question (iv), about the negative character-drawing of 
the opponents, is briefly treated. 

In sections 7.3 and 7.4 I discuss the related' questions (ii) and (iü): what qualities 
does Cicero comprise under ethos, and what is its relations hip with pathos? The 
emphasis of § 7.3 is on the former, that of § 7.4 on the latter question, and on 
giving a coherent picture. The widespread .. iqe~that for Cicero ethos denotes the 
gentle emotions will be shown to be wro~g~"aileiSt if unqualified. In § 7.5, I go 
beyond interpretation, and try to characterlze the difference found between Aris­
totle and Cicero. 

Of the existing literature on the subject, much is of course of a general nature3• 

Of the more detailed accounts and those concerned with Cicero's concepts, Sattler's 
is of no help at all, and Schweinfurth-Walla's, which mainly relies on paraphrase, 
is a rather careless piece of work. Fantham's analysis, though. in contrast, serious 
and rather influential, has some considerable defects, to be pointed out below. In 
arecent artic1e, Fortenbaugh adopts Fantham's analysis, but expresses some points 
more precisely; his remarks are, however, rather speculative in some respects4• 

One more thing must be stated be forehand. As in the preceding chapters, I will 
use the designation 'ethos', even though such a technical term is notto be found .. 
in De ora/ore. Since Cicero does distinguish three means of persu~ion, this is 
not incompatible with his ideas, and it helps to avoid the potentially confusing 
suggestion that one of the designations found· in De oratore is to be taken as a 
technical term. 

1. Fantham (1973). 
2. Non-classicists will want to skip this part (until p. 229). 
3. Fundamental: Solmsen (1938) and (1941). Very clear and useful: Kennedy (1968), upon which 

part of my § 3.6 is based. Gill (1984) is also very usefu~ but gives few details. May (1988) fruitfully 
develops Kennedy's approach as regards oratorical practice (cf. May 1981). 

4. Sattler (1947); Fantham (1973); Schweinfurth-Walla (1986); Fortenbaugh (1988). Sattler's 
article has long been the only contribution on tbe conceptual leve~ but his fanciful combinations 
of concepts have little to do with interpretation of tbe texts he treats (cf. p. 34 n. 120). Fantbam's 
influence: cf. Gill (1984: 157), May (1988: 5). Fortenbaugh (1988). 
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72. The patronus-cIiens Problem; the Structure of 2,182-184 

In the introduction of ethos in 2,114, both patronus and cliens are made mention 
of, and immediately at the beginning of 182 they are mentioned again. There are, 
however, some problems in the structure of 182-184, and of 182 in particular, 
that may seem to indicate that the distinction between these two is not maintained, 
just as it was neglected in school rhetoric of Cicero's time (§ 3.6). This calls for 
a detailed analysis of 182. I will first give the text of this rather difficult section, 
without, .however, deciding yet on the textual problem whether the reading of 
the one family of manuscripts, L, adiuvant, or that of the other, M, adiuvat, 
should be preferred: 

valet igitur multum ad vincendum probari mores et instituta et facta et vitam et 
eorum, qui agent causas, et eorum pro quibus, et item improbari adversariorum,. 
animosque eorum apud quos agetur, conciliari quam maxime ad benevolentiam cum 
erga oratorem tum erga illum, pro quo dicet orator. conciliantur autem animi 
dignitate hominis, rebus gestis, existimatione vitae; quae facilius omari POSSUDt, 
si modo simt, quam fingi, si nulla SUDt. sed haec adiuvat/adiuvant in oratore lenitas 
vocis, vultus pudoris significatiaS, verborum comitas; si quid persequare acrius, ut 
invitus et coactus facere videare. facilitatis, liberalitatis, mansuetudinis, pietatis, 
grati animi, non appetentis, non avidi sigua proferri6 perutile est; eaque omnia 
quae proborum demissorum, non acrium, non pertiruicium, non litigiosorum, non 
acerborum SUDt, valde benevolentiam conciliant abalienantque ab ÜS, in quibus 
haec non SUDt. itaque eadem SUDt in adversarios ex contrario conferenda. 

Until si nulla sunt there are no real problems. Between them, the two parts of 
the first sentence introduce the essence of· ethos, the first part (valet ... adver­
sariorum) dealing with the content of tbis means. of persuasion, the second with 
the desired effect on the audience (animosque ... ·conciliari ... pro quo dicet orator). 
Since each of these parts mentions patronus as weIl as cliens, there can be no 
doubt that both are now under consideration7• So in the next s~ntencC?, wbich 
emphatically resurnes animo~ ... conciliari (conciliantur autem maxime ... ), the 
very general hominis must include both8• The same, then, goes for the subclause 
quae ... si nulla sunt, in which Antonius points out that the necessary qualifications 

5. Many editors adopt some change of lenitos ... comitos, but there is no reason why this 
reading of both M and L should be altered. (Fantham's suggestion [1973: 264 n. 3] that 'the three 
elements of VCll", vultus and verba are all necessary', is misguided: Cicero frequently avoids scholastic 
precision - and why, then, would gestus be missing?) 

6. On the choice between pro/ern: (M) and pro/erri (L) below n. 10. 
7. rum ... tum presents them as, in principle, equally important (contra Schottländer 1967: 133). 
8. Kennedy (1968: 434-435) takes it as 'a litigant', without foundation. Fantham (1973: 264) 

fails to be explicit about this important point. Tbe reference of so general a term as homo is of 
course heavily dependent on the context: elsewhere, it may very weil refer to a client only. 
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may be lacking - in the patronus or in the cliens9• 

It is the grammatical structure of the next sentence sed haec adiuva(n)t ... 
videare, and its relationship with the context, that has given rise to a misreading 
'of the whole section by Fantham. I will treat this problem below. It may, however, 
be observed already that the sentence, whatever it may mean in its context, is 
about the orator, and that, accordingly, the second person singular is used in the 
second clause (persequare, videare), instead of the iriIpersonal constructions and the 
generalizing tone of the foregoing sentences. 

The construction of what follows is again impersonal (perutile est) and then 
generalizing (eaque ... conciliant). 1bis suggests a contrast with sed ... videare, a 
suggestion reinforced by the asyndeton (facilitatis ... ) and the thematic return to 
the beginning of the section10: as above, first the content of ethos is mentioned, 
that is, qualities that should be brought to the fore (facilitatis ... perutile est), 

,c~ and then something similar is said, but with the foeus on the effect on the audience 
(eaque omnia ... conciliant abaIienantque ... sunt). The last sentence quoted refers 
to the opponents. 

H there is indeed a contrast between the last part and the sentence about the 
orator, it is clear from the return to the beginning of the section that, as in 
that beginning, both the patronus and the cliens are taken into account. Thus, 
the section would be consistent as to the distinction between the two. We must 
now see if the middle sentence, sed haec .~. videare, allows this conclusion. 

It is its first part that is particularly diffieultll: 

sed haec adiuvat/adiuvant in oratore lenitas vocis, vultus pudoris significatio, 
verborum comitas; 

There are three problems that must be treated in some detail: (1) the choice 
between adiuvat and adiuvant; (2) the reference of haec, which may be subject 
or object if adiuvant is read, and is object if adiuvat is chosen: if it is object, 
what does it refer to?; (3) does sed indicate a contrast with the preceding quae 

... sunt, or does it mark the resuming of the main line of thought after a paren­
thetic quae ... sunt? We may take the first of these questions as a starting point. 

9. Tbe example of C. Macer shows that they were indeed sometimes lacking in a palronus: 
Bmt. 238 huius si vita, si mores, si mltus denique non omnem commendalionem ingeni evoteret, 
maius nomen in palronis fuisset (note the dose similarity in wording!). 

10. This contrast, and the return 10 the beginning, is even clearer if, instead of signa pro/erre 
(M, Most eds.), we read signa pro/mi (L, Sutton). Since the contrast will tum out (0 be essential, 
I am inclined to do so. 

lL Ahout a difficulty regarding the second part cf. D. 32. 
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Adiuvant, the reading of 1., is adopted by most scholars12• Is haec, with this 
reading, subject, referring forward ('the following attributes are helpful in the 
pleader: ... '), or is it object ('a mild tone of voice (etc.) in the pleader contribute 
to these things')? Since both _constructions with adiuvare, with and without object, 
occur1J, both alternatives are a~ first sight admissible. But in the second case 
the subject of adiuvant is formed only by'lenitar vocis ... comitar, which violates 
the rule'that the predicate should be singular, if the subject is formed by a number 
of "inanimate entities"14,' Particularly in Cicero, this rule may be considered an 
absolute one in cases where t~e subject foll!Jws the predicate, as it would here: 
in all of the few exceptions there are special reasons for the plural15• So haec must 
be subject, and one may adapt the punctuation accordingly, as most editors d016: 

12.' E,g; P.-H .. w~ Courbaud, Sutton, Fantham .(1973; the text is on herp. 264); -at (M) is 
read by Friedrich and Kum. 

13. With an inanimate object: both with human subject (TLL S.v. 719,46fI.) and with inanimate 
subject (ib._12O,14fI .. e.g. ,Rhet. Her. 4,58; Ve". n,2.98). Without object: ibo 12O,55fI. (in general), 
esp.710,8Off. (with inanimate subject, e.g. RheL Her. 1,14 quoll neque obest neque adiuvat). 

14. K.-St. 1,49-53; Sz. 433-434; Jules Lebreton, Etudes sur la langue et la grammaire de Qciron 
(paris 1901; repr. Hildeshei.m: Olms, 1965): 1-9. 

15. Cf. Lebreton (l.c. prev. note). If the subjects are abstract, agreement of the verb (or 
attn'bute) with the nearest subject, i.e. (in cases Iike this) the choiceof the singular, is 'une 
r~g1e presque absolue .. , 9n en pourrait eiter au moins un millier pour le singulier' (Lebreton: 2). 
Cicero has 22 exceptions (all listed Lebreton: .4-6); of these, 9 are special cases explained by­
Lebreton, 10 have the subject preceding the verb/attnbute. Only 3 cases with subject following it 
remain: (1) Fin. 5,65 quae animi affectio ... iustitia dicitur, cui surrt ~ pietas, bonitas, 
liberalitas, benignitas, comitas, quaeque sunt generis eiusdem; (2) Tusc. 4,16 sub metum ... subiecüz 
sunJ pigritia, pudor, terror, timor, pavor, exani~tio, conturbatio, fomtido; (3) N.D. 2.79 cumque 
SÜll in nobis consilium ratio prudentia. All three, however, may be explained: in (1) and (2), the 
subjects form (part of) a subdivision of a genus (formally in (2), more informally in (1», whic;h 
makes their plurality more essential (cf. also, in (2), the preceding partes ... plures subiiciuntur); 
and in (3) there is probably' a deliberate suggestion of personification (as in the preceding case 
Mens Fides Vutus Concordia consecraIiJe et publice ~ surrt, d. 2.61: coiTectly explained 
Lebreton: 6 n. 1; the sentence in between is a case of the [normal] singular, but tbere personifica-
tion is absentl). . . 

If the subjects are concrete or partly concrete, partly abstract, the singular is 'de beaucoup 
la plus fr6quente' (Lebreton: 6). Of the 22 exceptions in Cicero (listed Lebreton: 7-9), 20 have 

'thesubject preceding the verb (or attn'bute). Tbe 2 remaining cases are special ones: Rep. 6,17 
hunc ut comites ~ Veneris alter, alter Mercurii cur:rus, where ut comites shows that· 
the subjects are personified; and Off. 1,104 suppediJmrl ... et campus noster et studia w:nandi 
honesta exempla ludendi, where the plural seems inevitable because of the identity of tbe subjects 
with the (necessary) plural aempla: suppeditant must perhaps even be taken as intransitive (d. 
OLD s.v., 1) (d. C. Atzert's [3rd] Teubner ed.: suppeditant is the reading of one family of MSS., 
Z, the other family, X, has -at; but, for the reason given here, the singular most be rejected). 

It may be noted, moreover, that none of the special reasons applying to the exceptions may 
be adduced here; and that in none of these exceptions the resulting sentence is syntactica1ly am­
biguous, as it would be here. 

16. All Cour eds. mentioned above n. 12; Fantham's se~i-colon after in. oratore (1973: 264) 
most be a misprint. 
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This leaves the third problem mentioned above, the value of sed. The commentaries 
are silent on this point, most translations are vague17• Fantham, however, is 
explicit, and connects it with the preceding subdause quae ... sunt: sed relates 
to the problem of the absence, in the pa/ronus or in the diens, of the merits 
mentioned18, and 'certain qualities in the patron such as lenitas of delivery ... 
and demeanour can compensate for thesedeficiencies'. In this interpretation, the 
foeus is now wholly on the patronus, and Fantham's comment on the rest of the 
section is probably correct19: eWe are now discussing the character displayed by 
the speaker, and the next sentence, facilitatis ... signa proferre perutile est, appears 
to continue this theme .... Only with the comment on bestowing the corresponding 
bad qualities on the adversaries, do we realise that signa proferre may refer to 
adducing evidence of the amiable qualities of the dient rather than the speaker 
himself. This means, as Fantham points out20, that the section is very unclear, 
and even inconsistent, with respect to the distinction between speaker and dient. 

Apart from the unattractiveness of assuming such an inconsistency, there are 
two diffieulties in this interpretation. First, it must ignore the signals in the 
text of a contrast between sed Izaec ... facere videare and the following facilitatis 
... , noticed above21• Second, connecting sed with the preceding quae-dause is a 
bit peculiar, since this dause is unemphatic: a more emphatic ea, or something 
similar, might have been expected instead of the "relative cbnnection" quae22• 

One may, while keeping the plural adiuvant, consider a different interpretation 
of sed, which is more in keeping with the unemphatic nature of the preceding 
quae-clause. Sed is quite frequently used to resume the main line of thought 
after a parenthesis or digression: a very clear exarnple is Tusculan Disputations 

17. The value of Sutton's 'But' is unclear to me; Merklin's 'Doch' seems to presuppose the 
explanation explicitly given by Fantharn (see below), since bis translation makes quae '" sunt an 
independent sentence; Courbaud, who obviously takes sed to be metacommunicative (see below), is 
an exception. 

18. Fantham (1973: 264). In point of fact, she writes 'Sed relates to the problem of the 
defendant without these merits' [my italics]. But her restriction to the defendant is not supported 
by arguments, and must be wrong (above p. 224-225). This does not, however, make much difference 
for her interpretation of what follows. 

19. Fantharn (1973: 264). 
20. Fantharn (1973: 266, 272-273). 
21. p.225. 
22. Cf. K.-St. 2,319 about the 'Sog. relativischer Anschluss': 'Es versteht sich aber von selbst, 

dass da, wo auf dem Pronomen ein gewisser Nachdruck liegt, stets das Demonstrativ gesetzt wird'; 
the same may probably be said about emphasis on the c1ause as a whole. Regrellably, however, 
K.-St. offer no evidence for their contention, and no investigations of the problem seem to exist: 
even Christian Touratier, La relative. Essai de theorie SYlltaxique (Paris: Klincksieck, 1980) does not 
comment on it (cf. his p. 44ü-441). 
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5,63 sed ut ad Dionysium redeamus ... , 'but to return to Dionysius, ... '23. Her~, 

sed may have this flmetacommunicative" value.: quae ... , then, is parenthetic, and 
sed resumes the thought of conciliantur autem .... vitae: 'In any case, the effect 
of these attributes is enhanced by the Jollowing qualities of an orator: a mild 
tone of voice ... '24. Because, thus, the beginning of the section, with its mention 
of patronus and diens, is resumed,' the focus on the pleader is less strang than 
in the otber interpretation of sed. The sentence facilitatis ... may tberefore be 
interpreted as taking up this beginning, and as referring to both patronus and 
diens, exactly as suggested by the formal contrast, mentioned above, between 
this sentence and sed haec ... facere videare. . 

This interpretation restores coherence to the passage. There is, however, one 
serious difficulty in it: in all examples of metacommunicative sed I know of2S, 
the resumption of a previous line of thought is not indicated by sed alone. Not 
all examples are as explicit as the above sentence from Tusculan Disputations, which 
contains an extra reference to the subject returned to, but none is as implicit as 
this case would be26• 

In short, the reading adiuvant makes haec the subject, and allows two inter­
pretations of the sed-clause, both of which, however, are not without difficulties. 

If adiuvat, the reading of the manuscripts of tbe M-class and some editors27 is 
chosen, things are different. With adiuvat, haec is object, and lenitas vocis ... 
comitas is subject, the predicate being singular in accordance with the rule men­
tioned above28: ca mild tone of voice (etc.) in the pleader contribute to these 
things'. What does haec refer to? It cannot refer to quae ... sunt (Ccontributes to 
fabricating these qualities'): apart from the lack oi emphasis on this clause men­
tioned above29, this would require hoc30• So haec refers to conciliantur autem ... 
vitae. This provides the support (wh ich is lacking if adiuvant is read) for the 
metacommunicative interpretation of sed, and since this interpretation is the most' 
natural one in view of the unemphatic nature of the quae-clause, it must be the 

23. See OLD s.v. sed, 2b; K-St. 2,76 (cf. also 2,588-589). 
24. I have found one parallel for such a use of sed after a "relative connection": Hor. Odes 

4,4,22. 
25. Cf. n. 23. 
26. In Hor. Odes 4,4,22 (above n. 24), the resumplion is supported by the fact that the subject 

of the sentence resumed is also the (explicit) subject of the sed-sentence. 
27. Cf. n. U. 
28. p.226. 
29. p.227. 
30. Neither can the reference be to the antecedent of qllae (dig1litate ... vitae): such a specilic 

rcferencc would resu[t in the odd statement that the presentation of the speaker contributes to, 
e.g., his or his c1ient's res gestae. (I owe this point to Professor Harm Pinkster.) 
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right one31• 

Besides removing all grammatical difficulties32, this interpretation, just as the 
metacommunicative interpretation of sed with the other reading adiuvant, renders 
the passage intelligible and coherent. It is also supported by the fact that adiuvat 
is the lectio difficilior: for a scribe only taking account of the immediate context, 
haec is the most natural subject with adiuva(n )t, so a change of -at to -ant is 
easy to explain; a change from -an! to -at is not33• 

So in 2,182 adiuvat should be read, and a translation should be along the following 
lines34: 

Weil then, it is a very important contn'bution to winning a case that approval 
should be given to the character, the habits, the deeds and the Iife, both of 
those who plead the case and of those on whose behalf they plead, and that 
these characteristics of the opponents are Iikewise disapproved of; and that the 
minds of the audience are, as much as possible, won over to feel sympathy towards 
the orator as weil as towards the person the orator is speaking for .. Now people's 
minds are won over by a man's worth, the things he has done, and an evaluation 
of bis Iife - things easier to embellish if present than to fabricate if totally 
Iacking -; anyhow, the effect of these things is enhanced by a mild tone of voice 
on the part of the orator, the intimation of restraint by the expression on bis 
face, andkindliness in the use of bis words: and, if you press some point some~at 
vigorously, by seeming to act against your inclination, because you, are forced to 

31. Tbe phrase from Horace (n. 24; d. n. 26) is now a very good parallel. 
32. One difficulty has remained unmentioned: it regards the second half of the sentence under 

discussion, si quid persequare acrius, ut invitus ... videare: subject-clauses "govemed" by ut do not 
occur with (ad)iuvare. (TU S.V. iuvare has only one case of an ut-subject-clause [747,10 = 747,53], 
from the 6th cent. A.D. TU S.V. tuüuvare contains no such cases at aIl: ut-c1auses normally have 
a very different function [723,69ff.]; there are, however, cases with quod and si [723,82ff.]). Tbe 
construction may be thought to be more acceptable if haec is subject after all, ·preparing" for 
the ut-cl.ause. But such cases seem not to exist either (TLL Ii.V. iuvare gives no specific infor­
mation about constructions with preparatory pronoun [cf. 747,1-2]; S.V. adiuvare no cases of pre­
paratory pronoun with ut-subject-clause are mentioned and, all told, only one of preparatory pronoun 
with other subject-clause types: Sen. Contr. ad Pol. 2,1 illud ... si - but si-clauses occur without 
preparatory pronoun also). Moreover, the sentence under discussion is a complex one, and we may 
safely assume an anacoluthon: De or. 2,177 provides a very close paralle~ proponi oportet ... et ... 
ostenden ... (5 more infInitives); si cui quid simile dicas, prius ut simile [dicas] confirmes, deinde 
quod agitur adiungasj ... occulas ... (oportet a1ways governs (ace. cum) inf .. d. TU Ii.V. 742,14ff.: 
the cases with ut are all from later writers; thus L.-P. ad loc., wbose assumption of a corruption 
seems not compelling) - note that here also the ut-clause is preceded by a si-clause! Tbe ana­
coluthon is made still less harsh because the other subjects, lenitas vocis etc.,. imply actions on 
the part of the orator, like the ut-clause .. 

33. This is not completely certain: the change from plural to singular seems to have been 
made in Off. 1,104 (discussed in n.15). 

34. I take probari to mean 'to be approved of', improbari 'to be disapproved of, the unex­
pressed agent being the audience. Tbe words themselves can also mean 'to be put in an (un)favour­
able light', the agent being the speaker (cf. L.-P. ad loc.). But the presence of eorom, qui agent 
causas in the same sentence seems to make another (implicit) reference to the speaker unattractive. 
(L.-P. prefer the second meaning.) 
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do so. It is very useful that signs should be given of flexibility, magnanimity, 
mildness, respectfulness, gratefulness, of not being desirous or greedy; and all 
things typical of people decent and unassuming, not severe, not obstinate, not 
litigious, not harsh, really win sympathy, and alienate the audience from such as 
do not possess them. And these same considerations must likewise be employed to 

. asaibe the opposite qualities to the opponents. 

So 2,182 is wholly about favourably characterizing both patronus and c/iens (and 
blackening the opponents); the function of the short interlude sed haec adiuvat 
... facere videare ('anyhow ... forced to do so') is to indicate the means for doing 
this that are available to the orator, apart from the facts, or the alleged facts, 
he can bring forward. In 183 Antonius states that ethos is especially useful in 
cases wpere pathos may not be used, which he explains by: non enim sem per 
fortis oratio· quaeritur, sed saepe placida summissa lenis ('for a vigorous speech 
is not always called for, but frequently a speech that is quiet, low-keyed, and 
gentle'). The emphasis is here on oratio, which, of course, is not 'style', but 
'speech' in all its aspects, especially content, style and deliverylS. The kind of 
speech characterized here maxime com~endat reos ('is effective in recommending 
clients to the audience'36); 

After a parenthetic remark on the use of the word reus for every. kind of 
litigant, which puts the foeus firmly on thec1ient; 2,184 begins as folIows: horum 
tgitur exprimere mores oratione iustos, integros, religiosos, timidos, perferentes 
iniuriarum mirum quiddam valet ('describing, then, their characters in the speech 
as being just, upright, conscientious towards the gods, subject to fear, and enduring 
injustice, is enormously valuable'). Oratio ('speech') is again a general term, and 
exprimere denotes the 'rlescription' (not 'expression'37) of the c1ients' characters: 

35. Fantham. (1973: 266, d. 'rl3) holds that oratio (in 2,183 and 184) refers to style (and 
delivery) alone, which leads to some confusion. (For an argument, apart from context and common 
sense, for a reference to 'speech' d. above p .. 215-216, 'Thirdly .. .'.) Of course, oratio may, in 
certain contexts, refer to style alone (e.g.: Brut. 69 utantur ... sententiarum orationisque fonnis, 
quae vocant oxflJUX'Ta), but in others it can refer primarily to content (De or. 1,83; 2,196; etc.); this 
double potential is indicated by, e.g., 3,19 omnis ex re atque verbis constet oratio, and by 3,53 in 
ipsa oratione and Orat. 52 genus ipsius orationis, where the addition of ipsajipsius appears necessary 
to make oratio refer unambiguously to style, and to contrast it with oontent. 

36. Cf. the paraphrase in Gill (1984: 156) 'effective in gaining the audience's trust in the 
orators appraisals of character'. Though this is obviously what is meant, the Latin is more direct: 
this kind of oratio 'recommends the clients'. This shows a certain degree of identification between 
patronus and cljens. If Fantham. (1973: 266) sees 'an amazing degree of identification' [my italics], 
this is caused by her restriction of oratio to style and delivery, and by her misinterpretation of 
2,184 exprimere mores oratione (see below with n. 37). 

37. OLD s.v. exprimere 8 couples both meanings, but the difference is essential. (Comparable 
to our passage is Arch. 21 Mithridaticum ... bellum ... totum ab hoc expressum est.) Fantham (1973: 
273), misinterpreting oratione and exprimere, again makes a misguided attempt at ridiculing Cicero: 
'Ienitas of style can ... barely exprimere mores of the client, as he seems to maintain in 2.184'. 
Schweinfurth-Walla's paraphrase (1986: 171) also uses 'auszudrücken'. Contrast Merklin's 'als ... 
darzustellen' . 
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Antonius now again concentrates upon content, as in 182, but, in contrast with 
182, only with respect to the dient. Then the passage on ethos ends as follows: 

et hoc vel in principüs vel in re narranda vel in perorando tantam habet vim, si 
est suaViter et cum sensu tractatum, ut saepe plus quam causa valeat. tantum 
autem efficitur sensu quodam ac ratione dicendi, ut quasi mores oratoris effmgat 
oratio. genere enim quodam sententiarum et genere verborum, adhibita etiam actio­
ne leni facilitatemque significanti, efficitur, ut prob~ ut bene morati, ut boni viri 
esse videantur. 

And this, whether it is done in the prologue or when narrating the facts or in 
presenting the epilogue, has so much force, if it is handled agreeably and with 
taste, that it is often more valuable than the case itself. Furthermore, so much 
is accomplished by a certain taste and subtleness of speaking, that the speech 
may be said to mould an image of the character of the speaker. Employing thoughts 
of a certain kind and words of a certain kind, and adopting besides a delivery 
that is gentle and shows signs of ßexibility, makes the speakers appear as decent, 
as good in character, as good men. 

Tbe first sentence is areminder that ethos, though most readers will have recog­
nized that it is akin to the things prescribed for the prologue in school rhetoric, 
is at home in other parts of tbe speech also. Tbis obviously concerns passages 
based on ethos only, probably containing explicit descriptions of the client's merits 
but no rational pr()ofs, for ibis explains the absence of the part of the speech 
argumenttitio: since the rule, tbat the orator must 'seem to aim at instructing 
only' (2,310)38, goes especially for the argumentatio, ethos can in this part only 
be applied indirectly. 

Aremark on tbe handling of the client-centred content (suaviter ... tractatum, 
'if ... taste') prepares for the transition to tbe orator (marked by autem), wbo is 
at tbe centre of the final sentence. Tbe characterization of the orator himself, it 
appears here, is mainly brought about by bis presentation; explicit description, 
though not excluded (it occurs in the case of Norbanus39), is not mentioned. 
Accordingly, the qualities of the orator's character named bere are of a more 
general nature than those of the dient's, thus allowing sucb indirect depiction. 
Tbe style, the delivery and the general tone of the content suited for supporting 
explicit character-drawing of the dient, at the same time brings to the fore the 
excellent character of tbe speakef"O. 

Tbe structure of tbe whole passage may now be summarized in tbe following 
scheme: 

38. Cf. § 6.4 on disposition, especially p. 206. 
39. 2,2QO..201: below pp. zn, 280. 
40. Gill (1984: 156) interprets this similarly, but he only mentions style, not delivery and "tone". 
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182 a valet igitur ... orator Inlroduction 

b coneiliantur ... si nulla sunt Specification of "topoi" 
orator 

c sed haec ... videare Means of the orator &. dient 

d facilitalis ... conferenda Specification of characteristics 
to be brought forward 

183 e sed •.. reos Not a1ways pathos 

183-4 f quae madme ... valeat Character of the dient 

184 g tantum autem ... videantur Style, delivery, and content 
mould the character of the ontor 

Note the overlap between (e) and (f), also mentioned in the analysis above. 
The structure shows a clear development from general to specific (a - b - d -

f and g): the beginning describes ethos in general terms for patronus and cliens 
together, the end specifies it for both separately41. That 2,184 indeed takes up 
and develops 182 may be illustrated by one more detail: 182 starts with a statement 
about the mores ('character') of orator and client, the two parts of 184 both 
take up this word: horum ... exprimere mores; mores oratons ('describing ... their 
characters'; 'character of the speaker'). 

So Cicero carefully distinguishes between patronus and diens, wbich answers the 
question formulated ab out tbis point in § 1.2 (question (i». That he should do so 
is not surprising. As stated in § 3.6, the practical importance of the distinction 
was reflected in school rhetoric only by inconsistencies in the wording of some 
of the mIes. So when Cicero distinguishes between them immediately in 2,114. 
and twice in 2,182 (and a few more times in 2,182-184), this is in remarkable 
contrast with school rhetoric, and shows that Cicero was we1l aw'are of the dis­
tinction. Fantham's conclusion that 'the distinction fails to be maintained because 
it was irrelevant to Cicero's Aristotelian source' is therefore implausible from 
the start42• If Cicero is nevertheless to be "accused" of inconsistencies, surely 
the relevant text deserves careful attention - inchidmg attention to textual prob­
lems lacking in Fantham's approach43• The detailed analysis given above shows, I 
think, that Cicero is consistent throughöut. 

41. See above p. 231 about the differencc between the qualities specified ror orator and client. 
Cf. also 2,182, where faeilitatu ( ... ) pietatis are still coordinated, with 184, where faeilitas is only 
mentioned for the orator, and qualities comparable to pietas (iustos, integros, religiosos) only for 
the client. 

42. Fantham (1973: 266 and 2il (1». Some of her other suggestions (ib.: m-275) are equaUy 
implausible. 

43. She reads adiuvant, but fails to mention the variant adiuval. 
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Ni for the question of the blackening of the opponents (question (iv) of § 1.2), 
this is indeed mentioned by Antonius, as the negative counterpart of the positive 
eharacter-drawing of patronus and cliens. Although this "negative ethos" is men­
tioned only twiee and thus receives mueh less emphasis, the rather conspicuous 
places of these mentions (at the beginning and at the end of the introductory 
section 2,182) somewhat compensate for this. It is cIear that the phrase 'the 
opponents' both times includes the litigant as weIl as the patron (or patrons) of 
the opposite camp, for they are both times mentioned just after an observation 
concerning orator and elient44. 

The second time, the mention of the opponents has been prepared for by the 
negative wording of some of the' preceding remarks: non appetentis non avidi ... ; , 
non acrium non pertinacium (etc.) ... abaIienant ... ab iis, in quibus haec non 
sunt ('of not being desirous or greedy'; 'not severe, not obstinate (ete.) ... alienate 
the auäience from such as do not possess them'). These negative observations are 
primarily a negative prescription about characterizing orator and elient, but it is 
no surprise that itaque ... ('And these same considerations .. .') transforms them 
so as to serve as a positive rule about eharacterizing the opponents. 

All this is not to say that the treatment of ethos could not have been' better, or 
more complete with respect to the distinction between patronus and cliens. As 
Kennedy and May have shown4S, Cicero's own practice was considerably'more 
subtle than what he describes here. Kennedy identifies one of the most prominent 
omissions: Cicero's failure to discuss 'the possibility of effective contrast between 
patron and client' - a, possibility indeed fully exploited, for example, in bis own 
speech Pro Caelio46• 'lbe best treatment <;lf the rhetoric of advocacy', Kennedy 
concIudeg47, cis found in Quintilian'. 

This can readily be admitted: Cicero, after alI, was not perfect. But deficient 
though)t may be on some important points, bis treatment of ethos consistently 
distinguishes between the orator and the one he is pleading for, wbich is a depar­
ture both from Greek and from contemporary Roman rhetorical theory. 

7.3 The Concept of Ethos inDe oraJore 

A complete description of Cicero's concept of ethos requires an assessment of its 
relationship with pathos, and may further be cIarified by a comparison betvieen 

44. Kennedy's wording (1968: 434) may wrongly soggest that this distinction is not made dear. 
45. Kennedy (1968: 429-433), May (1981; 1988: 166, andpassim). 
46. Kennedy (1968: 435; on Pro Coelio 432-433). 
47. Kennedy (1968: 435). 
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Aristotle's and Cicero's systems as a wh oie. Both points will be discussed in the 
next two sections. First a description of the concept itself must be given, on the 
basis of the central passage 2,182-184, and the two complementary questions (ü) 
and (üa) from § 1.2 must be answered: what qualities fall under the scope of 
ethos, and what effect is ethos meant to have on the audience? 

These are not very diffieult questions. Antonius in 2,182-184 mentions or implies 
all possible qualities that may put the speaker' and bis client in a favourable 
light: mores et instituta et facta et vitam ('the character, the habits, the deeds 
and the life'); dignitate hominis, rebus gestis, existimatione vitae ('a man's worth, 
the things he has done, and an evaluation of bis life'); etcetera. The aim is to 
win over the hearers (conciliare) , to win their benevolentia - a word often (liter­
ally) translated by 'goodwill', but obviously virtually equivalent to 'sympathy'. 
This variant of ethos is the second one described in § 1.2, and. may be called 
"ethos of sympathy", in contrast with Aristotle's version of the concept, which is 
"rational", aimed at establishing an image of trustworthiness, and accordingly 
limited to the qualities of the speaker related to bis speaking the truth. Cicero's 
ethos, therefore, is in some way connected with some (not all!) of the gentle 
emotions,' a connection to be diseussed in the next section. 

As put forward in§ 1.2, there are three principal ways of describing ethos: 
starting from the speaker/client, from the speech and from the audience. Cicero 
uses all three kinds of description. The foeus is on the hearer when he employs 
the verb conciliare ('to win over'), as he fr~quent1y does48, for example in 2,115 
ut conciliemus eos nobis qui audiunt ('that we ~ over the audience to us'); this 
is even more prominent with the addition of animi, benevolentia ('minds'; 'sym­
pathy'), or both, as in 2,182 animosque eorum apud quos agetur, conciliari quam 
maxime ad benevolentiam ('and that the minds of the audience' are, as much as 
possible, won over to feel sympathy')49. Though less frequently, the foeus is 
sometimes on the message, for example in 2,114 a/terum commendationem habet 
nostram aut eorum quos defendimus ('this element recommends ourselves or those 
we are defending')50. The foeus is on the speaker and the dient when therr rel­
evant qualities are diseussed, as is repeatedly done in 2,182-184. (Of course, fre­
quently more than one of the three aspects is prominent, as in 2,182 conciliantur 
autem animi dignitate hominis ... : 'Now people's minds are won' 'over by a man's 
worth .. .') 

48. a. aIsofaveat in 2,178 utfaveat oratori is qui audiet. 
49. Conciliarejconciliatio is used in connection witb ethos in 2,115; 121; 128; 183 (three times); 

212; 216; 291; 292; 310; and 3,104; not or not directly in this connection in 1,143; 2,200; 206 (twice); 
W7; 236; 3,204; 205. 

50. Cf. some other occurrences of commendarejcommendatio: 2,183; 201; 211. (Schottländer's 
account on commendare and conciliare [1967, 132-133] is a bit faociful.) These words are, by the 
way, more often used witbout a (direct) connection with ethos: 1,122; 228; 245; 252; 2,9; 36; 196; 
315; 357; 3,205. 



235 

It must againS1 be stressed that these are three ways of describing the same 
thing. The use of a formulation that starts from the hearer, for example, is in 
itself no indication of wbich variant öf ethos we are dealing with: Aristotle might 
also have expressed bis "rational" ethos, which is aimed at reliability, not sympathy, 
by such a formulation, for example 'the audience is made to trust the speaker'. 
It "is the meaning of the terms used that is decisive, and in Cicero~s case, it is 
the meaning of conciliare that shows that he employs "ethos of sympathy". But 
this would also be clear withotit the use of this word, for the other. descriptions 
also point unambiguously to tbis variant. 

From Cicero's use of a variety of descriptions it is also clear that none of 
the terms should be considered as the technical term for ethos. Conciliare, which 
is sometimes taken as suchs:z, is only employed with one of its regular meanings, 
just as it is sometimes employed, in different contexts, with one of its others, 
Without any resulting confusionS3• 

The difference between the concepts of ethos of Aristotle and Cicero may be 
illustrated by two points of detailS4• First, one of the qualities of the speaker 
on which ethos in the Aristotelian sense is based is 'good sense' (cpPOV'T1O't8). 
This quality is essential for the "rational" version, for ü a speaker is to tell the 
truth, he must be intelligent enough to und erstand what he is talking about. It 
is, however, not immediately relevant to "ethos of sympathy", and accordingly, it 
is not found in Cicero's passage on ethos. (See also p. 242.) Second, the distinction 
between dient and pleader, made by Cicero, is far less relevant to "rational" 
ethos thm 'to "ethos of sympathy". Although the fact that the distinction is not 
found in Aristotle is primarily due to the standard situation in the Greek courts, 
where a litigant was supposed to speak for himseJPS, it does illustrate the dif­
ference between the two variants. 

Fantham's comparison of the two concepts must be emphatically rejected. While 
employing the widely accepted analysis of Aristotle's ethos as being aimed at 
sympathy, she holds that Cicero's use of the word conciliare indicates an essential 
differenceS6• As argued above, however, this word is not to be taken as a technical 

51. As in § 1.2, p. 8. 
52. This is at the basis of Fantham (1973; eSpecially 266-268: below n. 66); cf. also Solmsen 

(1938: 399; d. 1941: 178), Sattler (1947: 62), Moraux (1975: 86), Gill (1984: 157), Schweinfurth­
waUa (1986: 169), May (1988: 4-5), Fortenbaugh (1988: 260-265). 

53. Cf. above n. 49; and below n. 66. 
54. I owe these to Dr. A.C. Braet, in a personal letter (he would, however, probably prefer 

another fonnulation, with an emphasis different Crom the one given here). 
55. Above p. 101. 
56. Fantham (1973: 269): 'conciliare ... is the underlying motive of the 'II'i.o-r~'i 514 1'oii 

of\8OU')' of Aristotle. Given this mistake, she should have concluded that the concepts were the 
same I On the alleged difference the use of the word makes (ib.: 271): 'Tbe Ciceroni an emphasis 
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tenn, and, far from making a difference and breeding confusion, it offers a very 
natural description of the variant employed by Cicero, but not by Aristotle: "ethos 
of sympathy". 

7.4 Ethos versus Pathos; the Difference between Aristotle and Ocero 

Since Cicero's ethos is "ethos of sympathy", there is an emotional component in 
it. As remarked in § 1.2, this raises the question of its relationship with pathos: 
if ethos is aimed at arousing the light emotion of sympathy, is there a connection 
or overlap? 

To answer this question, we must know what Cicero understands by pathos. 
Of course, as with ethos, and in accordance with the nature of. De oratore, he 
does not use the term pathos, or any other technical designation, nor does he 
offer a definition of bis concept. Nevertheless, there can be no doubt about the 
range·of Ocero·nian pathos: it comprises only vehement emotions, to be aroused 
in vehement passages of a speech. This is dear already in the introduction of the 
pisteis in 2,114, where this means of persuasion is .described as aceommodatum ad 
eorum animos, apud quos dicimus, ad id quod volumus eommovendos ('aimed at 
moving the minds of our audience in the direction we want to'): eommovere is an 
even stronger word than movere, which is also used later on; moreover, in rhetoric, 
which traditionally prescribed urgent emotional appeal in the epilogue, the asso­
ciations of such words are also with strong emotionsS7• This identification with 
violent emotions is confirmed by all subsequent references to this pistis before 
2,17858; note, especially, the use of the word eoneitare, 'excite', in 2,128. The 
beginning of the passage on ethos and pathos then describes pathos by stating 
that it is important that the hearer sie moveatw; ut impetu quodam animi et 
perturbatione magis quam iudicio aut eonsilio regatur ('may be affected in such a 
way, that he is controiled by a certain impulse and perturbation of mind, rather 
than by a reasoned judgement'). A glance at the treatment itself suffices to show 
·that there as weil pathos is consistently taken to indude the vehement emotions 
only. All emotions treated in the "rules" of 205-211a, for example, are violent ones: 
amor, odium, iracundia, timor, spes, laetitia, molestia, invidia, miserieordia (amor 

on the act of conciliare, of winning benevolence, has converted the unstressed motive of Aristotle's 
proof into its actual method' (I most confess that I am in the dark as to what conciliare as a 
method may be; even May, who quotes this with approval [1988: 5], gives a paraphrase that is quite 
different, though equally unsatisfactory). 

57. commovere: cf. OLD s.v., esp. 10; Rhet. Her. 2.50 misericordia commovebitur ... ; [ny. 1,106 
conquestione commoveri. 

58. 2,115; 121; 128-129; 176. (0. p. 202.) . 

~. 
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[approx. fervent partiality]S9, hatred, anger, fear, hope60, joy, grief, envy, pity). 
So ethos is character-drawing, aimed at sympathy, pathos is the arousing of 

violent emotions. This means that there is no overlap between the two concepts: 
though they are sirnilar in that both are aimed at influencing the audience's rninds, 
their effect on these minds is different. 

Their sirnilarity should, therefore, cause no problems. Cicero even explicitly 
mentions it at the beginning of the treatment of pathos: huie autem est illa dispar 
adiuneta ratio orationis, quae alio quodam genere mentis iudicum pennovet ... 
(2,185: 'To this [i.e. ethos] is related that other, different way of speaking, which 
moves the minds of the judges in another way')61. The dosing passage on ethos 
and pathos (2,216a) must be interpreted accordingly: 

illa autem, quae aut conciliationis causa leniter aut permotionis vehementer aguntur, 
contrariis commotionibus auferenda sunt, ut odio benevolentia, ut misericordia 
invidia tonatur. 

But the effect of things brought forward gently62 [by the opponents] in order to 
win favour, or vehemently in order to move, must be undone by opposite emotions, 
so that sympathy is taken away by hatred, and envy by pity. 

Both ethos and pathos are here mentioned, and the examples given indude bene­
volentia which is the aim of ethos. The wording eontrariis eommotionibus ('opposite 
emotions') must, therefore, be taken loosely, as also including the gende emotions 
that are the effect of ethos63. Such looseness is not surprising in a prescription 
condensed into one short phrase, and there is no need to suppose a confusion. 

It is also quite natural that some of the emotions falling under pathos require 
ethos. If a speaker or dient is disliked by the judges (ethos), these will generally 
feel no amor64; and arousing miserieordia ('pity') is easiest if the person involved 
is virtuous, for adflieta et prostrata virtus maxime luetuosa est (2,211: ethe afflic­
tion and ruin of virtue are especially distressing'). 

In spite of all this, Fantharn holds that Cicero does confuse the two, and that at 

59. On tbe meaning of amor cf. p. 284. 
60. With spes, 'hope', this is least clear; but it is the counterpart of limor, and since an 

other indications are unambiguous, a vehement version of this state of mind must be meant (cf. 
p.288). . 

61. Cf. also 2,201 adfeclis animis iudicum, which inc1udes ethos as wen as pathos; and 2,310. 
62. Tbe Latin is more concise: 'tbe effect or must be supplied . 

. 63. Strictly speaking, 'commotionibus only refers to the means of taking away the effects of 
ethos anel pathos, and is only iIIustrated by the examples of odio and misericordia, as L.-P. ad 
loc. point out. But the wording does suggest that, evcn as im'idia, bcnevolcntia is also (Ioosc1y) 
termed a commotio; a11 the more so, since 2,72 (sacpe bcnevolcntia ad odium, odium autem ad 
benevolenliam dcdllccndllm est) suggests that bencvolcntia was also supposed to take away odium, 
not only the other way round. 

64. Cf. n. 66, (3) and (4). 
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the end of the treatment canciliare has 'become merely a label for one seetion 
of mavere', which is accepted by some other authors6S• This comment is specifically 
about the passage just quoted; but as it is possible to interpret this differently, 
if the non-technical nature of De aratare" is taken into account, her analysis 
could only be accepted if it was supported by other signs of a confusion between 
ethos and pathos. This is not the case66• The only really difficult passage in this 
respect is an important one: 2,212, where Antonius discusses a certain kind of 
relationship between ethos and pathos: 

sed est quaedam in his duobus generibus, quorum alterum lene, alterum vehemens 
esse volumus, difficilis ad distinguendum similitudo. nam et ex illa lenitate, qua 
conciliamur üs qui audiunt, ad hanc vim acerrimam, qua eosdem excitamus, influat 
oportet aliquid, et ex hac vi non numquam animi aliquid inflandum est illi lenitati; 
neque est ulla temperatior oratio quam illa, in qua asperitas contentionis oratoris 
ipsius humanitate conditur, remissio autem lenitatis quadam gravitate et contentione 
frrmatur. 

But in these two ways of speaking, of which I think that the one roust be gentle, 
the other vehement, there is a certain similarity making it difficult to keep them 
apart. For it is necessary that something of that gentleness', which wins us the 
favour of the audience, should flow into this most vigorous forcefulness, by which 
we excite that same audience, and from this forcefulness some spirit must often 
be made to fill that gentleness. No speech is better blended than one in which 
roughness of energetic passages is spiced with the personal humanity of the orator, 
while the relaxed attitude of gentleness is given strength by a certain dignity 
and energy. 

Can the 'similarity' between ethos and pathos refer to a sirnilar emotional effect 
on the audience, as Fantham67 seerns to maintain? This would be curious, since 
that sirnilarity has been noticed much earlier, in 2,185 (p. 237). But it cannot: 
this would require a wording indicating an analysis, not a passage that is, after 

65. Fantham (1973: 266-267, 273-275); cf. Gill (1984: 157 with n. 41), May (1988: 5), Forten­
baugh (1988: 259). Cf. also Kennedy (1980: 81, 1(0). 

66. Most of her arguments are based on the misconception, noticed above (p. 235 with n. 52), 
that conciliare is the technical term for ethos. They are: (1) The substitution of conciliare by 
delectare in Cicero's worles after De or. shows that he 'became dissatisfied with the term' (1973: 
273-275; thus Gill 1984: 157 n. 41; May 1988: 5); but, as argued above (§ 6.5), there is no such 
substitution. (2) 'Paradoxically', in 2,200, bcnevolentiam ... conciliaram 'is associated with the violent 
and emotive function' (1973: 266-267); but it is only so associated if the passage is completely 
misread, see below on the case of Norbanus (p. 276 with n. 119) (the same mistake Fortenbaugh 
1988: 267). (3) The wording amorcm collciliare (three times in 2,206-207) (1973: 267); but there 
conciliare just has one of its normal meanings, which may be paraphrased by 'to bring about, 
procure, obtain' (OLD S.v., 4). (4) In the same sections on amor (2,206-207), 'Cicero is basically 
repeating the aims and methods' of 2,182-184 (1973: 267); but the differences in emphasis, and the 
placing of amor under the head of pathos, make the distinction quite dear, despite the obvious 
similarities. 

67. Fantharn (1973: 267); cf. Gill (1984: 157 n. 41), May (1988: 5). 
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. the first introductory sentence, explicitly or implicitly prescriptive68• It is to be 
noticed that the' tw~ types öf passages, "ethical" and emotional ones, are carefully 
distinguished, and keep their own proper function. The meaning of the passage as 
1 take it is a consequence of the fact that a speaker, in one and the same speech 
an~ .befo,re one and the same -audience (eosdem!), must appear to be gentle but 
IDust also play energeti.c.aJlY upon the feelings. On ~e one hand, the vehement, 
emotio~ passages must retain so~et~g of -i.he restraint of the "ethical" ones, 
since otherwise the effect of the latter will be destroyed: a sp~aker must not let 
hiD:Iself go completely in ~ e'"motional passage. This has also been indicated in 
the treatment of ethos itself (2,182): si quid persequare acrius, ut invitus et. coactus 
facere videare {'if you press some point somewhat vigorously, you must seem to 
act against. Y0ll! inclination, because you are forced to .do SO')69. On the other 
hand, the 'passages painting bis character10 should also contain some suggestion. 
of mental vigour, for otherwise he appears to lack backbone, which will.make bis 
attempts to arouse emotions unconvincing71• , 

This interpretation is supported by the fact that Cicero regarded such combi­
nations in one person as valuable but difficult to realize. In De legibus he praises 
Atticus, cuius et vita et oratio consecuta mihi videtur difficillimam ülam societatem 
gravitatis rum humanitate (3,1: 'whose life as well as speech [tl have, to my mind, 
accomplished that most difficult combination of dignity and humanity'); an9 in De 
oratore 2,'127 he makes Caesar Strabo describe one of Crassus' speeches as fol-
10ws72: -

nu ... contentio maior umquam fuit nu apud populum gravior oratio, quam huius 
contra coUegam in censura nuper, neque lepore et festivitate conditior. 

And never has there been displayed more energy or a speech before the people 
more full of digriity, than the one recently held by CrOJSSus het:e against bis 001-
l~e, when he was censor, nor one better spiced with wit and humour .. 

So an orator, if he is to employ both ethos and pathos effectively, must take 
account of their mutual influ.ence. But tbis does not indicate any overlap - the 

68. influat opmtet can, in itself, ~ "deontic" or "inferentlai" -(OLD 5.V. opmtet, 1 and 3), 
but the foUowing inflandum est shows that it is the fmt; the fmal value judgement neque est 
ulla ... firmatur is implicitly prcscriptive. 

69. Cf. also ibo non acrium [cl. 2,212 aeenimaml), non pertinaeium, non litigiosorum, non 
aceroorum. 

70. Note that ethos of the dient is irrelevant here. 
7l. I find that Fortenbaugh's analysis (1988: 268) is shnilar to mine (but he paraphrases 

conditur by Cis supprcssed', as if from conden: instead of cOildire). 
72. Tbc combination was also considered exceptional by others, witness Nepos.An. 15,1. Cf. 

also De or. 2,228; 3,29 (oratio CIlIuII) sie _. gravis ut in singulari dignitate omnis tarnen (!) adsit 
humanitas ac kpos; and L.-P. ad 2,212. For the connectioD between gravis and vehemens cf. also 
their oombination 3,80 (vehemens et gravis). 
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same may be said, for example, about arguments and pathos: the arousing of emo­
tions may, is of course mostly meant to, and is said by Antonius to undo the 
effect of argumentation73• In short, this section 2,212, though difficult, gives no 
indication of any confusion or overlap between· Cicero's vetsions of ethos and 
pathos74• 

1 feel bound to insist once more upon a point of method. Fantham's analyses, 
which are subscribed to by others75, seem to be based on peculiar premises: con­
fronted by the overlap between ethos and pathos 'Cicero reveals bis embarrassment 
in 212', she claims, and 'he has finally to admit the overlap of categories'. Surely 
he could have left the passage out if he had wanted to? And are we really to 
believe that Cicero was such a fool as to become gradually embarrassed in the 
course of a work he was writing himself? And, as to the difference between Aris­
totle and Cicero regarding the concept of ethos, are we also to believe that this 
was, among other things, due to the ill-advised choice of a word - conciliare? 
Such a lack of methodologiCaI rigour, wbich is almost ready to regard Cicero as 
a poor translator of bis Aristotelian source, takes us back to Quellenforschung in 
its most primitive form. 

It is time to describe Cicero's concepts of ethos and pathos somewhat further, 
and to confront them with Aristotle's version. As to the" descrlption, this requires 
the two categories of content and effect. Ethos is the favourable presentation of 
the character of speaker and client (content), aimed at the hearers' sympatliy 
(effect), pathos is aimed' at arousing violent emotions in the hearers (effect). 
None of the two categories c.an be dispensed with: pathos, as a whole (in contrast 
with the individual emotions), has no specific content, so its description needs 
effect, whereas ethos cannot be de·scribed by effect only, since it is firmly tied 
to character-drawing. This last observation about ethos shows that the designation 
'ethos' is indeed appropriate, but it also shows something more important: Cicero­
nian ethos should not be equated with the "leniores affectus ('gentler emotions'). 

73. 2,178; 201; cl. 2,184 about ethos and 'tbe cas.e itself' (causa). 
74. 2,212 again deals with an aspects, including content: I cannot agree with L.-P.'s comment 

ad 2,212 sed est ... genenous: 'Wie schon 2,211 wird hier besonders der Aspekt des Stils und des 
Vortrags ... hervorgehoben'. There is nothing in the wording of the section to suggest this, and 
surely humanitas, e.g., is reflected not only in style and delivery? Their association of temperatior 
witb the middle style ignores this, and is based on tbe term only,· which is not very solid ground: 
temperatus frequently denotes tbe middle style in Oral., but was no technical term, for it does 
not occur in this sense in Rhet. Her. or Quint., and in Cicero's rhetorical works except OraL 
only in Brut. 314; cl. also quasi temperolus in Oral. 21. Merklin's transl. 'Stilart' of 213 genere 
dicendi is misleading (cl. above p. 215n. 94). 

75. Above n. 65 (but cl. n. 71). 
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This equation, which goes back to Quintilian, is widespread76, but is perhaps 
best known from one of Solmsen's - rightly famous - articles. He writes the fol­
lowing about Cicero77: '.ft60~, however, means to him something sllghtly different 
from what it had been to Aristotle; it now denotes the fernores affectus, a lesser 
degree of 1TaOo~'. This analysis employs the confusing designation .ft60~ repeatedly 
objected to here, and llOduly transfers the unclarities found in Quintilian to 
Cicero78• Most important, it obscures the essential fact that Ciceronian ethos has 
to do with only those gentle emotions, that are aroused by the presentation of 
the character of the speaker or bis cllent. Other gentle emotions Cicero does not 
take into accollOt'79[ 

In Aristotle, pathos comprises all emotions, gentle as weIl as vehement ones, 
as described in chapter 2. His concept of ethos is "rational", aimed not at sympathy 
but at reliability, and is thus unrelated to emotions; the qualities of the speaker 
comprised llOder ethos are restricted accordinglyBO. The two sets of concepts may 
now be summarized in the following scheme: 

76. Cf. c.g. Kennedy (1980: 81, 100), L-P. (I: 63 and ad 1,60), Fantham (1973: passim), 
Schwcinfurth-WalIa (1986: 199-200; d. 194-195; she is, howcver, characteristically inconsistent), 
Martin (1974: 158-160, who blurs all distinctions). Kennedy (1972: 222-223), who recognizcs the 
link with character, writ~ strangely, 'Most striking is the fact that Cicero regards ethos as con-

. sisting in presOJ1ation o('the gentIer cmotions (2.183)' (my italics): from 2,182 it is dear that 
ethos itself is primarily a matter of ($uggcsted) content (bis short remark on 2,212 makes matters 
still less clear). Sattler (1947: 62, 64) even seems to confuse the emotions of the speaker and 
those of the andiencc. Lausberg (1960 I: 141) is whoUy based on Quint 

71. SoImsen (1941: 179); who (ib.: n. 90) refers to Ludwig Voit, äEL~, Ein ant:iku 
Stilbegriff (LeipDg: Dieterich, 1934): 135-140. Voit's account (which wavers betwcen analysis of 
oratory and interpretation of Cicero's rhetorical writings) develops, and refers to (136 n. 346), 
Volkmann's (1885: 273-274), which, in turn, is based on an analysis of Quint 6,2 by CL Roth, 
'Was ist das ~ in der alten Rhetorik?', FlecJceisens JaJubüchu 12 (1866), 855ff. (which I have 
not seen). 

78. On this use of .fje~ c.g. pp. 33, 60-61. On Quint. d. p. 64-65. 
79. Fortcnbaugh (1988: 2fj7) denies this on the strength of 2,200, but his anaIysis is faulty 

(above n. 66, (2». 
SO. Pathos: pp. 34, 67-68. Ethos: § 23, especia11y p. 32-33. May's phrase 'the Roman belief in 

the afIinity of cthos and pathos' (1988: 30), is obviously based on Fantham's analysis (ib.: 5). It 
ignores the difference in concepts betwccn Aristotle and Cicero, and also the fact that Aristotle's 
concept of cthos was not the standard one in Greece either (above § 2.5, p. 50-53). (Moreovcr, 
his analysis presupposes a rather strange relationship betwcen theory and practice.) 
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Aristotle Cicero 

[ violent emotions ] pathos 

pathos 
gentle emotions 

] [ ethos 
ethos reliability 

"logos" I rational arguments ] "logos" 

Note that the gap at the right-hand side represents Cicero'i; omission of gentle 
emotions not linked with presentation of character. Note also that reliability is 
here taken to be included in Cicero's ethos, although the text does not explicitely 
mention it (!his is represented by the shaded bar). This seems best, because a 
lackof reliability would destroy sympathy81. But· the fact remains that no explicit 
attention is paid to it, and that Cicero's ethos amounts to arousing gentle emotions 
by way of character drawing. Apart from the distinction between orator and dient, 
it theref~re virtually comes to the same as the prescriptions given in school 
rhetoric for winning goodwill (sympathy) in the prologue, by enlarging on your own 
good character. One might say that Cicero has given the Aristotelian pistis ethos 
a content derived from a well-known standard rhetorical doctrine. But this should 
not obscure the fact that the role of ethos as one of the three pisteis is funda­
mentally different from the role its equivalent had in school rhetoric: so Cicero's 
system as a whole, though a characteristic fusion between Aristotle's system and 
standard rhetoric, remains much eloser to Aristotle. 

It must perhaps be added that all this does not mean that, in practice, the 
borderline between gentle and violent emotions is a sharp one. Accordingly, when 
analysing speeches, the fact that ethos may prepare the minds of the audience 
for pathos must be taken into account82• This, however, is compatible with both 
the scheme of Aristotle and that of Cicero. Moreover, the point made here regards 
the theoreticallevel only: there isno confusion between concepts in Cicero. 

Before the question as to why Cicero may have employed a different set of concepts . 
is touched upon (§ 7.5), the interpretation must be completed by a: description of 
some features of the relationship illustrated in the above scheme. Why, in the 

81. Cf. May (1988: 164), 'The· persona he [= Cie. in his early speeches] projects is that of 
the young, somewhat inexperienced. yet intelligent and capable champion of the downtrodden .... 
(my italics). 

82. As it is, e.g.. by May (1988: passim. d. 165. 167). 
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first place, does Cicero ignore gende emotions not aroused by the orator's or 
client's character? In this form the question is of course impossible to answer, 
but we may at least look at the consequences of this omission. A comparison 
with Aristotle may serve as a heuristic tool for doing so, in that it can indicate 
what emotions are omitted by Cicero. 

De oratore 2,206-211a 

amor 
odium (hate) 
iracundia (anger) 
timor (fear) 
spes (expectation) 
laetitia Goy) 
molestia (grief) 
invidia (envy) 
misericordia (pity) 

(cf. ethos) 
(cf. ethos) 

Rhetoric 2,2-11 

<pLALa . (2,4: approx. friendship) 
Ex8pa, ~1.ao'i (2,4: enmity, hate) 
opn (2,2: anger) 
<p6ßO'i (2,5: fear) 
8ap~ (2,5: lack of fear) 

(2,10:envy) 
(2,8: pity) 

'lTpaCm)'i (2,3: mildness) 
XaPL'i/ axapLO'TEl.lI (2,7: goodwill/lack of goodwill) 
lIE~EO\.c; (2,9: indignation) 
alaxill"l/alla!.OXtlvrLa (2,6: shame/shamelessness) 
C ;y..O'i / Ka,.a<ppOVT)01.'i (2,11: em ulation/ contem pt) 

Here only those emotions that are found in Aristotle's treatment but not in Cicero's 
are relevant; of these, VEJ.LECTI8 ('indignation') must be taken together with <p86vo~ 
('envy'), and ~f}AO~ and Ka'l"a<pp0InlCTI8 ('emulation', 'contempt') are typically Greek 
(for more details see p. 294-295). This leaves 'lTpa6,.,,~, xapl8 and axapLCT'l"ELV, 
and atCTXUInl and avaLCTX'UV'Tta ('mildness'; 'favour, goodwill' and 'lack of goodwill'; 
'shame' and 'lack of shame, shamelessness'). 

The first three are very near to benevolentia ('sympathy') or its opposite, and 
at least for an important part dependent on character-drawing, so they are covered 
by Cicero's concept of ethos. The only candidates in Aristotle for the category 
missing in Cicero's ac count, gende emotions not dependent on the orator's or his 
client's character, are therefore atCTXUInl ('shame') and its opposite. As a matter 
of fact they might also be said to constitute an omission in Cicero's treatment 
of pathos, which comprises the vehement emotions, since Aristotle's treatmentS3 

illustrates that the feeling of shame may sometimes be a very strang one. But 
shame, whether strong or not, seems to playa very small part in rhetorical situ­
ations84: it is perhaps no coincidence that it belangs to the emotions for which 

83. Rhet. 2,6. 
84. It seems virtually useless in the judicial branch, and the arousing of shame in dcliberative 

speeches, though certainly not out of thc qucstion, cannot havc bcen frequent. 
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Aristotle does not,: as he does for others85, indicate how they may be used. So 
the only (partly) ge:ntle emotion not dependent on characterization that is treated 
by Aristotle plays at most a minor role in oratorical practice. 

This comparisoil :can' of course only suggest a conclusio; not prove it. But 
. the .impression we may. gain Jrom it is reinforced· by the surviving Stoic material. 
There, many emotions are mentioned that are not found either in Aristotle or in 
Cicero, but this is for the most part due to distinctions between variants of what 
these two authors would regard as one emotion. Cicero probably regarded such 
an approach over-subtle and irrelevant for bis own purposes. But I have not found 
any emotion mentioned by the Stoics, apart from emulation that is also found in 
the Rhetoric and seems typically Greek, that could meaningfully be said to be 
omitted by Cicero86• 

Cicero's omission, therefore, though notable on the conceptual level, is of no 
consequence on the practical one. This means that there is a secondary similarity 
between the gentler emotions (the leniores affectus) and Cicero's ethos: in ora­
torical practice, almost all gentle emotions are related to the character of the 
speaker or his client (or their opponents), and thus belong to ethos. Nevertheless, 
the equation of the two is essentially wrong, and obscures the fact that, in Cicero, 
ethos remains bound up with character. 

One thing loosely handled by Cicero is the question of how to take away or 
soften strong emotions aroused by the opponents. 1t is only systematically mentioned 
in 2,216a, quoted above (p. 237), where, however, only some exarnples are given. 
From the use of the term commotio ('emotion') in this connection, and from the 
inclusion in the sections on pathos of some unsystematic remarlcs about removing 
hatred, anger and envyB7, one might get the impression that this removal is, as 
pathos itself, a matter of energy and vehemence. On the other hand, 2,216a suggests 
that hatred may be allayed by sympathy, which is confirmed by 2,72 saepe bene­
volentia ad odium, odium autem ad benevolentiam deducendum est ('sympathy 
must often be transformed into hatred, and hatred into sympathy'). Moreover, the 
content of the remarks on soothing invidia ('envy') contradicts the suggestion 
taken from the place where they occur (2,210): it is clear that the difficult task 
of taking away envy is a matter of tact, and, being mainly based on character, 
strongly resembles ethos, even if this resemblance is not explicit. In short, taking 
away violent emotions sometimes requires the arousing of others as violent, but 
sometimes a really soothing approach. Even though this in no way damages his 
system, and though he is probably aware of it, Cicero fails to mention it in so 
many words. The removal of this unclarity, which is only a very slight one, would 

85. In the seven passages mentioned above p. 22 n. 59. 
86. For the material examined cf. p. 284 n. 148; for the Stoic distinclions menlioned here 

cf. p. 295-296. 
87. 2,208 (odium ... demovere; iracundia ... sedanda); 210 (on lhe soolhing of invidia). 
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probably have required a detailed and rather dry discussion, the inclusion of which 
he must have considered too high a price. 

With these additions, the scheme drawn above -(p. 242) gives a fair picture hoth 
of Aristotle's and of Cicero's approach. One or two details will be added below, 
but it is clear that both authors are consistent, even if Cicero makes· some small 
omissions on the conceptual level. That the difference between the two authors 
reflects their personal inclination, interest and purpose will be illustrat~ in the 
next section. 

75 1be Nature of the Difference between Aristotle and Ocero 

One detail may serve to illustrate the different approaches of the two authors, 
viz. their handling of the authority of the speaker. By this I mean the (socia!) 
authority a speaker already possesses before he starts bis speech. In trials where 
no opportunity was missed to influence the judges by whatever means, such 
authority naturally could be brought into play in a speech to great effect. Of 
deliherative, and epideictic,· speeches this is even more true. Of course, socia! 
authority played a much more important part in Roman culture and society, where 
personal relations were often decisive factors in the course of eventslll,than in 
the democratic state of Athens, where suc~ relations, if too openly used., were 
often regarded with suspicion. Even in Greek trials and assemblies, however, the 
authority of a speaker could do much to turn the sca1es: one need only think of 
Demosthenes' politica1 speeches. 

This authority, then, may be an important factor contnbuting to ethos. Since 
rhetorica1 theory, however, is in principle meant for all kinds of speakers, it is 
natural that the stress should lie upon the means to apply ethos that are afforded 
by the speech itself, as, indeed, it does in the last part of Cicero's treatment 
(2, 183-184). But, especially for a Roman, authority is part of most of the attnbutes 
enumerated in the first half of 2,182: 'character, habits, deeds anci life', 'a man's 
worth, the things he has done, and an evaluation of his life'; and Antonius' speech 
for Norbanus provides an example of an effective use of it to serve as a basis 
for ethos. Authority that is already present should therefore be regarded as a 

88. On auctoritas in Roman triaIs cf. May (1988: 162-169, ud passim), ud e.g. MilcheU (lilie 
bclow p. 270 D. 93: 144 with D. 1(0), who rcfers to thc foUowing passages &om Oe.: MUT. 2; S9; 
86; SuIüI 2; 10; 21-22; C1umL SI; 93ff.; d. also p. 61-6S of Malthias Gelzer, Die Nobilil4l der 
riJmischen Republik (1912; rcpr. in: Kkine Schriften I [Waesbaden: Steiner, 19(2), 17-135; also repr-. 
[with Die NobililJlt der Koisouil) Stuttprt: Teubucr, 1983). . 
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part of Cicero's concept of ethos89• 

Aristotle, on the other hand, expressly states that ethos 'must be achieved by 
the speech itself, not by any preconceived idea of the speaker's character' (BEL 
BE Kat 'Tomo O"'UJ.1ßaLVEI.V Bl.a.· 'TOÜ AO-YO'U, aAAa. J.11) &l.a. 'TO 'lTpoBEBosaa6al. 
'lTOI.OV 'Tl.Va ELVal. 'TOV AE-YOV'Ta)90. This is in itself in accordance with Aristotle's 
strict separation of technical and non-technical pisteis. Since his treatment of 
the non-technical ones, however, does not mention anything connected witb the 
impression the speaker may make91, he does not include autbority anywhere. 

This difference seems to reflect a basic difference in attitude. Aristotle's interest 
in oratorical practice is not unlimited. He is primarily interested in the ways 
AO-YO'i ('speech') exercises its influence, whether rationally or irrationally, not in 
external factors that blur the picture. For Cicero, on the other hand, it is an 
essential requisite of rhetorical theory that it should be applicable in practice92 •. 

With these last considerations, we have entered the realm of evaluation of the 
concepts found in Aristotle and. Cicero. This. should be carefully distinguished 
from that of their interpretation: tbis has led to the scheme on p. 242. A third, 
again distinct, problem is the historical relationship between the sets of concepts 
found in the Rhetoric and in De oratore, and especially between the two versions 
of ethos: did Cicero misunderstand Aristot1e~sconcept, or did he consciously adapt 
it? It is these two remaining. problems of evaluation and historical relationship 
that will be briefly treated in what folIows. 

We have seen that Aristotle's concept of ethos is "rational" and not aimed at 
arousing any emotion, and that bis concept of pathos, accordingly, comprises 
both the gentle emotions, such as sympatby, and the vehement ones93• Thus, all 
emotions fall under one head, which is very attractive from a theoretical or psy­
chological viewpoint. 

Tbere are, however, disadvantages also. These come to the fore Ü one imagin~s 
a passage, in a concrete speech, based upon Aristotelian ethos. This will, direct1y 

89. Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 171) confuses the observations in 2,184, indicating that char­
acter-drawing is in the first place dependent on the speech (cf. above p. 231), with an absolute 
rule that 'Der positive Eindruck, den Redner und Angeklagter machen sollen, darf Dur durch die 
Rede direkt hervorgerufen werden'; much of her wording on the same page is also misleading. 

90. Rhet. 1).,4 (5688-10). Cf. above p. 35-36. . 
91. With one slight exception, which does not, however, concern authority (d. p. 144 n. 153). 

On Aristotle's distinction between 'lri.arEv; ä- and fvreXWI. cf. Kennedy (1980: 249-250). 
92. Cf. on the one band Aristotle's indusion of shame, an emotion probably not very useful 

for oratorical practice (p. 243-244), and on the other Cicero's practical indusion of remarks on 
style in bis treatment of ethos and pathos (p. 222). 

93. Fortenbaugh (1988: 262-263), by suggesting that Aristotle may have in mind an impartial 
audience, lays undue stress upon the difference between the two authors as regards ethos. There 
is DO hint that this is Aristotle's meaning, and the real difference is primarily one of distribution: 
under thc head of pathos. Aristotle does incorporate wunfair", emotional, appeal into bis system •. 
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or indirectly, depict the speaker as trustworthy, by showing that he is good, 
intelligent, and benevolent towards bis audienee. But this will not fail to arouse, 
at the very same time, the sympathy of the audience, whieh is, in Aristotle's 
view, not part of ethos, but of pathos. This means that Aristotle, by eoncentrating 
on the differ~nt purposes of a speech, separates at a theoretica1 level two things 
that cannot be separated in practice. .~ 

Sinee the practice _ of deliberative speeches is somewhat different from that of 
judicial ones, this gap between theory and practice is much less significant in 
the first geI?J'e. In a deh"berative speech, especiallyin Athens, the emotions played 
a far less prominent role than they did in speeches held in the courts. In an 
assembly the speaker bad to convince bis audience, in an issue that was not in­
fr~quently important to themselv~ also, that the ,course of action be proposed 
was the best one. In such a situation "rational'" ethos must have been very import­
antM, the emotional ~ of the speaker's personality less so. Although Aristotle 
is writing about' all three types of speecheS, judicial, deliberative and epideictie 
ones, he was much interested in the deliberative genre9S, amI this may have in­
fluenced bis choice of "rational" ethos. 

This, however, is obviously not the wbolestory, since he was indeed writing 
about all three types oforatory. Aristotle's -treatment of the emotions c1early 
shows, as do some of bis other worb, -that he was' much interested in -psychology, 
and the fact that bis model, as mentioned earlier, joins all emotions into .one 
category, must have been a most attractive feature for him. 

After these observations, can we say that one of .. the two sets of concepts is 
superior? On the on~ hand, Aristotle's absolute separation of sympathy from ethos 
is not very practica1; moreover," the Ciceronian distinction between ethos and 
pathos is a useful one, for the qualities required in a speech to win sympathy 
are very different from those necessary for arousing violent emotions. On the 
other hand, Aristotle's concept of "rational" ethos is very illuminating and brings 
to the fore a factor in persuasion not recognized by Cicero. Rhetorie is concemed 
with things about which certainty cannot, or at least not easily, be attained. 
Since a decision has nevertheless to be reached, an audience, even if we suppose 
thät it procecds on entirely rational lineS, must often rely on its impression of 
the trustworthiness of the speaker. These considerations would perhaps be very 
important today~ sinee nowadays "rational" ethos seerns to play a quite important 
part. The status of science and scholarship, and of specialist knowledge in general, 
malees it important for a speaker to suggest that he is an expert. At the same 
time, it must be noted that such a suggestion is very often dependent upon auth-

94. a. Rhd. 1,8.6 (66a8-16); ud abovc p. 3S. 
9S. 0'. Rhd. 1,1,10 (S4b23-2S) mllLo~ lC41. 'II'o).':~~ ~ &1}p.~ 'II'pa~~ 

'~"'~""'nl~ 
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ority already present, for instance !bat derived from an academic position, and 
that this does not count as ethos in the Aristotelian sense. More important, the 
requirements of ancient public speaking were different, and the role of "rational" 
ethos was sometimes, especially in Rome, almost negligible. Adecision as to which 
of the two models is preferable would be arbitrary. 

In short, both authors are consistent, both in their. Own typical way. Aristotl~ 
gives us a model that is theoretically neat and that enables him' to devote much 
attention to numerous psychological questions. Cicero gives us a model in which 
the importance of ethical ~d emotional appeal is fully recognized, but which, at 
the sametirD.e, is more praCtica1. In the end, one might say, Aristotle seems chiefly 
interested in the psychological aspect of rhetoric, whereas Cicero's chief interest 
was the rhetorical aspect of psychology. -

The third question may now be posed. The difference in approach mirrors the 
difference in., interest between Aristotle and Cicero, but did Cicero consciously 
adapt A1;istotle's scheme to make it more practical? This is impossible to decide96, 

since the' v'?rY fact that "ethos of sympathy" seems to be more practical than 
"rational" ethos may have given rise either to a misunderstanding of Aristotle's 
concept, or to it's conscious adaptation. 

As' argued in § 2.597, this same fact must also have contributed to'the situation 
that the -ratio~al concept of ethos, though 'nowhere really contradicted, was very 
probably unclear to readers of the Rhetorie, whether early or later one's. H Cicero 
had not seen Aristotle's' work itself but only a paraphrase, it is therefore highly 
probable that this intermediary source described ethos ,not as Aristotle had done, 
but as "ethos of sympathy". H Cicero has read the Rhetone himseIf, he may have 
understood that ~totle;s concept of etlios was the "rational" one. In that case, fi 

he took the ic,lea of the three pisteis, from him, and. thus the .idea of including 
ethos into invention, but preferred a different and more practical version of the. 
concept. But it is perhaps more plausible to suppose that, if he read the Rhetorie, 
he ~ed the' essence of AriStotle's concept: bis paraphrase of Aristotle's remarks 
on p.rose rhythm- suggests hasty reading98, and, as stressed. before, the concept 
of "rational" ethos can be extracted from the Rhetorie only by paying much 
attention to the details of the very short passage in which it is put fOIWard99• 

96. I do not thinlc that Fortenbaugh's arguments (1988: 264-265) carry much weight. 
97. Especially pp. 50-51, 53-54. 
98. Above p.121-126. 
99. Above § 2.5, p. 54-56. 
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7.6 Summary 

In this chapter, the different aspects of Ciceronian ethos indicated by the questions 
in § 1.2 have been studied. Section 7.2 is primarily about the first one, the problem 
of th_e distinction between patronus "and cliens, a distinction important in Roman 
practice, but neglected in standard rhetoric (cf. § 3.6). The passage on ethos in 
De oratore, 2,182-184, turns out to be carefully structured, and the distinction is 
maintained throughout All elements of the passage work togethet to build this 
structure, inc1uding the one- sentence that may, if superficially treated, be thought 
not to fit into it. Tbe structure is a literary and persuasive, rather than a sche­
matic one: the treatment develops from general considerations, valid for both 
patron and client, towards a more specific description, for both separately, of the 
qualities to be brought forward in a speech. 

Tbe question of "negative ethos", that is, the unfavourable portrayal of the 
opponents, has also been touched upon in § 7.2. This "negative ethos"is indeed 
c1early, if not very prominently, mentioned in 2,182-184. 

Tbe rest of the chapter has been devoted to the concept of ethos, its relation­
ship with pathos, and the difference with" Aristotle as regards these conceptual 
questions. Whereas Aristotle's ethos is -"rational" and not aimedat" any emQtion, 
Cicero's ethos comprises an aspects of the persons of orator and c1ient that may 
put them in a favourable light, and is aimed at sympathy .(§ 7.3). But Cicero's 
concepts of ethos and pathos do not overlap, because in bis approach sympathy 
is not a part of pathos: that only comprises vehement emotions. acero is c1early 
aware that ethos and pathos, thus defined, both play upon the audience's feelings, 
but consistently maintains the distinction. Moreover, ethos should not, as has 
frequently been done, be equated with the leniores affectus ('gentle emotions') 
without an essential qualification: it is indeed aimed at one of the gentle emotions, 
viz. sympathy (and the opposite towards the opponents), but it remains tightly 
bound up with character (§ 7.4). Tbe exact historical relationship between Aris­
totle's system and Cicero's is unc1ear, since we cannot teU" whether Cicero's. 
departure from Aristotle was a conscious one. However that mafbe;;th~ differenCe~ 
between the concepts of the two authors mirror their approach and liiterest (§ 7.5). 
Aristotle is more interested in theoretical problems and psychological questions, 
and sometimes admits a gap between theory and its application. Cicero, though 
aiming at a more abstract and philosophical basis for oratory than handbook theory 
had to offer, and though certainly not inconsistent, is sometimes rather loose on 
the conceptualleve~ but never loses sight of oratorical practice. 



8. PATIIOSINDEORATORE . 

• 
8.1 Introduction 

'At las~ to more lmportant matters', Antonius says when he starts his treatment 
of ethos and pathos (2,118). Of these two'. however, there can be no doubt that. 
the arousing of emotions is to him by far the most important Immediately in 
118, the introduction of pathos is much longer than that of ethos, and this pro­
portion is agam found in the treatmentsl . The importance of pathos is also mirrored 
elsewhere, for instance in 2,311':3122• This passage is about interspersing a speech 
with passages based on ethos and pathos (above p. 206), but the emphasis is almost 
wholly on -pathos3• 1bis importance of pathos is often explicitly emphasiUd, for 
the first time in 1,11: omnis vis ratioque dicendi in eorum qui audiunt mentibus 
aut sedandis aut ·exdtandis expromenda. est ('in soothing or exciting the minds of 

L o. thc scheme on p. 19L Tbc passages that cancern pathos alone (2,185-196; 204-211) arc 
about 7 times ~ long as thc treatment of ethos (2,182-184) (in terms of Friedrich's pages, wbich 
are aß of thc same Icngth). Although thc treatment öf ethos, pathos and wit together (2,178-289) 
is twice as long as 2,114-177 on rational arguments, that of ethos and pathos (2,178-216) is, ,ur­
prisingly, somewhat &horter than that of rational arguments; but the sectioDS on ethos and pathos 
Me more compact ud contain Icss (polemical) asidcs. 

2. Also 2,213-215a: below § 9.1, p. 303-304. 
3. After the dcar mcntion of the threc pistds in 2,310, the vague phrase 311 pemuuIendo •• 

et commovendo (contrastcd with argumDllando) must include ethos also; but the rest of 3U-3U 
emphasizes tbc importance of pathos. Again, there is no reason for supposing a canfusion (d. 
abovc p. 237). 
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the audience the whole force and method of speaking must be brought into play')'4. 
In Cicero's later wortes, wherethe system is slightly different and the stylistic 
implications are developed (§ 6.5), the same attitude is found: probare necessitatis 
est, delectare suavitatis, flectere victoriae (Orator 69: 'winning approval is necess­
ary, pleasing is a matter of attractiveness, influencing the minds brings victory')5. 

Antonius claims that bis rules about the emotions derive from bis long practica1 
experience, but, as discussed above6, this emphasis on practice is only one aspect 
of Cicero's own opinion. Crassus' insistence on the need for psychologiciLl knowl­
edge, wbich is part of the even wider range of knowledge. he thinks an orator 
must possess, represents . the other aspect. In the programmatic prologue to the 
first book, Cicero, speaking in bis own person, .indeed says that an orator must 
thoroughly know· all human emotions'. On this point, he is. of the same opinion 
as AristQtle8. 

On the other hand, bis stand-point in De oratore regarding pathos, as empha­
sized before, is not prlmarily philosophical, but practical, and it is only natural 
that the wode, in contrast with the Rhetoric, contains no extensive theoretical 
treatment of the emotions. This· would, besides, hardly have suited the loose at­
mosphere of the dialogue9• There is, however, no tension between the two sides 
of Cicero's view: what he makes Crassus demand is that the orator should have 
knowledge of things not belonging to rhetoric proper, and psychological knowledge 
of a more theoretica1 and philosophical nature he must take from philosophical 
discussionslO• A rhetorica1 "art" and, a fomori, De ora/ore, may confine itself to 
the more practica1 aspects - though it may not, on the other hand, dispense with 
these, as is abundantly clear from Antonius' polemic against the neglect. of ethos 
and pathos in standard rhetoricll• That the role of giving precepts on pathos in 
De oratore is given to the practical Antonius, and that he emphasizes bis practica1 
experience, is no coincidence. 

The choice of Antonius is even more appropriate from the, point of,view of 

4. Cf. 1,30; 53; 60; 2,215; 337; 3,55; 105; the further demands for psychological knowledge inee. 

1,48; 69; 165; 3,76; 118; ud of course Charmadas' censure of the rhetoricians 1,87 (d.1,219). ." . 
S •. Cf. the rest of 0nU.69; and OraL 125; 128; B;ut. 190; 276; 279: 322. 
6. I 6.2, espeda11y p. 198. 
7. 1,17, in a conten where he insists on theoretical mowledge. Other places whcre the need 

for psychological knowledge is mentioned: above p. 198 with n. 21. 
8. Abovc p. 70 with n. 296. 
9. On the faultiness oe drawing conclusions about Cicero's relationship to Aristotle from this 

lade of theoretical discussion d. p. 109. 
10. L.-P. (ad 2,209 spe~ IlUtitiae, molestiae) note: 'das 4. Buch der Tusc. Disp., in dem von 

den 'II'a&q gesprochen wird, <bildet> teilweise einen philosophischen Hintergrund für die rhetorische 
Behandlung der Pathosarten in De or.'. Tbe word 'teilweise' is indispensable here: d. § 8.5 (especial­
Iy pp. 284 ud 295-296) on Stok psychology (Tusc. 4 offers mostly Stok material). 

11. § 6.2, p. 194-197. 
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ethopoiial2, for he was known as an emotional speaker, and bis delivery was 
vigorous and very weIl suited for arousing emotionsl3• The emotional epilogue of 
bis defence of Aquilius, when he rent apart the defendant's tunica to show bis 
scars, wbich is' here used as an example (2, 194-196), was so weIl known that Cicero 
could refer to it, both in bis accusation of Verres and in De ora/ore 2, 124, as 
something needing very little explanationl4• Cicero's own preference for pathos 
reflects similar skills: he was regarded, by himself as weIl as by others, as a 
master of pathos15 • 

. The overall structure of the passage on pathos is clear (see p. 191)16. The intro­
duction in 2, 178 and the emphasis on the three pisteis in Antonius' reply to 
Catulus17 has amply prepared the reader for the subject, and its reintroduction 
and the enumeration of emotions in 2,185 only serve the clear marking of the 
structure of Antonius' expos~. The discussion that follows this reintroduction is 
much less problematic than the three sections on ethos. On the other hand, the ,. 
passage is long, but carefully and persuasively written. The analyses in this chapter " 
are, therefore, paitly of a different character from those in the preceding one, 
in that more attention is paid to the literary form. 

82 Probing the Disposition of the Judges: 2,186-187 

Before deciding what emotions he will try to arouse, the orator must know the ,~ 

disposition of the judges, for he must adapt bis strategy to th~ir mood. This is 
the subject of 2,186-18718• The structure of the passage may be compared to 
that of 2,182-184, wbich also gradually develops its theme; here, there are two 

12 Cf. above p. 198. 
13. De 01'. 3,32 jorte, vehemens, commOtum in agendo; ib. lerrens supp/icans; Brul. 141-142, 

cspecially: actio singularis; luJbebal ... f1ebile quiddam in questioml1us, aptumque cum ad Jidem ja­
ciendam turn ad misericordiam cmiamovendam. Cf. Leeman (1963: 60). Antonius also seems to havc 
bcen a master of ethoS: see' the epilogue of bis 'defence of Norbanus (belciw p. zn; this is, howevcr, 
Cicero's potentially coloured account) ud perhaps BruL Lc. ad Jidem jacimdam. 

14. Vt:IT.ß,s,32-33; Aquilius bad bcen mentioned ß,s,3-7; 14. In De 01'. 2,124 Aquilius' name 
is not evcn mentioned. Cf. Schottländer (1967: 140-141) on a significant imitation by Antonius' 
granclson, the triumvir Marcus Antonius. 

15. Cf. e.g. OraL 130; 132 (iod ulerer [sc. aemp/is] alienis ... Lannis, si u/Itz rqJt'Iimn); 
BTIlL 190; 322. 

16. N.B. I foUow Kum. ud athers in making 2,186 begin with atque i/lud optondum est (conw 
W. and Sutton). On Sutton's paragraphing below n. 19. 

17. 2,179-181: above p. ~195. , 
18. 2,186 starts with atque ilhul optondum est (above n. 16). Tbe rcsemblance detec:ted by 

Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 183 with n. 1) with Aristotle's precept to adapt the speech to the c:har­
aeters oe those io the audience (Rhet. 2,13,16: 9Oa25-28) is at best superficial. 
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"waves", corresponding to the two sections19• In both, two possibilities are men­
tioned: either the judges' emotions. are easy to excite, in a way favourable to the 
orator, or their disposition is neutral (or hostile)20 or difficult to discover. In 
186 Antonius describes both possible situations and his own attitude in both cases; 
in 187 he summarizes them and sketches the consequences for his speech. This 
parallelism in content between 186 and 187 is emphasized by Antonius himself: he 
starts the second "wave" with si se dant et, ut ante dixi, sua sponte ... ('if they 
surrender themselves and, as I said be/ore, of their own accord ... ')21. 

The first situation is what the orator hopes for (2,186 optandum est oratori). 
This is illustrated by a proverbial comparison: facilius est enim currentem, ut 
aiunt, incitare quam commovere languentem ('for it is easier, as the saying goes, 
to urge on those hurrying than to rouse the sluggish')22. In the second ''wave" 
Antonius, using a proverbial expression2J and a metaphor, briefly indicates his 
strategy in such cases: si se dant et, ut ante dix~ sua sponte, quo impellimus, 
inclinant atque propendent, accipio quod datur et ad id, unde aliquis flatus ostendi­
tur, vela do ('If they surrender themselves and, as I said before, are of their 
own accord inclined to go in the direction I am driving them in, I accept this 
godsend and set my sails to catch the breeze that is blowing'). Naturally, such a 
case still demands the orator's effort, for the audience is not, in gene tal, supposed 
to be vehemently exdted of th~ir own accord, but to be 'inclined' to emotion24• 

The second situation is of course more difficult, and accordingly receives a 
longer treatment. In 2,186 Antonius, by means of a comparison and a metaphor, 
describes his probing of the judges' disposition: sicuti medico diligenti ... ; ut odorer 
quam sagacissime possim quid sentiant, quid existiment, quid· expectent, quid velint, 
quo deduci oratione facillime posse videantur ('just as a devoted doctor'; 'to scent 
out as keenly as I can what their feelings, their opinions, their expectations and 
their wishes are, and in what direction they might most easily be steered by my 

19. Sutton's paragraphing is incomprchensible, and destroys the passage's coherence. His 
translation is equally misleading, especially 'AnotlJer desirable thing' (my italics) for 186 (his 185) 
atque iIIud optandum est .... 

20. 2,186 sill id ... non erit incIudes hostility, and aIthough integer quietusque iudex in 187 
does not, the following considerations again do. 

21. Moreover, sua spof/te is arepetition from 2,186; the second case is introduced by sin in 
both sections. 

22. Although the proverb is frequent (cf. L.-P. ad loc.), the wording is very significant: 
incitare and commo"cre are also appropriate for referring to pathos! 

23. Accipio quod datllr is proverbial (although the regular meaning does not apply here): cf. 
L.-P. ad loc. 

24. 2,186 ut aliquam pcn7lotionel7l anil7lornm sua spollte ipsi adJcrant does suggcst emotions 
unpromptcd by lhe orator, but also covers cases where the judges' inclination only suggests a 
ccrtain strategy to the orator. With 187 inc/inant atque propcndcnt cf. 2,129 (about the effect of 
ethos) ut ... inc/inationc vo/untatis propcndeat in nos. 
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speech')2S. On the basis of what he finds, it is implied, he chooses the strategy 
by which he may, 'with much effort' as he says in 187 (plus est operis) , still stir 
a calm and impartial judge (integer quietusque iudex); however difficult this is, 
he says, it is certainly possible, and he describes the power of speech, again -
using metaphor and comparison, and also a quotation from a tragedy of Pacuvius. 

This leads up to a short interlude in 2,188 about the power of Crassus' speeches, 
which, in turn, leads to the subject of the need for the orator to be aflame himself 
when arousing emotions. This need exists in all cases and, therefore, in both 
situations described in 186-187, but it is of course most needed in the difficult 
one in which the judge is not favourably disposed; moreover, the power of speech 
mentioned in that context is indeed brought out most vehemently if the speaker 
is aflame himself. Thus the subject of 189-196 is very closely connected with the 
last part of 186-187, and the transition is a gliding and natural one. Antonius' 
defence of Norbanus (197-203) is also connected with the passage under consider­
ation, for it is a perfect example of the arousing of emotions in a difficult situation 
on the basis of existing predispositions: Antonius had no doubt scented out very 
carefully the only favourable direction he could get the judges to go. 

One of the aims of the rather detailed analysis of the passage given here is 
to emphasize the host of metaphors and comP3:.risons Antonius uses26• The style 
in which such abundant use is at horne is the grand style27, and this style is 
indeed a conspicuous feature of the passage on pathos as a whole until the end 
of the Norbanus case28: Antonius gives a lef;on par l'exemple. 

In this passage, Antonius proceeds along the lines he follows in the whole of his 
treatment of invention and disposition: he indicates a way and sequence of working 
for an orator29• Before starting on the invention of pathos, the speaker must 
know the mood and disposition of his audience, the judges. The remark made at 
the beginning of the treatment of the individual emotions (2,205) is in the same 
vein: before thinking about the various emotions he can arouse, he must consider 
whether the case permits pathos at all: some cases are too insignificant, in others 

25. Espedally the combination of sagacissime (cf. OLD S.v. sagax, 1) with odorer revives the 
metaphor; cf. Ve". II,2,135 indagare el odorari, where the metaphor is likewise emphasized by the 
combination. 

26. On 'the great variety of minor imagery' in 2,186-187 see also Fantham (o.c. above p. 194 
n. 12: 143-144). 

27. Orat.82. 
28. Cf. already in 2,185 the half-synonyms pemlOvel impellitque, and the accumulation of 

verbs in the catalogue of emotions. On the following passagcs see below. 
29. This explains what L.-P. (ad 2,186 quo deduci oratiolle) call 'eine überraschende Ähnlich­

keit' between 186-187 and the cogllitio causae in 2,102-103. 
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the judges cannot possibly be moved30• Sehool rhetorie, in its treatment of the 
prologue, also attempted to provide a link with the attitude of the judges by 
distinguishing four (or five) types of cases, eorresponding to four (or five) atti­
tudes. As remarked in chapter 331, however, this attempt provides no link: with 
the rest of invention; in particular, no connection between the situations distin­
guished and the mIes for pathos in the epilogue is given. 

Antonius hints at the contrast with sehool rhetorie by using the term anceps, 
used in some sehool books to denote one of the types of cases distinguished for 
the prologue, viz. the 'ambiguous' case32: in 2,186 he describes the difficult situ­
ation as in ancipiti causa et gravi ad animos iudicum pertractandos ('in a case 
that is doubtful [anceps] and in whieh it is difficult to handle the judges' minds'). 
The seeond designation shows that, on the other hand, the term should not be 
taken in its teehnical sense, but is mueh vaguer. This reflects, perhaps eonsciously, 
Cieero's view that precise mIes like those given for the prologue in sehool rhetoric 
are too rigid, also with respect to pathos: an orator must be able to judge each 
case on its own merits and possibilities. In this conneetion, the demand for dili­
gentia, made before irr the context of rational argumentation33, is also referred 
to, in that the orator is compared to a devoted (diligeru) doctor, and to a dog 
scenting out a track as keenly as possible. 

It may, finally, be asked in what stage of bis work on a case the orator must 
probe the judges' disposition. The place of the passage in De oratore shows that 
he has to do so as part of the first stage of eomposing bis speech, invention, 
and that Cicero does not have in mind improvising during a speech. 

Of course, orators may frequeritly have improvised smaller or greater divergences 
from the text they had prepared. This must not, however, have been necessary 
very often34, since the length of the procedures of most (criminal) trials gave 
them ample time to prepare themselves thoroughly and to find out the judges' 
attitudelS• If more than one man wanted to be the accuser, there was a OOt stage, 
divinatio, to decide between the candidates, and many members of the jury in 
this stage were also members of the jury in the trial itse1f36. During the first 

30. primum consideTlU'e soleo postuletne causa. nam neque parvis in rebus adhibendtu sunt 
hat! dicendi faces neque ita animatis hominibus, ut nihil ad eorum menta oratione flectendas pro­
ficere possimus (etc.). 

31. p.86. 
32 Inv. 1,20; this type is partly identical with the type called obscurum in Rhet. Her. 1.5. 
33. Above p. 197. 
34. Quint. 10,7,30-31 mentions improvisation, but only in cases of emergency (.rubins); in 11,2,3 

he also mentions it, but is unspecific about its occurrence (memporalis oratio). 
35. See A.HJ. Greenidge, The Legal Procedure of Cicero's TIme (Oxford etc., 1901; repr. New 

York: KeUey,l971): 456-504. For abrief desaiption see Kennedy (1m: 14-16). 
36. Greenidge (o.c. prev. note: 460 with n. 1): VeIT. 11,1,15. 
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phase of this process proper, the act;o prima, which followed after a number of 
formal steps37, the accuser spoke first, so the speaker for the defence had some 
extra opportunities for watching the jury. After the speech for the defence there 
followed, among other things, the examination of witnesses and the altercatio, 
the debate between the two patrons38 (of which especially the last always required 
improvisation). In important cases the procedures were then adjoumed, and a 
second phase, act;o secunda, followed39• This was generally the phase in which 
the great speeches were held. Even without this second phase, however, there 
was enough time, since the actio prima usually took several days. Furthermore, it 
was usual practice that more patrons spoke for the same client40, which gave 
the last one plenty of time to watch the judges' reactions - and it was especially 
the last one's task to play upon their feelings41• 

In fact the whole of invention, in any case that of a speech for the defence, 
presupposes that the process has already started, for it involves thinking of a 
way to counter the arguments of the accuser. 

Some other passages may illustrate the point. I will mention three of these42• 

First, in De oratore 2,148 Antonius, in the course of bis "eulogy of dil;gentia"43, 
says that the content and the words of the opponents' speeches must be carefully 
absorbed, as weIl as the looks on their faces. 

Second, the end of the passage on disposition (there called collocatio) in Parti­
tiones oratoriae 15 may be compared with the one under consideration: 

eie. filius: 
eie. pater: 

eie. junior: 
eie. senior: 

sempeme igitur ordinem coUocandi quem volumus tenere possumus? 
non sanei DaDl auditorum aures moderantur oratori prudenti el pro­
vido, cl quod respuunt immulandum est. 

Can we, then, always keep the order of disposition that we want? 
Certainly DOt; for the intelligent and provident orator is guided by 
the ears of bis audience, and what is spurned by them should be 
changed. 

Here the context might suggest improvisation: this is the end of the treatment of 
disposition, which might be thought to point to a speech finished but for the 
wording (elocut;o). (Note the contrast with the context in De oratore!) But even 
here the reference to a ·provident' orator shows that what changes are necessary 
should be ·made before the actual speech. 

Thfrdly, the speech Pro Roscio Amerino (probably from 80 B.e.) is a case in 

·37. Greenidge (o.e.: 477). 
38. ib.: 477-479 and 479. 
39. ib.: 499-501. 
40. Kennedy (1972: 14); cf. De or. 2,313-314. 
41. O. Brut. 190; Orat. 1.30. 
42. O. also n. 63; D. 136. 
43. O. p. 197. 
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point as regards improvisation44• The case was a grotesque but horrible one: Roscius 
was accused of murdering bis father by those wh<> had, iIi all prob ability, killed 
him themselves and had, making use of the proscriptions of the dictator Sulla, 
managed to take hold of and seIl bis property. The patron for the proserution 
was a certain Erucius, and the accusers were rather self-confident, because they 
were backed by one of Sulla's creatures, Chrysogonus, who had bought the property 
himself. Contrary to their expectations, however, Cicero had not avoided Chryso­
gonus' name but, from the beginning of bis fascinating speech, presented him as 
the evil genius behind the accusation4S• The sections relevant here are 59-61, 
where Cicero describes Erucius' ease, and evenboredom, at the beginning of 
Cicero's speech, bis alarm at the first mention of Chrysogonus, and bis panic 
when Cicero proceeded along these lines. Of course it is possible that, as Humbert 
thought46, tbis passage was added later when the speech was published. Kennedy47 
Writes that cif Cicero actually spoke it at the time he had great ability at impro­
visation'. There is, however, a third possibility that is, [ think, far more attractive. 
Erucius' conduct was probably known, and there was also much opportunity of 
observing him during the trial. As a consequence, it was predictable that he would 
show himself superiorly bored at the beginning, and be alarmed as soon as Cicero 
uttered bis' first words about Chrysogonus. Just like these words, the passage 
about Erucius may, therefore, very weIl belong to Cicero's well planned surprise 
tactics. During bis actual speech, he may have had to adapt the original design a 
little bit to match Erucius' exact re action, but probably not much. 

In short, improvisation probably played little part in the practice of speaking, 
and it is, accordingly, not· taken into account in Antonius' description of the 
planning and composition of a speech. 

8.3 [pse anlere: 2,189-196 

The power of speech can accomplish much, and stir even a neutral judge to emo­
tions; this is what you, Crassus, said I did~' but 'you can speak very powerfully 
yourself; YOuI speech is so intense, ut mihi non solum tu incendere iudicem, sed 
ipse ardere videaris ('that you seem to me not only to inflame the judge, but to 
be aflame yourself). With this, Antonius moves from the evaluation of the judges' 
minds to a well-known but difficult subject: the need for the orator of feeling 

44. On this speech cf. Kennedy (1972: 151-154). 
45. Chrysogonus is mentioned for the first time in § 6. 
46. Kennedy (1968: 431 D. 17) refers to Jules Humbert, Les plaidoyers ~crits et les plaidoyers 

fielles tk Cicbon (paris, 1925; repr. Hildesheim/New York: Olms, 1972): 100-111. 
47. Kennedy (1968: 431). 
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the emotions he wants to arouse in others48. He proceeds as follows (2,189): 

neque fieri potest ut doleat is qui audit, ut oderit, ut invideat, ut pertimescat 
a1iquid, ut ad ßetum misericordiamque dcducatur, nisi omnes illi motus, quos orator 
adhibcre volet iudid, in ipso oratore impressi esse atque inusti videbuntur. 

It is indeed impoSSlole that the hearer should grievc, should hate, should fcel 
envy, should fear something, should bc driven to tcars and pity, unIess the selfsame 
emotions the orator wants to apply to the judge will sccm to bc imprinted and 
branded into the orator himself. . 

But this necessity is only the smallest part of the problem. In what follows 
Antonius asserts that it is indeed possible to be aflame yourself, ipse ardere. The 
passage as a whole is structured as folIows: 

2, 189 Introduction: ncccssity (A) and poSSIoility (B) of ipse ardere 
190 Devclopment of (A) necessity 
191-194a Devclopment of (B) possibility 
194b-196 Illustration of (A) and (B) by an example from Antonius' practice 

So 2,190 underlines the assertion quoted above. It reformulates it for some exemp­
lary emotions, and ends with a comparison that serves as definite proof49: no 
material, however ready to catch fire, will do ·so if no fire is applied to it. 

The second problem is then reintroduced: ac ne hoc fOrle magnum ac mirabile 
esse videatur, hominem totiens irasci (etc.) (2,191: 'But in order that it should 
not seem difficult or extraordinary that a man could so often become angry .. .'). 
In the long passage that folIows, Antonius gives several explanations. The first is 
strongly connected with the theme of the power of speech: the orator is ca.rried 
away by bis speech himself - even more so than the audien~e!SO 

The next sentence (2,192) reformulates the question, but ends in an anacoluthon: 

cl ne hoc in causis, in iudiciis, in amicorum periculis, in conCUfSU hominum. in 
civitate, in foro accidere miremur, cum agitur non solum ingeni nostri cxistimatio 
- nam id esset levius, quamquam, cum professus sis te id posse facere, quod pauci, 
ne id quidem neglegendum cst, secJSl alia sunt maiora multo, fides, officium. diIi­
gentia, qwous rebus adducti, etiam cum alienissimos defelidimus, lamen cos alienos, 

48. Schrijvcrs (1982) gives less than the tide promises: it is useful on Quint., but (p. 47-48) 
not altogether accurate on acero. 

49. Cf. p. 254; and bclow p. 263 (at n. 70). Comparisons having this same function occur in 
2,317 (this concludes 316-317); 3,69 (56-69); 3,178-181 (173-181); 3,200 (corrupted); 3,222b (towards 
the end of 221-223a); d. also 3,195, which starts 195-198. Cf. also Rhet. Her. 2;19. 

SO. Schrijvcrs (1982: 48 with n. 7) thinks that the rationality of this explanation is stresscd, 
but this analysis dj:pends on an overestimation of the divinity of the orator as aseparate theme 
inbook2 

51. Kum. writes neglegendum est - sed, taking nam id ... neglegendum est as a parenthesis. 
Sce next note. 



si ipsi viri boni volumus haben, existimare non possumus. (193) sed ut dixi. ne 
hoc in nobis mirum esse videatur •... 

But in order that we may not think it extraordinary that this might happen in 
cases, in trials, assisting our friends in danger. amidst a aowd, in public life. in 
the forum. when not oo1y our reputation for talent is involvcd - for that would 
bc Iess important, although, if you havc claimed to bc able to do what only few 
others can. evcn that is no small thing, but other things are much more important, 
our loyalty. duty. diligence, and if we are led by thcsc we cannot, even if we 
are defending total strangers, regard them as strangers, if we want to be considered 
good men ourselves. (193) But as I said, in order that it should not seem extra­
ordinary •.. 
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Tbe beginning of 193 shows that the preceding reasoning has got out of hand: 
Antonius has been carried away himself! 

Because of this anacoluthic structure52, there is formally no answer to the 
question posed. But it is clear that the clause set! alia sunt ... ('hut other things 
... ') nevertheless presents such an answer: tbe orators fides ('loyalty') ete. are 
at stake. Because of this, even total strangers are no strangers to him anymore, 
and he is worried and involved on their behaI.fS3• But another answer, albeit a less 
important one, is suggested by the preceding clause: an orator 'claims to be able 
to da what only few others can'S4,that is, bis reputation for talent is also at 
stake. And we can go back still further, for even the beginning of the whole 
section is somewhat curiously phrased: it already hints at the second, more import­
ant answer, for the fact that an orators emotions occur 'in cases, in trials, as­
sisting our friends in danger , amidst a crowd, in public life, in the forum' is no 
supplementary reason for surprise, as the sentence structure suggests, but is part 
of the explanation that sbould remove this surprise. 

The reason thus given in 2,192 for the possibility for an orator always to feel 
emotions himself ist in short, that there is mueh at stake for him also: bis repu­
tation for talent and, more important, bis reputation as regards bis fides ete. 
Tbis second reason suits Antonius especially weIl, for fides was bound up with 
the relationship between patronus and dienst and be seems to bave been the 

52. Narn id esset levius starts as a parenthesis, but its sccond part (aun professus sis ..• 
neglegendum est) is then laken as- an- independent sentcncc; -to which the following is a sequcl 
(seil Illia sunt ••• ). This anacoluthic structure givcs emphasis to this newly acatcd independent 
clausc. and especially to its sccond part, which provides the answcr to the qucstion posed. Most 
editors and commentators take sed aJia sunt •.. as an independent continuation after a parenthetic 
nam id .•• neglegendum est; but seil ..• can very naturally continuc cum pro/usus sis ••• neglegendum 
est. and sincc a relationship to what immediately prcccdes is more natural in a (deliberately) chaotic 
sentencc such as this, I prefer thc analysis given here. 

53. Note that this takes up the extra point in 2,191praesertim in rebus a1ienis. 
54. Tbe solemn and slightly unpractical nature of this argument is shown by the ract that 

the point also appcars in the (intentionally) somewhat solemn praise of eloquencc 1,31: quid enim 
est _ tarn admirabile quarn ex infinita multitudine hominum eristen unum, qui id quod omnibus 
natura sit tlaIum vel solus vel aun perpaucis facen pass;t? 
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most typical patronus of his time. In Brutus 207 Cicero writes that 'Antonius was 
always ready to undertake cases' (Antonius ... facilis in causis recipiendis erat), 
and Valerius Maximus even reports that 'for the safety of those in danger, he 
was prepared not only to use bis eloquence, but to abuse his self-respect' (pro 
periclitantium enim capite non solum eloquentia sua ud, sed etiam verecundia 
abuti erat paratus)SS. Cicero himself feIt a strong affinity with this attitude, as 
is dear from bis assertion in De officiis 2,49-51 (written 44 B.e.), that one may 
prosecute only sparingly, and only when taking revenge or helping one's clients, 
or, especially, if it is in the interest of the state, but that defending someone is 
always honourable56. His own accusation of Verres was almost his only oneS1. 
The attitude was in fact widely accepted and, even though Antonius was obviously 
regarded an extreme case, shared by many, as is shown by numerous passages 
from Cicero, and by the heterogeneous combinations of friends and enemies that 
are frequently found acting for the defence of one and the same manSB. So strong 
were the typically Roman values of fides and patronageS9, that they were them­
selves a potentially potent factor in the courts, as will be show by the case of 
Norbanus. 

In 2,193, the question is again posed, and the answer given here consists of a 
comparison to actors, who, though repeatedly playing the same role, get emotionally 
involved every time: their eyes may be seen to glow behind their masks, and 
they cannot even hold back their tears. This shifts into a comparison to the poet 

55. Val Max. 7;3,5; transL after Kennedy (1972: 81). a. also De 01". 2,124-125, where defence 
seems to appear as Antonius' forte; and the beginning of Val. Max. Le., and Cie. Quent 140: 
Antonius did not publish bis speeches, in order to be able 10 deny anything he had said if that 
should be necessary in a future defence. (There are no grounels for dismissing this reason as 
'scherzhaft' as E. Klebs in RE I: 2593 does.) a. also Kennedy I.e. 

56. Cf. also VetT. ll,1,98; Roh. Perd. 1; Tusc. l,L 
SI. Tbe simple designation accusatio in Oral. 103; 167; 210 was enough to refer to the Verres­

case. There is, however, one other prosecution, of T. Munatius Plancus Bur~ late in 52 or early 
in 51; Bursa was apparently one of bis worst enemies; cf. Crawford (o.e. above p. 160 n. 231: 230-
234). Testimonies Cicero gave for the prosecution are of course not counted; the ·speech· against 
Gabinius belongs in this dass, see Crawford (o.e.: 188-192), who may be right in stating (ib.: 190; 
cf. the tone of Q. fr. 3,4,2-3) that 'Cicero would have liked to have been the prosecutor' (remark­
able enough!); bot however that may be, 'he did not ... give a speech for the prosecution' (contra, 
among others, Kennedy 1972: 2(2). 

58. Passages !rom Cie.: cf. n. 56. Explicit testimony in Off. 2,51 (about defending a guilty 
man) vult hoc multitudo, patitur consuetudo, fert etiam humanitas. AJ;. to the combinations, personal 
and political frienels often found themselves on opposite sides, cf. Kennedy (1972: 190-191), Brunt 
(title below n. 93: esp. 13-15), Mitchell (title below D. 93: 32 with n. 80, 164 n. 136). O. also tone 
and facts in, e.g., Mur. 8-10; 45; Brut. 130; De or. 1,32; 169; 202; 2,226. 

59. O. also, e.g., Kennedy (1972: 13-14), Gelzer (o.e. above p. 245 n. 88: 49-56, 56-83), Walter 
Neuhauser, Patronus und Orator (lnnsbruck: Universitätsverlag, 1958), Ernst Badian, Foreign aien­
teloe (264-70 B.C) (Oxford UP, 1958): 1-13; more recent literature in the 1983 reprint of Gelzer 
(o.e.: p. X). 
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who writes the plays60: if the actor is excited when playing, the poet must cer­
tainly be so when writing. And this, Antonius holds (194), goes a fortiori for an 
orator, whose business is not with fiction but with reality. This third explanation 
of the orator's emotions is, logically speaking, a support for the first one, especial­
ly the part about actors: the orator, like the actor, is carried away by what he 
is saying. But this link is not really brought out61, and the intervening second 
reason makes the third one virtually independent. That this last explanation is 
based on a long comparison is of course no coincidence62• 

The example of Antonius' defence of Manius Aquilius63 is introduced at the last 
stage of the third explanation: Antonius compares bis handling of the case to the 
behaviour of an actor or poet But not only the possibility (point B above), but 
also the necessity (point A) of ipse ardere is emphasized and illustrated by itM. 
The emotional climax of this defence was thre rending apart of Aquilius' tunica in 
the epilogue, to show the scars that bore witness to bis bravery in the service 
of bis country. It is customary for a certain type of commentary to spoil, for 
the modem reader, the surprise effect such descriptions may have, by explaining 
the course of action beforehand; but in thiscase the practice is justified, since 
there was no surprise effect for the ancient reader either. Crassus had already 
referred to Antonius' action in 2,124, so had Antonius in 188, and the description 
in 194b-196 even starts by referring to the epilogue (quae in il/a causa peroranda 
fecerim: 'what 1 did in the epilogue of that case'). Moreover, as mentioned above 
(p. 252), Antonius' defence was widely known. 

Of course Qcero could have chosen another example, so the absence of a 
surprise effect is deliberate. As a consequence of this absence, the emphasis is 
not on the startling act, but on Antonius' emotional involvement in it - an effect 
supparted by the description in the grand style. 

This exampleends the passage on ipse ardere, and it is followed by the case 

60. In 3,102 Cicero also shifts from ador to poet Tbe link between them was obviously 
considercd a light one: d. Gill (1984: 152-153 n. 21, on which below n. 81). 

6L 2,193 sed U( dixi maybe thought to indicate it, but in all prpbabiJity this phrase merely 
servcs 10 reintroduce the whole problem after the anacoluthon in 1.92 (above p. 258-259). In any 
case, the lad: of other indications is significant, as is the intervention of the second reason. 
(This point is missed by Schrijvers 1982: 47-48.) 

62. a. p. 258 with n. 49. . 
63. Por details and references d. L.-P. ad 2,124. Tbe case is discussed as part of Antonius' 

treatment of invention, and bis handling of the defence bad indeed most probably been planned 
beforehand; it can hardly have been a matter of improvisation (as Schott1änder 1967: 140-141 
suggests). 

64. Possibility: 2,194 quare nolile e:ristimare me ipsum ... , quae in iIIa ClIUSa peroranda fecerim, 
sine mogno do/~ fecisse. Necessity: 195 sensi •.. tum ... moveri iudices, cum aciUwi _. senern, 
et cum istJl fec~ quae tu, Cnuse. laudas ._; 196 quibus ommöus verbis •.. si dolor afuisset meus, 
non modo non misuabilis, sed etiam inridmda fuisset oratio mea. 
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of Norbanus, which illustrates all preceding remarlcs on both ethos and pathos. 
Because thts is also an example from Antonius' practice, and because of the natural 
connection with what precedes (2,197 quamquam te quidem quid hoc doceam, qui 
... : 'hut why should I tell you a1I this, yo.u who ... '), the transition is a gliding one. 
Nevertheless, the end of the passage 189-196 is cIearly marked by the summary 
in the last sentence: quam ob rem hoc vos doceo, Sulpic~ ... , ur in dicendo irasc~ 
ur dolere, ur flere possitis (cAnd therefore I teach you, SuIpicius, to be able, 
whiIe speaking, to get angry, to grieve, to weep')6S. 

As stated already, Cicero, like Antonius, identified himself with the role of patron, 
and in Orator 130 and 132 he stresses the genuineness of the emotions he had 
displayed in bis speeches. N evertheles~, he was aware of the need to feign emotions 
now and ·again. 'Ibis aspect of his views is represented by Crassus in 3,215 (see 
p. 197-198). Even Antonius, however, seems to leave some room for pretending: 
quod si iictus aliqui dolor suscipiendus esset et si in eius modi genere· orationis 
nihil esset niri falsum atque imitatione simulatum, maior ars a/iqua forsitan esset 
requirenda (2,189: 'hut if we bad to adopt some pretended grief, and if this type 
of speaking were based on nothing but feigning and imitating and pretending 
emotions, we wQuId probably need some more powerful art')66. This aspect, however, 
is passed over in the rest of the passage. 

But there is no reason to suppose that Cicero is himself pretending. Although 
he makes Crassus say in 3,215 that imitation is necessary, especially in the delivery 
of emotional passages, be also makes him say: ac sine dubio in omni re vincit 
imitationem veritos ('And no doubt reality always does better than imitation'). 
And bowever drily tbis is brought forward, it is probably indicative of Cicero's 
complete view: unpretended emotions are better and more effective than feigned 
ones, but one must (partly) simulate if necessary. In the p;,tSsage where Cicero, 
as a novelty for bis time, gives pathos an important role in rhetorical theory, it 
is of course the possibiIity of real emotion that he emphasizes. Moreover, it is 
this aspect of the problem that is closely aJ?n to the aspect of bis views on 

65. Tbe final sentenee is indeed a resum6 of the whole passage~ sinee it means 'I teach you 
this: to be able to .... (thus Courbaud, Merklin), not (as L.-P. seem to take it) 'I teach you the 
fact that it is possible ... ' (i.e., ut ... possitis is directive, not assertive; d. K.-St. 2,220; Sutton's 
'I am telling you this ... , in order to .. .' takes hoc as referring backward, which must also be 
rejected). L.-P. rightly note the irony, not ooly in bonw ego videlicet atque eruditus magister, 
but also in the simpleness of the precept. But this irony is less strong than they think, for in 
view of the meaning of the sentenee (as I take it) ut ... poss;tis cannot be called 'dieses ganz 
natürliche Vermögen'. 

66. Cf. perhaps also Antonius' contrast between the requirements of practiee and those of 
truth and philosophy in 1,225-233. (It is irrelevant here that he later, in 2,40, acknowledges that 
this was not bis real opinion: this primarily coneerns the ironical twist he gives to the contrast 
in order to combat Crassus' view that the orator needs philosophy.) 
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rhetorical art in general that he gives to Antonius67• And apart from all this, 
there is perhaps much truth in Antonius' assertions. 

This should, however, not obscure the fact that the practical necessity of 
showing emotions is continuously in tbe background, also in the last, illustrating 
part of the passage68• Contentions like Michel's, who thinks that Antonius 'justifie 
... sa conception par l'amour de la sincerite'69, completely miss Ocero's tone. 
The only reason why the possibility of genuine feelings is here stressed much 
more than thenecessity is, no doubt, that the usefulness of showing emotions 
was much less controversial. 

Stil~ the question remains why the possibility of feeling genuine emotions receives 
so much stress. The passage is even longer than Antonius' description of the 
individual emotions in 2,205-21la. The importance of the subject is also reflected 
by the form: the first two parts are both concluded by a comparison, and the 
third part, in turn, elaborately illustrates and confirms these first two70• Obviously, 
Ocero could expectcriticism of bis emphasizing of pathos and his assertions 
about genuine emotions. Antonius, when first formulating the problem in 2,189 
(quoted p. 262), spends no time in elaborating the view he rejects,wbich shows 
that he is arguing against" a weIl-known point of view. Tbe background of this 
passage therefore deserves some attention. After reviewing some evidence for the 
acceptability of Antonius' views, I will try to answer the questions what kind of 
criticism Ocero could expect, and whom he is trying to convince. 

The fact that the view rejected was weIl known implies that many of Cicero's 
contemporaries were familiar with the problem of the "actor's paradox"7l. Generally 
speaking, on the other hand, they were hardly as uneasy ab out the problem as 
many modems are when reading (!), for example, Cicero's emotional epilogues. 
This is clear from the almost unfailing success of these and similar strategies, 
with audiences who must, in general, have been thoroughly acquainted with all 
rhetorical rules and tricks. Part of the explanation of this phenomenon is no 
doubt the social significance of the relationship between patron and client'72; and 
another part must be the respect for loud ostentations of emotion in general73• 

67. a: § 6.2, cspecially p. 195-198. 
68. a. n. 64. 
69. Michel (1960: 245). Cf. also below § 8.6, with n. 193. 
70. a. n. 49. 
71. This phrase sccms to have originated with Diderot's Paradoxe sur le comUien. Regarding 

this- ·paradox", Schrijvers (1982: 48 with n. 10) refers to p. 170-173 of a stimulating essay by 
Niall Rudd, 'Theory: sincerity and mask', in: Lines 0/ Enquiry. Studies in Latin Poetry (Cambridge 
UP, 1976),145-181 (some ofwhose analyses differ from mine). 

n. p. 260 with n. 59. 
73. See MacMullen (1980), abrief but illuminating sketch (though not free from error: below 

n.87). -
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In court, one could get very close to, or even past, the edge of what we would 
consider plain manipulation, without losing one's credibility. A very clear example 
of this is a passage Cicero quotes from one of his own speeches74 in Brutus 278: 

'tu istuc, M. Calidi, nisi fingeres, sie ageres? praesertim cum ista eloquentia alie­
norum hominum pericula defendere acerrime soleas, tuum neglegeres? ubi dolor, 
ubi ardor animi, qui etiam ex infantium ingeniis elicere voces et querelas solet? 
nulla perturbatio animi, nulla corporis, frODS non percussa, non femurj pedis, quod 
minimum est, nulla supplosio. itaque tantum afuit ut inflammares nostros animos, 
somnum isto 1000 vix tenebamus! sie nos summi oratoris vel sanitate vel vitio 
pro argumento ad diluendum crimen usi sumus. 

elf, Mareus Calidius, you were not making that up, would you bring your case 
forward like this? Especial1y since, with that e10quence of yours, you always 
defend otber people from danger so very vehemently, would you be indifferent to 
your own danger? Where is that grief, where is that burning indignation, which 
stirs even men quite incapable of eloquence to loud outbursts of complaint? No 
agitation of mind, none of body, you did not strike your forehead or your thighsj 
and (tbe least we could have expected!) you did not even stamp your feet. And 
so you far from inOamed our minds: we could bardly keep our eyes open when 
you were speaking.' In this way I exploited what we may call either tbe healthy 
or tbe faulty manner of speaking of this excellent orator, and used it as an argu­
ment in refuting acharge. 

(The possibility that Calidius' manner of speaking was healthy rather than· faulty 
is of course immediately rejected in what follows.) It is indeed the absence of 
these emotive rhetorical means, quite weIl known from the handbooks, that is 
here used to prove feigning! The simple honesty of Cordelia, unacceptable to 
King Lear, would have been equally unacceptable, and probably incomprehensible, 
to many Romans. Antonius' assertions cannot have sounded very strange to most 
Romanears. 

Against whom are Antonius' arguments directed? The passage might be an echo 
of a controversy in rhetorical theory. In fact even school rhetoric, in some scat­
tered remarks, acknowledged the need to show signs of emotion, and its effect 
on the hearers7S• So did Aristotle in Rhetoric 3,7: cif someone speaks emotionally, 
even if he has no thing substantial to say, .the hearer is always similarly affected' 
(3,7,5: 08a23-24, o-uvoJ.LOt,01Ta8EL 6 aK01JWV aEt 'Tc'!> 'lTa81rrt,K~ AE'YOVTt" 
K<lV JJ:r]8ev AE'Y1l76). The genuineness of the emotions to be displayed, however, 
is not discussed, neither by Aristotle nor by school rhetoric. None of the surviving 

74. References about this speech in A.E. Douglas' comm. ad Ioc. (Oxford UP, 19(6). 
75. Rhet. Her. 3,Zl hoc tamen scire oporte4 pronuntiationem bonam id profieere (or: peifieere), 

ut res a animo Ilgi videatur, 4,55 item mutatur TU traetando si traducitur ad asuseitationem, 
cum et nos eommoti dieere videamur, et auditoris animum eommovemus, sie: ... j d. also tbe pre­
saiption in Inv. 2,51 tbat ~/oci eommunes" must be presented in the grand stylej and Pseudo-Plut. 
De vita et poesi Homeri 2,32 (plut. Mora/ja ed. G.N. Bemardakis [Teubner], vol. 7 [1896] 352,21-22) .. 

76. O. p. 71-72. 
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material until Quintilian77 shows any awareness of the problem. The eomparative 
unimportanee of ethos and pathos in sehool rhetorie of at least the seeond and 
early first eenturies B.C., and its emphasis on matters related to stasis theory, 
reinforce the eonelusion that a rhetorical eontroversy cannot have been behind 
Cicero's discussion. 

Antonius' third argument, the analogy with actors and poets, points to another 
field, that of poetics, but there the parallels are equally scanty: the seventeenth 
ehapter of Aristotle's Poetics, and Horaee's Ar.r Poetica 99-11378• From the fact 
that someone who feels an emotion can arouse it most truly, Aristotle eoneludes 
that 'poetry is the work of intelligent or inspired people, for the intelligent are 
impressionable and the inspired are ecstatie' (Poetics 17,4: 1455a32-34: EÜ<p'UO~ 
1) 'lTOI,'TlTLKT) EO"TLV il /UlVLKO'Ü· 'TO'lfrCl>V -yap oL JJlv EWAaO"TOL oL Be EKO"Ta..: 

'TLKoL EtoW). This does concern a poet's genuine emotions, but the point is not 
presented as problematic or further developed. The passage from Horace only 
concerns the need, for the actor, to show emotions: si vis me fiere, dolendum 
est primum ipsi tibi (Ar.r Poetica 102-103: cif you want me to weep, you must 
first feel pain yourself). The reference to the poet is at most indirect79, it is 
the showing of signs of emotion that is concerned, and the problem of "poetic 
sincerity" is not even mentioned80• Since Aristotle's Poetics (which gives us little 
to go. on regarding De oratore anyway) was almost certainly unknown or virtually 
unknOwD. in Cicero's and Horace's days81, and since Antonius' analogy is formulated 
as if the point was uncontroversial as regards actors and poets82, we may surmise 
that the actor's paradox was not considered problematic in discussions of poetic 
theory. Even if this should be doubted because of the scantiness of our evidence, 
Antonius' wording does show that Cicero, as far as De oratore was concerned, 

Tl. Quint 6,2,25·36. Tbe attention he pays to (ethos and) pathos is almost certainIy inspircd 
by Cicero. (On bis use of the theory of cp<lvraoial. in this connection d. Schrijvers 1982: 49-55.) 

78. Persius 1,90-91, besides being much later, emulates Horace (Brink 1971: 186 ad 102-103). 
KroD (1918b: 93, cf. 88-89) calIs the idea 'dass man Psychagogia erziele, indem man den Zuschauer 
den eigenen Affekten zu folgen zwinge' typically Peripatetic; but bis· paralleIs ooly prove that 
Peripatetic poetic theory ooncemed itself with emotions; the absence of real paralleIs beoomes alI 
the more striking (Brink 1971: 182 oomments on KroD's eontention-inthesame-vein). 

79. O. 104 male si mandala loqueris, and the emphasis on appropriate words in what foDows; 
d. Brink (1971: 187 ad 104): Horace 'dramatizes the tragic poet's failure. He involves him ooly at 
a remove as it were'. 

80. Brink (1971: 183, 188-189) does see in Hor. A.P. 108-111 'a doctrine of poetic sincerity'; 
but these verses (like De or. 3,216) give the rcason why certain feelings are linkcd with a certain 
style, and why, therefore, a certain style· is necessary to make the display of feelings oonvincing. 
(Note particularly 108 enim.) 

81. Above p. 156 n. 213. Gill(l984: 153 n. 21), discussing Poet. 17, writes about 'the apparent 
attraction of the passage for orators'; but there can be DO question of a direct influence of the 
Poetics (note that the De oratore passage shows that the point was familiar despite the fact that 
the Poetics was certainly unknown to most, and perhaps to all, of Cicero's readers). 

82. Sec, e.g., the vcry short reference to Demoaitus and Plato in 2,194. 
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did not consider it problematic in the case of actors and poets. 
The only remaining passages directly touching on the problem come from a 

philosophical discussion about the desirability and usefulness of emotions, in the 
fourth book of Cicero's Tusculan Disputations. In 4,43 the Peripatetics are reported 
to hold that anger, which elearly serves as a representative of most other emotions, 
is not only natural but even useful, and that one of the fields where this is elear 
is oratory: oratorem ... non modo accusantem, sed ne defendentem quidem probant 
sine aculeis vacundiae, quae etiam si non adsit, tamen verbis atque motu simulandam 
arbitrantw;" ut auditons iram oratons incendat actio ('they approve of no orator 
who lacks the stings of anger, when he brings an accusation but even when he 
defends; and even if anger is not present, they think that it must be feigned by 
style and movement, in order that the delivery of the orator may kindIe the anger 
of the hearer'). Note that this is virtually identical to Cicero's complete view on 
feigning emotions, as reconstructed above on the basis of a· synthesis between 
books 2 and 3 of De oratore. From 4,47 on, however, Cicero combats the Peripatetic 
views with arguments of Stoic provenance. In 4,55 the point from the passage 
quoted is countered: oratorem ... irasci minime decet, . simulare non dedecet. an 
tibi vasci tum videmw; rum quid in causis acrius et vehementius dicimus? quid? 
rum iam rebus transactis et praeteritis orationes scribimus, num vati scribimu.r? 
('It is very unbecoming for an orator to get angry, but it is not unbecoming for 
him to simulate. Do you really think that I am angry at the time when I speak: 
rather vigorously and vehemently in court? Moreover, when the affair is over 
and done with and I put down my speeches in writing, do you really think that I 
am writing in anger?'). He proceeds to deny that actors and playwrights are moved 
when acting and writing - exactly the opposite of bis argument in De oratore! 
But at the elose of the section Cicero emphasizes that he is discussing the wise 
man: soldiers may feel anger, vel ceten, de quibus dici non necesse est, ne 
rhetorum aperiamus mysteria ('or others, of whom it is not necessary to speak, 
lest we diselose the secrets of the rhetoricians'). This puts the contradiction 
with De oratore in perspective, and hints that Cicero is not completely serious: 
an orator is definitely not a wise man of the Stoic type, as is repeatedly stressed 
in De oratore, but a man of practical life83• The argument given, therefore, is 
not to be taken as Cicero's real view of oratory84. 

There is no sign that the discussions reflected in these passages of Tusculan 

83. See e.g. 1,22.5-233; 3,65-66 (where the Stoic rejection of emotions is even made fun of). 
Tbc Stoic view that only the wise man is a true orator (ironically alluded to in 3,55) is very far 
from the views of De or. 

84. Michel's attempt (1960: 245-248) to reconcile De or. 2,189-196 with Tusc. 4,55 is futile. 
This is of course not to say that Cicero's opinions changed with the ·sourccs· he used, as some 
probably would hold; it means that he was willing to adapt bis arguments to the view he was 
defending. Even so he could not refrain from hinting that he was not completely serious! 
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Disputations had any counterpart in treatises on rhetoric or poetics, and the 
conc1usions about these fields drawn above remain valid. The dispute is obviously 
at home in the context where it is found in this work of Cicero, the philosophical 
controversies about emotionsas• 

We must therefore examine the possibility that the view Antonius is arguing 
against was a philosophical view. This is not easy, for the second passage from 
Tusculan Disputations discussed just now (4,55) is rather peculiar. The statement 
that an orator may feign emotions appears in a context that is primarily Stoic, 
but the Stoics would certainly have disapproved, for they rejected not only real 
emotions, but also the emotional appeals in the courts86• This peculiarity, however, 
may be explained: Cicero has not stated that he would defend a Stoic position, 
only that the Stoic arguments are for the most part very intelligent (4,48 mrec 
p1eraque sunt prudenter acuteque disserentium). This implies that most of bis 
arguments are of Stoic origin, but does not mean that they a1l are. The conc1usion 
that 4,55 does not represent the Stoic view on feigning emotions is, therefore, a 
safe one. Moreover, Cicero could hardly have done otherwise than to modify the 
Stoic argument as' he did, for he could not have denied bis own famous emotional 
way of speaking. Since, then, the opinion about feigning in 4,55 is not Stoic, it 
~ay now be asked whether the Stoics had nevertheless formulated a view on the 
genuineness of an orator's emotions. 

The combination of the passages in TuscuIan Disputations shows that there 
were very probably disputes between the Peripatetics and the Stoics on the use­
fulness of emotions. The view that an orator must feel or feign anger (and, by 
implication, other emotions as weIl) is expressly ascnbed to the Peripatetics in 
4,43, and there is no reason to doubt this ascription. The Stoics' reaction to this 
view was probably a rejection of both aspects, that is, of e~otional involvement 
as weIl as of feigning. Whether they entertained and expressed the opinion that 
the display of emotions in court· was frequently a matter of feigning only, we 
cannot tell. As far as I know there is no evidence for thisB7• This absence, though 
not proving that they did not have this opinion, does show that it was at most: a 
minor point This means that their criticism camiot h~ve been al~ne responsible 

85. I see no reason, therefore, to modify the conclusions reached in § 5.4 about Peripatetic 
rhctoric. 

86. O. abovc p. 183-184 for a very brief sketch of ud referenccs on Stoic rhetoric; their 
rejection of emotional appeal: cf. above p. 82 n. 21. OUo Heine, in bis commentary (Leipzig: 
Teubner, 18964 = ]9295) ad loc., already noticed the peculiarity of the statement in Tusc. 4,55. 
Tbe older discussions on the (controversial) sourccs for Tusc. are, as far as I know, of DO profit 
here (d. Martin Schanz-Carl Hosius, Geschichte du römischen Literatur I [München: Beck, 1927"]: 
507). 

87. MacMullen (1!J80: 255) writes that Plutarch was ca good Stoic', which would makes bis 
statements about feigned emotions (in everyday life, not in court) possibly significant in combinatit;)D 
with Twc. 4; but Plutarch was no Stoic at all, ud these statements are therefore of no use here. 
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for Cicero's emphasis on the genuineness of an orator's feelings. H it existed 
and played some part, it was an indirect one, through the general influence of 
the Stoics on the thought of their time. 

Finally, Cicero's text itself may give us a clue aS to the origin of the view he 
is arguing against. An importan..t part of bis intended public were the young orators :\ 
to beB8• His formulations ne ... miremur ('we must not think it extraordinary'), 
etc.B9, can, as utterances meant for these readers, be taken at face value: Cicero 
assures the future orators that something that seems very difficult is in fact not 
very harde The older part of bis public90 may also be addressed, for it seems 
probable that, in 55 already, there were a number of orators who found bis emo­
tional style of speaking disproportional and overdone. Some scholars would probably 
deny this, because the Atticists' censure of Cicero's style, especially bis use of 
the grand, emotional style, is not yet a theme in De oratore: only in 46 B.t., 
then, he feIt the need to counter their criticism by writing bis Brutus and Orator. 
It seems, indeed, impossible to exelude absolutely this widely accepted view that 
the criticism iS of a later date than De oratore. On the other hand, it is not 
necessary to assume that such criticlsm was entirely new in 46, and the passage 
in hand seems to support the notion that it already played some part in 5591• 

The !ntention of the passage as regards both these groups of readers is virtually 
the same: ipse ordere is important, and not as difficult as it seems. Whether thes.e 
readers were also partly influenced by a Stoic view, and for whom the passage 
was especially meant, are questions that seem impossible to answer. That Cicero 
regarded the subject as a very important one, and that the view opposite to bis 
was rather widespread, however, is unambiguously elear from length, st~Cture 

88. See L.-P. (I: 23-24), where it is argued that these are virtually the only ones for whom 
De onllOTf! was written. Tbe diseussions of philosophical matters in book 3 and the polemie against 
school rhetorie in book 2, as weil as many other allusions, however, presuppose more knowledge 
than such a young publie could have, so the work must also havc been meant for others. (I think 
it improbable that Cicero was blind to the difficulties that young readers would havc, as L.-P. 
I: 24 soggest; after all, he wrote the elementary Part. or. for bis son between 54 and· 52 - cf. 
above p. 197 n. 19) This is reinforced by other indications: Cicero's brother Quintus is the addressee; 
in 2,9 Cicero writes that the work will be read by those who havc heard Crassus and Antonius 
speak; he implicitlycriticizes some of bis colleagues in (e.g.) 2,101, 291-306 and 316-317 (though 
that does also servc bis educational purposes). 

89. 2,192, and 191, 193 (all quoted above p. 258-259). 
90. See n. 88. 
91. Note, howevcr, that "Atticism" is a matter of style, and that Calvus, oneof its foremost 

representativcs, bad a violent and emotional delivery (Sen. Contr. 7,4,6-8; cf. Leeman 1963: 138-
141 and Kennedy 1972: 244-246). Nevcrtheless, most orators employing the plain style will havc 
spoken decidedly less emotionally than Cicero. AE. regards chronology, CaIvus died in 47, ud he 
had been Cicero's rival in the SO's already. Tbe implicit rejectlon of rigid stylistie distinctions in 
De or. 3,25-37 may also show that the issue was already emerging. This is not to deny that the 
real discussion, at least as far as Cicero was concemed, look shape around 47-46. It may havc 
been brought about by evaluation of Calvus after bis death, as Kennedy slJggests (1972: 246); but 
the turmoils oC the years.immediately preceding may also havc prevenled the dispute from developing. 
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and tone of the passage. 

8.4 Norbanus 

The climax of the passages on ethos and pathos is Antonius' dramatic description 
of bis defence of Norbanus, in 2,197-201. Its function is indicated at the end, 
where he says: 

sie in iIIa omni defensione atque causa, quod esse in arte positum videbatur, ut 
de lege Appuleia dicerem, ut quid esset minuere maiestatem explicarem, perquam 
breviter perstrinxi atque attigi; bis duabus partibus oratiönis, quarum a1tera com· 
mendationem habet, a1tera concitationem, quae minime praeceptis artium sunt 
perpolitae, omnis est a me iUa ~usa traetata, ut et acerrimus in Caepionis invidia 
renovanda et in meis monous erga meos necessarios dedarandis mansuetissimus 
viderer. ita magis adfectis animis iudicum quam doctis tu&, Sulpici, est a nobis 
tum ac:cusatio vieta. 

Thus in the whole of my defence and in the whole of the case I only touched 
~ry briefty on what seemed to come within the sphere of rhetorical theorTZ, 
viz. that I should speak .. bout the Appuleian Law and giYc an account of the 
nature of high treason; this whole case I handled on the basis of these two el­
ements of a speech, the element that recommends and the one that acites, none 
of which is adequately treated in the rules of the handbooks: this meant giving 
the impression of being ~ry vigorous when rekindling the indignation against 
Caepio and of being very mild whea dedaring my usual disposition towards those 
to whom I am bound. So, Sulpicius, it was because the judgcs' minds were afIected, 
rather than becaose they were informed, that I defeated your accusation. 

So Antonius' defence illustrates the importance of both ethos and pathos. (They 
will again be closely linked in 2,211b-216a.) This illustrating function makes the 
passage very important here. Antonius' speech for Norbanus serves as a demon­
stration of the effectiveness of including ethos and pathos ~ in in~~ntion and, in 
general., of the effectiveness of the way of working Cicero _defends~ This justifies 
a detailed discussion, since only thus. a clear picture of this illustration can be 
gained. 

Apart from some remarks, I will not consider the wider historical background 
of the trial, but concentrate on Antonius' speech as presented in De ora/ore, its 

92. This is W.'s interpretation of esse in llIte positum (d. OW s.v. pono, llb); 'dependent 
upon' (Sutton, thos Courbaud, Merldin; d. OW Lc., 23b) is less apt: Cicero would never let Antonius 
maintain that cvcn that &mall point was really dependent on rhetorical theory; moreover, the 80-

tithesis with quae minime praeceptis llItium mnt pupolitae would be a Iittle awkwardö fmally, 
judging from the cases in OW (I.c., 23b) the ablatives following positus in with the meaning 'de­
pendent on' aII imply a certain action or event (this, of course, would require more invcstigation). 
(L-P. are silent on the matter or in llIte positum.) 
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rhetorical aspects, and the structure of the passage. This also involves the re action 
in 2,202-203 of Sulpicius, Antonius' opponent in the case who is also present at 
the discussion of De oratore. This is in fact a second, shorter description of 
Antonius' defence. Mter a brief sketch of the facts of the case, I will reconstruct 
the speech. Some comments on structure and function will end the section. 

The situation was as foIlows93• In 105 B.C. the consul of the previous year, 
Q. Servilius Caepio, refuses to cooperate with the then consul, Cn. Mallius Maxi­
mus, in resisting the Germans in Gaul. As a result 80,000 Roman soldiers are 
killed in battle at Arausio94 ~ In 103, Caepio is prosecuted for this by two tribunes, 
C. Norbanus and Saturninus, on acharge of high treason9S• His trial is dominated 
by violence96: two other tribunes planning to intercede on Caepio's behalf are 
removed by force, and during the skirmish the princeps senatus M. Aemilius Scaurus 
is hit by a stone. 

For this violence Norbanus is accused in 95, on acharge of minuta maiestas 
('high treason'), by Sulpicius. He is defended by Antonius, under whom he has in 
the mean time (in 101)97 been quaestor in Cilicia. The jury is composed of equites 
(members of the class of 'horsemen') - a result of tnbunician measures around 
103, after Caepio, as consul in 106, had given the majority in the juries back to 
the senators98• 

93. The following modem works on the historical situation of the time (with widely diverging 
views) will be occasionally cited below: Ernst Badian, 'Caepio and Norbanus' (orig. Hmoria 6, 
1957. 318-356), in: Studies in Greek and Roman Hmory (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964. repr. 1968). 34-
70; Peter A. Brunt, '-Amicitia- in the Late Roman Republic'. PCPhS 11 (1965), 1-20 (repr. in: Robin 
Seager cd., The Crisis 0/ the Rof1Ulll Republic. Cambridge: Helfers, 1969. 199-218); Erlch S. Gruen, 
Roman PO/itics and the Criminal Courts, 149-78 B.C (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard UP, 1968); Christian 
Meier (Review of Badian, Foreign Qienlelae), Bonner Jahrbücher 161 (1961), 503-514; id., Res Publica 
Amissa (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1966; Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp, 198()2); Thomas N. Mitchen, Cicero. 
The Ascending Yean (New Haven, London: Yale UP, 1979). 

94. Sources: T. Robert S. Broughton, The Magistrales 0/ the Roman Republic (New York: 
American Philological Association, 1951-2). I: 555. 557; A.HJ. Greenidge - A.M. Oay - E.W. Gray, 
Sources /or Roman HIStory, 133-70 B.C (Oxford up. 196()2): 83-84. 

95. Sourccs for this triaI in Broughton (o.c. prev. note: 563-564; cf. 565-566 n. 1). It is fre­
quently. held that the charge was .minuta maiestas (beforea qr.uustÜJ,. under thc It:x Appuleia de 
maiestate of 103). a view coming from Mommsen and found e.g. in Badian (o.c. above n. 93: 35); 
but it must have been perduellio (before the comitia. i.e. before the people), cf. e.g. De or. 2,164 
popu/i Romani poles/ati; 197 rogationi; Rhet. Her. 1,24 ad tribunos plebis. The issue was clarified 
by J. Lengle, 'Die Verurteilung der römischen Feldherm von Arausio', Hennes 66 (1931).302-316. 

96. a. Lengle (o.c. prev. note: 308, 312): we do not know to what stage of the procedures 
the violent meeting belonged, and whether Caepio was really formally found guilty; he did, however. 
go into exile. 

97. The date of 101 for Norbanus' quaestorship is now fmnly established by Ernst Badian's 
brilliant 'Tbe Silence ofNorbanus',AIPh 104 (1983), 156-171. 

98. Most of the facts from this paragraph are to be found in De or. Details of the complicated 
history of the composition of the juries are irrelevant here: d. Gruen (o.c. above n. 93: 158-159, 
165-168). Tbe date of 95 B.C. is not completely certain, but it is very Iikely because of the con-
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The De oratore passage says that all odds were against Norbanus: the facts, 
Sulpicius' emotional pleading, and the fact that whereas he, still ~elatively young, 
defended the interests of the state, Antonius, who had been censor, defended a 
seditious man. (Incidentally, these are factors regarding arguments, pathos, and 
ethos respectively!) It may be doubted whether" the situation was really that dark, 
but Cicero's sketch must have been acceptable to bis readers". The difficu1ties, 
as was no doubt Cicero's aim, make Antonius' success even more striking: Norbanus 
is acquitted. 

1 will now offer a reconstruction of Antonius' speech on the basis of all avail­
able material. Since thismaterial is almost wholly taken from De aratore, such a 
reconstruction is directly relevant for -the analysis of the function of the speech 
in our passage and for the question which of the theoretica1 remarks are illustrated 
by it, and how. Its relationship to the bistorica1 speech of the bistorica1 Antonius 
is a different question, to be briefly touched upon below. It is easiest to start 
from Sulpicius' short description in 2,202-203 (now -and again taking ·some points 
from 197-201), and to consider Antonius' descripuon in 197-201 afterwards; this 
~ at the same time, clarify the differences of presentation between their 
accounts1OO• 

Sulpicius first confirms that, after bis own speech, Norbanus' case seemed to 
be beyond defence. He proceeds to descnbe four stages of Antonius' conduct of 
the case, the last of which concerns not the speech itself but the examination of 
the witnesses (and is not yet given a nomber in the following survey): 
(1) prologue (principium: 2,202): Antonius starts very hesitatingly, and dings to 

bis only excuse for defending this seditious man, the tie formed by 
Norbanus' quaestorship under Antonius101: quam tibi primum munisti ad 
te audiendum viam! ('in thisfirst stage, you certainly prepared a way for 
yourself to get a hearing!') 

(2)- Antonius seems to have procured nothing more than an excuse; ecce autem .... 

. nection that, in all probability. cxisted with the tria1 of Caepio Jr. in that year (Badian (o.c. above 
n. 93): 34-36). 

99. Norbanus was indeed- regarded -a seditiosum et inulilon civem· (Off. 2,49; d. Yen'. n,s.s; 
De 01'. 2,124) - by Cicero, ie. by what is sometimcs called the ·scnatorial tradition·. Gruen (o.c. 
above n. 93: 196, 2(4) may be right that the outcome oe the trial was not vcry surprising, since 
cqucstrian jurors showed 'a cool disdain for aristoaatic squabblcs' (d. also ib.: 169, and Meier 
(198()2, above n. 93): 78 with n. 91). Tbc cxaggeration of Antonius' difficultics may come !rom 
Cicero, or !rom Antonius himsclf and bis circle. 

100. Tbc reconstruction is csscntially the same as that in Malcovati, oRF4 229-233 (after 
Krüger); d. also Gualtiero Calboli, 'L'oratore M. Antonio c la "Rhetorica ad Herennium"'. GIF 24 
(1m), l2O-ln: 150-173. csp. 160-166 (which I have not used). Michel's account (1960: 57-58) is. 
inaccurate. For a listing of the relevant passagcs see below n. 126. 

101. About the validity oe this excuse below n. 130. 
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serpere occulte coepisti (203: 'but·look ... , you began, imperceptibly, to worm 
yourway'): 

He compares (as appears from 199) the violence during Caepio's trial in 
103 with earlier seditiones: ut iIlam non Norbani seditionen;t, sed populi 
Romani .uacundiam neque eam iniustam, sed meritam ac debitam fuisse 
defenderes (203: 'you held that this had not been a sedition caused by 
Norbanus, but a case of the Roman people's anger, and not an unjust 
one at that, but deserved and bound to occur'). 

(3) Then (deinde) he uses all possible means for exciting odium and invidia ('bate' 
and 'indignation'l02) against Caepio, and misericordia ('pity') for the 
victim.s of Arausio103: deinde qu.i locus a te praetermissus est in Caepio- <-

nem? ·ut tu illa omnia odio, invidia, misericordia miscuisti! (203: 'And 
after that, what topos against Caepio did yöu leave unused? You really 
infected it all with hatred, indignation and pity!'). 

(finally:) In examining the witnesses Antonius also resorted to arguments about 
the people's anger and, above all, to pathos, instead of refuting _ their 
testimonies. 

Sulpicius' presentation is not objective and factual throughout, it even mainly 
consists of exclamations. He does, however, clearly distinguish between the four 
stages, and gives a clear description of each. The omission of the last stage of 
the speech proper, to be discussed below, is not very essential. 

We may now analyse Antonius' presentation. This is far more vehement and 
emotional. Whereas Sulpicius briefly sketches his own promising situation, Antonius 
gives a very vivid description: first (2,197) he enlarges upon the emotions aroused 
by Sulpicius and on all the facts that were against Norbanus and himself,.in 3: style 
characterized by a rhetorical question and <>ther emotive elements104; after this 
(198) he describes, in· a more quiet tone, Sulpicius' advantage on the -score of 
ethos and the composition of the jury and the audience: erant optimi cives iudices, 
bonorum virorum plenum forum ('citizens of the best kind formed the jury, and 
the forum was full of good aristocrats')_ Here Cicero is deliberatelyexaggerating 
Antonius' difficulties so as to highlight bis achievement: equites who prefer to 
control the courts themselves instead of .leaving them to senators are not exactly 

102. As in 2,201 (quoted above p. 269) invidia is clearly violent 'indignation', not 'envy', 
'jealousy' as in 206-211. 

103. That they were the objed of this miserieordia appears from 2,199-200. 
104. E.g.: a metaphor (in the rhetorical question, ineendium •. restinguendum; with Sulpicius 

this beoomes a PUD, non iudicium sed ineendium!); the asyndetic aecumulation vim ... emde/itatem 
... , with a final member very emphatic by its length (emde/itatem ... easu) and by the combination 
of half-synonyms gravi miserabilique; heavy emphasis, in principem et senatus et civitatis, M. 
Aemilium, on Aemilius Scaurus' dignity (ei ... el); the climax in iudicium vocabas/eonslabat/nemo 
poIeral negare, with asyndeton between the second and third members. 
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rebels, but we may safely assUme that the designation 'citizens of the best kind', 
which suggests extreme hostility towards men like Norbanus, goes further than 
the historical Antonius would have gonelOS. Similar considerations go for 'full of 
boni, good aristoctats': there will have been boni present, perhaps even manyl06, 
but there were undoubtedly far more members of the people, populus, as will also 
appear below. 

(1) part of the second half of Antonius' description of the situation matches 
Sulpicius' accoimt of Antonius' prologue, when he, carefully, used ethos (2,198): 

accedcbat ut haec tu adulescens pro re publica queri summa cum dignitate emti­
marere, ego, homo ccnsorius, vix satis honeste viderer seditiosum civem cl in 
hominis consularis calamitate audelem posse defendere. erant optimi dves iudices, 
boriorum worum plenum forum, vix ut mihi tenuis quaedam venia darettu' excusa­
tionis, quod tamen eum defenderem, qui mihi quaestor fuissel 

In addition, the opinion was that you as a young man were making your complaint 
on bebalf of the state, a very d:igoified thing, but that I, 8.Ii ex-censor, could 
hardly honourabty defend such a seditious man, who bad been auel to an ex­
consul in bis misfortune. Citizens of the best kind formed the jury, and the forum 
was full of good aristoaats, so. that I was only just forgiven on the excuse that 
I was at all events107 defending the man who had been iDY quaestor. 

For someone reading the passage for the first time this is indeed part of an 
account of the situation. Tbe elements of the prologue described by Sulpicius in 
2,202 are present, but they are interwoven with the other elements, and the reader 
cannot yet know that they formed part of Antonius' speech. Only the last sentence 
suggests that he is reporting something he said: he will have been the one who 
put forward the excuse108• This interweaving in the report in 198 is remarkably 
like the hesitating manner in which (as Sulpicius tells us in 202) Antonius presented 
these (preparatory) elements in bis speech! We m~y perhaps even go further, and 
take the part of 197 where the facts are said to have been to Sulpicius' advantage 
as belonging to Antonius' speech also. This would be in accordance with 2,107, 
where Antonius says that in his speech he acknowledged most facts Sulpicius 

105. On the political stand of the bistorical Antonius below p. 278-279 with 00. 130 and 131. 
106. MitcheU (o.c. above n. 93: 31 n. 78) lakes the expression literaUy, whlch goes too far; 

but it is entirely posstöle that there were indeed many boni prcscnt, 'an indication of their interest 
in the case'. 

107. tarnen refers to the excuse, otherwise it would be superfluous, and strangely placed: it 
opposes Antonius' lack of good reasons to defend Norbanus with the one excuse he nevertheless 
bad, not with the fact that he nevertheless defended him. (L.-P.'s brief note may sOggest the 
second interpretation; but see their note on 1.205 quoll ... tamen.) 

108. This is not necessary, and Merklin's translation is also possible: 'so dass sich mir kaum 
ein ganz dürftiger Entschuldigungsgrund darin bot. dass ..... So there is, indeed, ooly a suggestion 
that the excuse was part of the speech. 
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brought against Norbanus109• But whether we inc1ude 197 or not, the beginning 
of Antonius' account of his speech shows a remarkable correspondence to the 
beginning of the speech itself. More such correspondences will come to light below. 

(2) Then Antoniusreally started to worm his way out of the difficulties, as 
Sulpicius says. In bis own description, Antonius makes a pause (2,198): 

hic ego quid dicam me artem aliquam adhibuisse? quid fecerim narrabo; si placuerit, 
vos meam defensionem in aliquo artis 1000 reponetis. 

Why should I say that I used certain rules of art at this pointllD<] You will, if 
you Iike, take my defence as a kind of art1l1• 

He thus, as did Sulpicius, c1early marks theturning point, but without explicitly 
saying so. Ukewise, Sulpicius is explicit and factual about the course of the argu­
ment, Antonius is not. His accountll2 is adescription of the argument as it had 
developed in bis speech, not an analysis, i.e., he repeats the argumentation he 
had used then (2,199): he expanded on seditions in the past, and concluded that 
some, though involving trouble, had been justified and even necessary; gave some 
examples of outstanding results of earlier seditions, for instance the expulsion of 
the kings, that could not have been reached 'without discord among the nobles' 
(sine nobilium dissensione); so a movement of the people should not automatica1ly 
be held against Norbanus; in fact, on no other occasion had the people had more 
right to be angry. This obscures the distinction between two questions: was there 
any justification for the outburst of violence as far as the people were concemed? 
and: who was responsible for it? Qnly the first of these is answered!113 (Note 
also the shift from seditions to dis cords among nobles114.) Sulpicius' description, 
in contrast, stresses this distinction by bis antithetical formulation (see p. 272), 
and in 2,124, where Crassus refers to the speech, he actually says that Antonius 

109. I do not believe that the context in 2,107 is an argument against this: the link with the 
technical question of the definition of minuta malestos (d. below p. 1:15) seems to be a consequence 
of the focus in 107 on such matters, and thus irrelevant tothe sequence in the speech. 

110. Note that hie is (intentionally?) ambiguous. To the meaning 'in these circumstances' 
(Sutton, also Courbaud; OLD s.v. hie2, 5), which is in line with thei interpretation of Antonius' 
account as purely an account, I bave here preferred- a -rendering suggesting 'at this point of the 
speech' (d. OLD ib .. 6), which suits the interpretation as an imitation of the speech itself. Both 
aspects are present in Cicero's Latin. 

111. This is L.-P.'s interpretation; all others take it, less aptly, as W. does, 'you shall find 
some place in your theory for .. .'. 

112. Which, at one stage, refers to 2,124, where Crassus bad mentioned this part of the 
argument; Antonius had already referred to 124 in 188. 

113. I owe this distinction to G.F.M. Bon and C. van der Woude. On Norbanus' responsibiIity 
d. Andrew W. Lintott, Yiolenee in Republiean Rome (Oxford UP, 1968): 69. 

114. Matthias Gelzer explicitly takes this trick as entirely due to Cicero: p. 219 with n. S3 
of 'Die angebliche politische Tendenz in der dem C. Herennius gewidmeten Rhetorik', in: Kleine 
Schriften I (Wiesbaden: Steiner, 1962), 211-221 (bis contentions, ib., about a link with Bar. TeSp. 
40 must be rejected). 
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bad contended that there were many seditions for which nobody could be held 
responsfble (quos praestare nemo posset). Though both Sulpicius and Crassus thus 
give the gist of Antonius' argument, in Antonius' own description the justness of 
the sedition is dehberately made to obscure the question of Norbanus' responsfuility, 
and in this we may again presume the description to imitate the speech. 

(2a) In this part of De ora/ore the charge against Norbanus, minuta maiestas 
("high treason', lit. 'detracting from the <state's> "majesty"'), is mentioned only 
in passing, by Antonius in bis SUJDIDaIY quoted above (p. 269). It must be asked 
whether the point of the definition of minuta maiestas may have belonged to 
Antonius' speech, and if so, whether it can be located The point ~ touched upon 
in 2,107-109, where the case is even said to have (formally) depended on it. Parti­
tiones oratoriae 104-105 also mentions the dispute on this definition in connection 
with the case. Two parts of Antonius' argumentation, or of what might have been 
bis argumentation, are used as examples in the list of topoi, in 2,164 and 167, 
the second of which partly corresponds to the passage from Partitiones. We may 
therefore assume that the point was brought up by Antonius somewhere in the 
speech. 

Now the argument given in 2,164115 is as foIlows: 

si maiestas cst amplitudo ac dignitas civitatis, is eam minuit, qui cxercitum hostibus 
populi Romani tradidit, non qui cum qui id fecisset populi Romani potestati tradidit. 

If nuziutas is thc prestige and hOliour of the state, it has been detraded from 
by thc person who has handed over an army to thc Roman peoplc's cncmies, not 
by the person who has handed over thc one who bad done this to thc Roman 
people's authority. 

This connects the passage on the definition, (2a), with Caepio's defeat, and thus 
with passage no. (3), and since Antonius' description of the end of (3) leaves no 
room for (2a) there, it must have preceded it. Crassus' short mention in 2,124, 
however, as weIl as Antonius' longer one in 199, shows that (2) and (3) were 
also closely related (see below on the beginning of (3». So (2a) must, judging 
from De oratore, have been interwoven with (2). This is confirmed by the passage 
from Partitiones oratoriae, where -the fact that the' anger of· the Roman people 
was just is used as supporting the contention that the maiestas of the people has 
not been detracted from116• Antonius' (and Sulpicius') silence about the definition 
in the actual description serves to emphasize its relative unimportance, and cor­
responds to the sma1l part it played in the argumentation in bis speech. 

115. The case of Norbanus is not mentioned, but thc text leavcs littlc doubt that it is meanl 
116. Patt. 01'. lOS non müruil IlUliutDtem quod egit de CaepWne turbulentius,' popul; mim 

Romani doIor iustus vim illIIm t::XdIIlviI, non tn"bun; actio; 1I1IIÜ!s1lls autem, quoniam est magnitudo 
quaedmn populi Ronumi. in eius poIestate oe iure Tdinendo aucta est potius quam deminulll (this 
punctoation must be thc right oDe, COIIITrl Wilkins [OC7] ud esp. Rackham [Loch cd.D. 
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(3) Sulpicius describes this part in two exclamations (see p. 272), but still ]­
rationally: note especially the use of the word loeus ('topos'), wbich has a theor­
etica1 ring. Antonius, on the other hand, while also marking the beginning of a 
new passage (2,199 turn ••• , 'then .. ~'), ca1ls only one of the three emotions men­
tioned by Sulpicius by name: the emphasis is on how he exc~ted them. In describing .t; 
this he starts by using a clear but complex sentence117 that sets out two elements 
contributing to these emotions: grief for the loss of relatives in the catastrophe 
at Arausio, due to Caepio; and the ill-will the jury bore against Caepio for his 
earlier measure that took the control of the courts from the equites. Then (200), 
after conjuring up a vivid image of his situation, he repeats his account of the 
passage, now using the grand style to describe the emotions aroused118• This 
compositioll, starting from complex but not very emotional style and going towards 
vehemence, again seems to mirror the speech itself; and it is indeed in complete 
accordance with the advice given in 213-215a on the gradual building up of passages 
based on ethos and pathos. 

Antonius, at the end of this part of bis speech, feIt himself master of the 
situation, in the first place because he bad aroused the jury's minds (2,200 iudicum 
animos). But the audience, that is, tbe people on the forum, were also weIl disposed: 
populi benevolentiam mihi conciliaram, cuius iu.s etiam cum seditionis coniunctione 
defenderam ('I had won the sympathy of the people, whose prerogative, even if 
it involved seditioll, I bad defended'). That this does denote tbis audience and 
not, as has sometimes been maintained, the jury, is clear from the antithesis 
with the jury's minds, from the designation populus ('people'), and from the reason 
given for the sympathy WOll, a reason that cannot possibly concern the equites 
of the jury. From this same reason it also appears that the audience's sympathy 
was a pleasant (and undoubtedly intended) side effect of passage (2) of Antonius' 
speech119• This audience has already been mentioned, besides the jury, in Antonius' 
sketch of the situation (198). An audience must indeed have been a potentially 
important factor in the trials, most of wbich were conducted in the open air of 
the forum12O• 

Sulpicius' account is not complete, for after (3) he only mentions the examin­
ation of witnesses, wbich took place after the speeches121• Antonius also describes 

117. 199 fin. sie ..• revocabam contains three relative clauses, two of which are non-restrictive. 
118. Grand style: vel '" vel ... vel with longer second and third members; the combination 

luctu ac tksiderio; the climax of content in eaJamitate civitotis/luetu ac tksiderio propinquorum/odio 
proprio in Coepionem. 

119. All this is entirely misunderstood by Fantham (1973: 2«r261), wbo ignores both that the 
sympathy is the audiencc's and not the jury's, and tbat the referencc is to passage (2): she believes 
that be.nevolentiam mmi eonciliaram is 'paradoxically ... associated with the violent and emotive 
function'. Tbe same confusion in Fortenbaugh (1988: 267). 

120. Cf. Kennedy (1972: 16-18). For the importancc of the audiencc see e.g. Deiot. 6. 
121. Greenidge (o.c. above n. 35: 4TI-479). 
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the end of his speech: 
(4) This last passagel22 is based on ethos, as Antonius explicitly says: genus 

... lenitatis et mansuetudinis (2,200 'the type of speech based on gentleness and 
mildness'). He took up from the prologue, with greater urgency, the subject of 

. the tie with Norbanus. (Note th~t this subject is, for readers who know nothing 
of that prologue yet, only now introduced into the description of the speech: above 
p. 273.) He enlarged on tbis tie; it would be almost unbearable for hirn ü he 
could not help Norbanus. This was meant to show bis mildness (mansuetudo), as 
he again says in his summary: ut ... in meis moribus erga meos necessarios decla­
randis mansuetissimus viderer (201 'giving the impression ... of being jvery mild 
when declaring my usual disposition towards those to whom I am bound'); mildness 
was one of the qualities mentioned in 2,182 as contributing to ethos. He proceeded 
in the same vein: he broadly sketched his own prestige (again echoing 182)123, 
bis fides towards Norbanusl24, bis fides towards his friends in general, and. asked 
for acqui~tal. The passage is, like (3), slowly built up; the style, thoug~ not without 
rhetorical devices, is much less emotionall2S• 

(5) The examination of the wit~esses mentioned by Sulpicius is omitted by 
Antonius: he is only concerned with the effect of the speech itself. 

In short, then, the speech has now been reconstructed as followSI26: 

122. Tbat it is indeed a new, separate passage is ShOWD by 2,200 turn. Tbe style is also dif­
ferent (0. 115), and emotions are not mentioned anymore. 

123. aetati meae ... honoribus •.. rebus gestis, cf. 2,182 dignitate hominis, rebus gestis, aisti­
malione vitae and 184 ut prob~ ut bene morati, ut boni viri esse videantur. 

124. iusto ... pio da/ore, d. again 2,182 mansuetudinis, pietatis; and 184 (prev. note). 
125. Rhetorical devices: 2,200 pro •.. et pro; fama ... fortunisque; nihil ... nihilj 201 ut ... ut 

'" utj si ... si. Tbe result of these, however, is a fluent (though emphatic) passage, since the struc­
tures are more symmetrical and the content itself is less vehement: the repeated words themselves 
are not emotional, there are no "wachsende Glieder" or climaxes of content (except, to a moderate 
degree, in pro ... pro ... ). If a stylistic label is to be attached to the passage, it will be that. of 
the middle style. 

126. It may be useful to list all passages relevant to the case that are knOWD to me, using 
the numbers of the passages distinguished here. Cf. oRF4, 280-281 (Sulpicius' accusation)j 229-233 
(Antonius' defence)j three less important passages are not mentioned there: De or. 2,188; Part. or. 
104-105; Val. Max. 8,5,2. (I leave asideDe or. 2,305, which may also refer to the case.) 
genenaI (Sulpicius' speech, etc.): De or. 2,89j0Jf. 2,49; ApuI. Apol. 66j De or. 2,197 (qui ... accedere)j 
202 (tzöi ... trodidissem); (1) 2,(197-)198; 202; (2) 2,124; 199 (omnium seditionum ... fuisse); 200 
(populi '" de[enderam)j 203a; (2a) 2,107-109; 164 (above n. 115)j 167; 201 (quod esse in arte ... 
ilttigi)j Part. or. 104-105j (3) De or. 2,188j 199 (turn •.. revocabam)j 200 (iudicum animos ... con­
verteram)j 203 (deinde .,. miscuisti)j (4) 2,200b-201aj (5) 2,203 (neque haec ... ); Val. Max. 8,5,2; 
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(1) Prologue: a hesitating start, preparing for the later use of ethos. 
(2) Argumentation ab out seditions (also winning the sympathy of the populus 

present at the trial). 
(2a), interwoven with (2): Argumentation on the definition of minuta maiestas. 
(3) Pathos, directed against Caepio. 
(4) Ethos: Antonius emphasizes hisfides and almost begs for acquittal. 

Mer the speech there followed: 
(5) Examination of witnesses: Antonius does not refute them but, besides the 

repeated argument about seditions, uses pathos again. 

Before discussing the function of the passage on N orbanus' case as a whole, and 
of the second description given by Sulpicius, I will now touch upon the status of 
the above reconstruction. The passages outside De oratore contribute next to 
nothing to itl27, so the reconstruction corresponds to the picture areader of 
the work will have gained, and it may be used to analyse the passage further. 

We may, by way of intermezzo, also ask if it perhaps represents, or closely 
corresponds to, the historical speech. The fact that all details make up one con­
sistent picture may be thought to point to this. Since, however, all these details 
come from De oratore, this consistency only shows . that Cicero, when writing, 
had a consistent picture of the speech in mind, aild there is no telling whether 
or not this picture corresponded to the speech of the real Antoniusl28• He may 
have taken the historical framework of the case (as to which he was certainly 
accurate) and composed a speech himself. On the other hand, the case was a 
cause ce!ebre, and he may have had, and used, much information on the actual 
speechl29, and may thus have come very near the historical truth. 

There is also nothing in the reconstructed speech itself that precludes the 
notion that it closely corresponds to the historical one. There would be if Badian's 
opinion were correct that in 95 Antonius belonged to the same political group as 
Norbanus, viz. that of Marius. In that case bis reason for undertaking the defence 
would have been political, which would make his pl~a, that he defended him only 
because of the tie that bound him to his quaestor Norbänus, so patently false 
that he could not possibly have used it. The existence of a powerful group centred 

127. See prev. note. Gnly Part. or. 104-105 gives something on the content of the controversy, 
but this only confinns what De or. tells us already: above p. Tl5. 

128. Solmsen points out that 'throughout the oration Antony's tactics were determined by 
that same shrewd caIculation of the audience's reactions that has struck us as characteristic of 
Cicero's procedure' (TAPhA 69, 1938: 551-552 = Solmsen 1968: 240-241). This might mean that 
Cicero moulded the speech in De or. himself, but it may also mean, e.g., that Cicero leamt much 
from Antonius' oratory. 

129. Tbe speech had not been published, of course: above n. 55. 
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around Marius, however, has rightly been questionedl30, and even if there was 
one, it has been shown that Antonius did certainly not belong to it131• 

In short, there are no internal or external factors directly related to the defence 
to show whether or not the reconstructed speech corresponds to the historical 
one. But since the case was so weIl known and since part of Cicero's readers 
will have witnessed it we may, I think, assume that its substance (as distinct 
from the style) is not very far from what the real Antonius brought forward. 

We may now discuss the question in what way the speech serves as a demonstration 
and illustrates the theoretical remarks about ethos and pathos. Since many of the 
essentials have already been touched upon, the discussion can be brief. 

The function of the passage as a whole, the illustration of the importance of 
ethos and pathos, is summarized by Antonius himself in the passage quoted at 
the beginning of this section. This illustration is made more impressive by the 
disposition of the speech, which is totally different from what the handbooks 
prescribed. The absence of a narration is not important in this respect, since 
that was a possibility also mentioned in the handbooksl3l• What is important are 
the remarkable places of ethos, at the end, and of pathos, not at the end. Per­
mutation of parts of the speech is sometimes mentioned in school rhetoric, but 
receives little attention, and one so radical as this is bound to have been 
striking133• In Antonius' description the unusual place of ethos is even more 
emphasized by the lack' of explicit description of the prologue, which was the 
normal place for ethosl34• 

130. (See for the litles above n. 93:) Badian: 47-48, 56. Agaiost a Marian ·factio· Gruen (esp. 
190-196; also JRS 55, 1965, 67-68), who reconstructs other factions, and MitcheU: 29. Tbc whole 
concept of coherent factioDS in the ninelics is rejectcd (convincingly, to my mind) by Meier, Brunt, 
and Mitchen: 16-19. Uoyd A. Tbompson ("Tbc Rclalionship bctween Provindal Quacstors and their 
Commanders·in-Chief', Kutoria 11, 1962, 339-355; cf. id., "Tbc Appointment of Quaestors Extra 
SOTtem', P.AC4 S, 1962, 17-25) argucs that the tie bctwcen commander and quacstor was not as 
strong as some modems have supposcd, and this seems corrcct; but in denying virtuaUy an strength 
to the link and rcdudng passagcslike the one under consideralion to ·rhetorical humbug" (o.c.: 
345), he gocs much too far: such passagcs most contain some truth to be effcctive. As a whole, 
bis treatment contaios a nomber of inaccurades; and the problem dcservcs a new treatment. 

131. MitcheU (o.c. abore n. 93: 21-26, cf. 31-32). 
132. 1nv. 1.,30; cf. cspcdally nihil prodest namztio turn, cum ab adversariis Te aposila nostra 

nihil inten:.st itoum aut alio modo 1IQ1rQTe. This was exactly the situation in the prcscnt casc: 
everyone knew the facts, as Antonius emphasizes in 2,197 (constabat; nemo pOteraI negare; d. 
the factive nature ofvim ... miserabi/ique CIlSU). 

133. Rhd. Hu. 3,17 caIls attention to the need sometimcs to deviate from the standard order, 
·but the scction is sholl, and none of the changes scrving as examples involves the epUogue. Admit­
tcdly, conclusiones, mcaning emotional passages, are in 2,47 said to bc applicable almost everywhere 
in a speech (abovc p. 99); but the real epUogue is still a1ways supposed to be emotive. 

134. Whether this effcct is delibcrate cannot, I thinIc, be dedded. Tbc main motive (or re­
prcssing the prologue in Antonius' account most, in any casc, have been imitation (see also below 
p.281). 
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The relationship between invention and disposition as defended in De oratore 
is thus also illustrated: the way of working it implies was perfectly suited for 
composing such a speech, whereas school rhetoric was nott35• 

The adaptation of tbe orator's strategy to the possibilities offered by tbe 
disposition of tbe judges, treated in 2,186-187, is also illustrated. Th~ emotions 
aroused by Antonius essentially derive from tbis disposition, as he says himself: 
tbe grief for the loss of relatives and the ill-will against Caepio for his measures 
conceming the courts (199). The case belongs to the second, difficult type men­
tioned in 186-187: only such well-aimed means could touch the judgesl36• 

As remarked above (p. 276), the gradual building up of the emotive passage (3) 
is also in accordance with the precepts to be given in 2,213-215a. The same goes 
for the prologue (202 tibi ... munisti ad te audiendum viam, 'you prepared a way 
for yourself to get a hearing'!)137; for the gliding transition from passage (2a) to 
(3)138; and for passage (4), since the use of ethos tbere had been carefully prepared 
for in the prologue. This is of course nQ coincidence, but as tbe Norbanus passage 
precedes these precepts, readers cannot have taken it as an illustration when 
they read it. It will, however, certainly have helped prepare them for these rules. 

It is remarkable that the discussion of ipse ordere, 2,189-196, is not illustrated: 
there is no hint that Antonius himself was moved during his speech. The rational 
decision of when he was in control and could pass on to the end of his speech 
(2,200) suggests cool calculation, and tbis is indeed what the whole passage sug­
gests. The case of Norbanus was probably too much a dishol!-ourable one in Cicero's 
eyes to make Antonius claim emotional involvement. Note that the passage on 
ethos exclusively concerns Antonius himself, which is only one of the two possi­
bilities mentioned in 2,182-184, and the less current one at that: conimending 
Norbanus' character to the judges was a hopeless taskl39• The absence of emotions 
on Antonius' part, however, does not impair the persuasiveness of 189-196, for 
the emphasis here is solelyon the effectiveness of ethos and pathos. The vehemence 
of the passage itself directs the attention to this effectiveness, and the increasing 

135. Cf. pp. 84-85 and 86. Cicero's view on the relationship invention - disposition is a1ready 
clear when the Norbanus passage begins, for it has been discussed 2,179-181 (above p.194-195). 

136. Some improvisation (d. p. 255-257) may be implied in 2,200 qUod ubi sensi me in pos­
sessiooem ;udicii oe defensionis metu constitisse .. ., tum admiscere ... coepij but this is, agam, 
restricted, for it concerns not the choice of emotions to be played upon or the arrangement of 
the speech, but ooly the moment of starting the final passage: Antonius does so when he feels 
that the judges and the audience (in its wider sense: the people on the forum) are ready for it. 

137. Cf. pp. 271 and 273-274. 
138. p.275. 
139. Solmsen (I.c. above n. 128) wrongly states that Antonius 'succeeded in winning their 

sympathy for a man they had detested when he rose to speak'. 
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tension prevents such questions on the readers part. 

This tension, and the dramatic qualities of the De oraJore passage, have of course 
not been conveyed in the above analysis. The literary means for reaching these 
effects, however, have been touched upon. They are related to, and further illus­
trated by, the difference between Antonius' and Sulpicius' descriptions. 

Their presentations may be characterized as mimetic as against analytic. 
Antonius' description, as has been shown, imitates bis speech. Sulpicius' reaction 
also contains some mimetic elements: bis exc1amations echo areaction to Antonius' 
masterpiece during the trial itself, which helps creating the atmosphere of areal 
triall40• Nevertheless, Sulpicius' account is primarily a part for part. analysis of 
the speech (except for the epilogue). Without this contribution we could only 
speculatingly have reconstructed part (1), the prologue. . 

But Cicero has not added this second descriptio~ to facilitate our reconstruction. 
Its addition has, it seems, two functions,'connecled with composition and with 
content. As to composition, Sulpicius' reaction serves as a transition to Antonius' 
precepts about the individual emotions in 2,205-211a. Of course the ileed for a 
transition in itself is not the important point: for that purpose the more strictly 
transitional passage, 204, might have sufficed. It is the character and the tone of 
the transition that are essential. From 185 on, the tension has been rising141, 

and Antonius' mimetic account is an emotional climax, whereas when giving the 
precepts he is rather business-like. This difference asks for a longer transition. 
The mimetic aspect of Sulpicius' description provides the link with Antonius'; in 
the course of it, his tone becomes gradually more factual, and he ends with neque 
haec solum in defensione sed etiam in Scauro ceterisque meis testibus, quonun tu 
testimonia non refellendo, sed ad eundem impetum populi confugiendo refutarti 
(203 'and you used these emotive means not only in your defence, but also in 
the examination of my witnesses, whose testimonies you countered not by refuting 
them but by resorting to the same arguments about the people'sanger): he still­
expresses bis admiration, but in a down-to-earth tone (neqUe .. ~. solum ... sed, 
etiam, 'not only ... but even'). The way has been paved for his remark that 
Antonius' account of bis defence was as good as rules, which, in turn, prepares 
the ground for Antonius' precepts. 

The transitional function of Sulpicius' description also explains his omission of 
Antonius' passage (4): by this omission pathos, important in (3) and (5), stands 
out more conspicuously. After Antonius' account and Sulpicius' unqualified assent, 
Cicero apparently thought aseparate confirmation of the point of ethos less im-

140. This also goes if, as seems probable, readers will not have made -this link with the real 
trial: it is the atmosphere that counts. ' 

141. Cf. p. 254 on 2,186-187; and pp. 258-259 and 263 (at n. 70) on 2,189-196. 
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portant than a smooth transition to what follows. 
The second function of Sulpicius' reaction is even more important: confirmation 

of Antonius' expose and of bis affirmation that ethos and pathos, not a definition 
of the question at issue according to standard rhetorical mIes, had been decisive 
in the trial. Such a confirmation is apposite after the repeated sneers at the 
rhetorical handbooks. It suggests that Antonius' potentially subjective conclusions 
on these matters contain objective truth: for who can confirm Antonius' conclusions 
more convincingly than Sulpicius, his adversary in the Norbanus case? 

The passage on the trial of Norbanus adds nothing substantial to the content of 
the preceding sections. Being a successful confinnatio, however, it greatly enhances 
the persuasiveness of Antonius' expose. It has been my aim in this section to 
show how Cicero qas achieved thi&, and how, by using devices not unlike those 
under discussion, he has created a fascinating climax. 

85 The Precepts for the Individual Emotions: 2,205-211a 

Cicero's analyses of the individual emotions are less thorough than Aristotle's. 
This is partly due to bis own intention, as he did not want to go into the matter 
tao deeply, but to give some practical precepts on the basis of what amounts to 
common knowledge made explicit, and to give same idea what kind of things the 
orator had to consider141• There are no definitions, and only the exemplary emo­
tions get precepts of their own. For the others the principle of analogy and the 
common sense of the orator are appealed to. Amor ("love"), for instance, receives 
a comparatively long treatment, after which hate and anger are said to rest on 
the same principles. 

This section starts with a preliminary discussion of the relationship between 
the various emotions in Cicero's treatment, and of the virtual absence of Stoic 
influence on this discussion as a whole. Then 1 will examine the individual precepts 
and compare them with Aristotle's views and those 'of the Stoics; this is followed 
by a comparison between Cicero's and Aristotle's selection of the emotions. The 
fundamental difference of approach between the two that has been noted before 
will again become apparent. 

Mer 'a short introduction in 2,205, Antonius treats the individual emotions in 
2,206-211a. He discusses them in three groups: 

142. O. p. 251. 



amor, odium, iracundia 
invidia, misericordia 
spes, laetitia, timor, molestia 

("love", hate, anger) 
(envy, pity) 
(hope/expectation, joy, fear, griet) 
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This is the sequence found in the enumeration in 2,206; in the treatment itself 
envy and pity take the more conspicuous last place, in accordance with their 
importance. The last group of four mentioned in 206 is almost identical with that 
of the four principal Stoic passions E1TL9'u~a, i}öovq, 'P6ßo~ and A:(nr1l (desire, 
pleasure, fear, grie!), rendered by Cicero some ten years afteIWards by libido, 
laetitia or voluptas, metus and aegritudo (Tusculan Disputatioru: 4,14 and elsewhere). 
The only difference is the replacement of desire (E1TL9"~ libido) by hope (spes). 
This does not, however; affect the fundamental relationship between the four: for 
the Stoics the passions are dependent on (wrong) judgements143, pleasure being a 
judgement of the existence of a present good, desire of a future good, grief of a 
present evil, fear of a future evil: 

present future 

positive pleasure (TjOOvfU . desire (bnaujLLa) 

negative grief (A 1nnU fear (!p6~) 

This group of four, however, was not exclusively Stoic. It is found already in 
Plato, and its appearance in Vergil shows that it must have been widespreadl44• 

This is borne out by De oratore, where the coupling of the three others with 
fear receivesno explanation: even with desire replaced by bope the relationship 
between the four must bave been easy to recognize. Even Ü its diffusion was 
originally due to the Stoics, the scheme bad obviously become part of a common 
background, and its use is no indication of any Stoic influence on Cicero's treat­
ment inDe oratore. 

The coupling of envy and pity is not emphasized, but 2,185 also shows that 
they belong together: invidere is there set against salvum velle ·('heing envious'­
'wanting someone to . be safe~}, misereri against punire . velle ('pitying' -'wanting 
someone to be punished'). They are connected in 216 as having contrary effects: 
ut misericordtä invidia tollatur ('so that envy is removed by pity'). Aristotle also 

143. According to Zeno the 'lfci&rJ followed upon such judgements, Chrysippus' opinion was 
that they were identical with them (Zeno: SVF I 209; Chrys.: e.g. SVF m 461); cf. Pohlenz (o.c. 
abovc p. 82 n. 21 I: 142, 146, with the commentary in vol. 11), and especially the ~nd chapter 
of lohn M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge UP, 1969). 

144. Plato: LDches 191d; Phaedo 83b (1: the text is unccrtain). Vergil: Aen. 6,733 hinc metuunt 
cupiuntque, do/ent gaudentque. Cf. also Gorgias Hel. 14; Cie. Part. or. 9. Evidence for the Stoic 
doctrine abounds: SVF I 211; 212; 370; m 377-4'lfJ passim; 444-445; 447; 463-464; 476; 478; 480; 
486; Posidonius fr. 164 E.-K. (409 Th.). Cf. also (pseudo1)Plut. De lib. et aegr. 1; 7. 
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couples EAEO~ (pity) with vE~<Tl8 and <pe6vo~ (indignation; envy)14S. Again 
Cicero's association of the two is in accordance with Stoic theory: both were 
regarded as sub divisions of grief, pity being grief at another's (undeserved) mis­
fortunes, envy at another's prqsperity146. The Aristotelian parallel, however, shows 
that the assumption of Stoic influence is again unnecessary. The absence from De 
ara/are of any hint that envy and pity are taken as forms of grief shows further­
more that such influence on Cicero's grouping of the emotions is non-existent. 

This conclusion is strongly supported by the place accorded to amor. The word 
is hard to translate, and 1 will use the Latin form: "love" is not appropriate in 
the context. It is often used to designate a strong form of amicitia (friendship )147, 
here it clearly goes further and amounts to something that resembles strong and 
fervent partiality. Now tbis completely lacks a counterpart in Stoic theories of the 
passions: the Greek <pLALa. is always friendsbip in a non-emotional form and is no 
passion ('lT<ieo~), and Latin amor, on the other hand, is in Stoic contexts only 
used as an equivalent of Greek EP~, sexual love, which is indeed a passion but 
irrelevant to the ones in De oratore148• The Stoic fragments on the passions are 
numerous and rather diverse, so tbis absence of a Stoic parallel for Cicero's amor 
can be no accident of the transmission. Cicero's arrangement of the emotions has 
no Stoic background. The possibility of Stoic influence on the remarks on the 
individual emotions will be examined below. 

This is perhaps the place to illustrate the methods employed by Miche}l49. He 
starts bis analysis of our passage by leaving aside amor for the moment; proceeds 
by observing the close similarity of the last four emotions with the Stoic scheme 
of principal passions; and because in Stoic theory hate and anger are kinds of 
desire, envy and pity kinds of grief, he concludes that Cicero is following a Stoic 
system. This is surely a cruel maltreatment of the text. Not only is there no 
hint of the employment of the Stoic classifications of hate, anger, envy and pity, 
but ~he replacement mentioned above (and by Michel) of desire by hopejexpecta-

145. Cf. p. 68. 
146. SVF m 394; 419; and below nn. 186 and 177. 
147. Cf. J. Hellegouarc'b, Le vocabulaire latin des relations et des parns politiques sous la 

R~publique (paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1963): 147. 
148. These conclusions on Stok theories, as .well as all others in this section, are based on 

the passages about ethics and especially about the passions in SVF I-rn; and the index in SVF IV 
s.vv.; for Panaetius on the collection of M. van Straaten (Leiden: Brill, 19623), where cf. fr. 14 = 
Sen. Ep. 116,5-6 (amor as [~ is a passion: Seneca writes [116,6] quod Panaetius de amore quae­
renti respondit, hoc ego de omnibus affectibus dico); for Posidonius on the relevant passages in 
the editions of Edelstein-Kidd and Theiler. 

149. Michel (1960: 288-290). This case may serve as indicative of the character of many of 
his contentions, which I have in general refrained from mentioning. Silence about this book would 
be the only reasonahle attitude hut for its apparent prestige in France. Cf. C.O. Brinlc's fair if 
condescending review (Gnomon 35, 1963, 776-779), and for further fundamental criticism Douglas 
(1973: 96-97). The rejection of Michel's view of our passage by Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 195 n. 3) 
is very superficial. 
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tion (spes) makes the c1assifications meaningless: hate and anger may be kinds of 
desire, they are hardly kinds of hope or expectation. What is worse still is the 
treatment of amor: the Stoic scheme can be discemed only by leaving this emotion 
aside and by ignoring its unambiguous coupling with hate and anger. All this 
leads Michel to lofty if unexpected visions: Cicero has purposely put amor at the 
head so as to dominate the list of emotions, for amor is 'one of the fundamental 
human virtues if it is mixed with friendsbip and tendemess', and at the head of 
the list thus stands 'the very virtue that is the basis of human solidarity'15O. 
Even a glance at the text can show that this vision is a fantasy. Cicero, on the 
contrary, emphasizes that amor is chiefly based on the jury's self-interest, as 
will be discussed presently. 

In what follows the precepts for the individual emotions will be briefly analysed. 
In each case parallels both from Aristotle's Rhetoric and from the Stoic fragments 
will be adduced. This will not only yield information abotit Aristotelian and Stoic 
influence on Cicero (the lack of Stoic influence on the arrangement does not 
exclude influence on the individual precepts). More important, and independently 
from the question of influence, it will lend some colour to the analyses and illumi­
nate the basic characteristics of the different approach es. 

Cicero's first group needs i. long discus,sion, since bis treatment is difficult 
and has often been misunderstood. The more technical parts of the argument, 
however, I have relegated to Appendix 5. The passage starts in 2,206 with an 
outline of the arousing of amor ("love" - see above )151: 

sentimus amorem conciliari, si id in re videare quod sit uille ipsis apud quos agas 
defendere; si aut pro bonis viris aut certe pro üs, qui illis boni atque uilles sinto 
laborare: namque hacc res amorem magis conciliat, illa virtutis defensio cantatem; 
plusque proficit, si ponetur spes utilitatis futurae quam praeteriti beneficii com­
memoratio. 

We perceive that amor is won if, as rcgards the issue, you seem to defend the 
thing useful for the members of the jwy themselves; and if you are warking for 
good men, or rather, for those who are good for the jury and useful for them­
for the Iatter morereadily wins tmJtJr, the former, the defenee of virtue, <only> 
esteem. And it is more successful if a hope of future usefulness is held out than 
if some service in the pasl is cited. 

The element of the jury's self-interest is stressed: working for people useful for 
the jury wins amor, which it is all about. Working far those who are "only" virtuous 

150. Michel (1960: 290): cl'une des vertus humaines fondamentales lorsqu'il se confond avec 
l'amiti6, Ia tendresse, la caritas' (this misreprcscnts the relationship amor - caritas, as does bis 
further treatment, ib.: 290-291; about this relationship below pp. 285-286; 286-287; and n. 156); 
·Cidron place en tete d'une liste de passions, Ia vertu meme qui fonde Ia solidarit6 humaine'. 

151. For the readings in re and si aut and for the meaning of aut ... aut cene see Appendix 5.· 
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wins only caritas, 'esteem, which is obviously second choice - it is implied that 
it is not even a strong feeling, for it bas not been mentioned in the !ist of emo­
tionstSl• 

The second point to be kept in mind when tIying to arouse amor is mentioned 
in 2,207-208: there is a real danger of awakening invidia, 'envy'. Therefore the 
orator must show that bis client nihi1 _ fedsse causa sua, 'has done nothing for 
bis own sake', and refrain from praising him too bighly. The seriousness of the 
danger of envy also comes to the fore in the long treatment in 209-210, and in 
304, where Antonius reckons extolling üwidiosa ('tbings arousing envy or hatred') 
among the principal faults to be avoided 

The sequel in 2,208 couples bate and anger with amor. 

atque isdem bis cx locis cl in alias odium struerc discemus et a nOOis ac nostris 
demovcre; eadcmquc hacc geuera liIIIIt tractanda in iraamdia vd excitanda ve1 
scdanda. nam si, quod ipsis qui andiuDt pemiciosum aut inutilc si!, id fac:tum 
angcaS, odium creatur; &in, quod aut in bonos wos aut in eos, quos minime quisque 
cIcbuerit, aut in rem publicam, tum acitatur. si non tam. acerbum odi~ tamen 
aut invidiac aut odii non dissimilis offensio. 

Amt from tbese same priricip1es we will Icarn to conjure up hate for others and 
to rcmove it from oursdvcs and tbose on our siele; and lhc:sc same categories 
most be c:mplojed in arousing and aDaying angcr. Far if you ampliCy an action 
that iS dangerous and harmful for thc aodicnce themselvcs it is hatc that )'On 
bring about, bot if you amplify something that was dirccted against good mcn or 
agaiast tbose who least dcscncd it or against tbc statc; tbcn you arousc:, tbough 
DOt so much bitter hatc, a negative emotion that is still not unlike cnvy or hatc. 

The last statement is very difficult. Most scholars take the word offensio to 
designate a specific feeling, e.g. 'disgust', but, as argued in Appendix S, it is 
probably better interpreted as 'a negative emotion', specified by the phrase ~t 
is not unlike envy or bate'. The emotion thus indicated must then, I think, refer 
to iracundia,'anger': the two sentences quoted are parallel in that they both 
mention first bate, then anger. The second feeling, then, is regarded as less violent 
than the first, and the relationship between them is exactly as between caritas. 
'esteem', and amor. BOth pairs, however, are not equally Violent: whereas esteem 
is not a strong feeling, anger -is obviously areal-emotion and very useful for the 

lS2. Cf. Part. 01'. 88 far the diffaencc betwcen amor and auitas (where, howcver. thcy are 
kinds of 1IInicitia). W. would havc Iiked ac. to say that amor is depcndcnt on virtue, but the inter­
pretation givcn heR: is thc ooly possible ODe: hMc rr:s _ üla v. deJensio is «the latter _ the 
former'. sincc Wrtutis defensio can only refer to pro bonis viri.s and sincc hic _ iIle is always "the 
lattcr _ tbc farmer' in dassical prose (acept wben ccrtain specific fadars intencne, cf. K.-St. 
L,622~; 1U. 5.V. hic 2714.66-Z717,13; Sz. 182 misleadingly states "auch gelegentlich umgekehrt"). 
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oratorI53, and from this we may surmise that amor is less violent than its negative 
counterpart odium. 

H we compare Cicero's treatment of amor with Aristotle's Rhetoric 2,4 on 'fLALa 
(philia), a considerable difference emerges. It is directly obvious from Aristotle's 
definition that he does not deviate from the normal meaning of the word and 
that it means not amor in Cicero's sense, but 'friendship': EO"r6) 81) 1'0 <pC.AELV 
1'0 POiJAEa6aL 'l'LVI. ci ote1'al. a-ya8a, tKeLvo1J EVEKa &UeX ~1) airro'Ü, Kat 
1'0 Ka1'eX 8iJvaJU.V 1TpaK'l'LKOV etval. 1'OW6)V (2,4,2: 80b35-81al 'let phllein, then, 
be defined as wisbing for someone the things which we believe to be good, for 
bis sake but not for our own, and procuring them for him as far as lies in our 
power'). He also emphasizes that such feelings are mutual. As said"~efore1S4, this 
is much like the definition of friendship (amicitia) found in De inventione. Nowhere 
is there any sign that the feeling Aristotle refers to is at all violent, as amor is 
in Cicero. Another point of difference is the element of disinterestedness so promi­
nent in Aristotle's definition ('for bis sake but not for ouf own'; 'procuring them 
.. .'). In Cicero this has a quite different role: if the orator's client is not presented 
as unselfish the jury will feel envy, and amor is indeed impossible, but· the jury 
is on the contrary supposed to be self-interested and to feel amor only Ü this 
selfishness is satisfied. In short, Aristotle's phllia is very different from Cicero's 
amor, and hardly useful for rhetorical purposes. 

Hate and anger, coupled with amor in De oratore, are also treated in the 
Rhetoric. Tbeir difference according to Aristotle is roughly speaking the opposite 
of what it is in Cicero: anger is connected with things that concern ourselves, 
hate also with things that do not (am ~v oliv EO"r1.V EK 1'OOV 1TpO~ iavr6v, 
IXOpa & Kat äVE1J 1'o'Ü 1TpO~ iaU'T6vlSS). H Cicero has read Aristotle, he 
has obviously preferred to employ other distinctions, perhaps because these were 
rhetorically more useful, but perhaps just because they were more in line with 
bis own ideas about the words and with normal usage in the -Latin of bis time.· 
Tbe different ways of grouping the emotions is more significa:ri.t Arlstotle mak.~:: 
hate (or enmity: ~Lao~ EXOpa) the negative counterpart of phllia, as Cicero of 
amor, but whereas Cicero also couples anger with these two, Aristotle associates 
thls (apyf)) with mildness (1Tpa~). lIi fact, he treats most of the feelings in 
pairs of opposites, so his criterion is again psychological and theoretical: feelings 
having opposite psychological definitions are coupled. Cicero's association of anger 

153. Cf. 2,190 where it is mentioned as a violent feeling. L-P.'s comment ad 2,203 might be 
misleading: 'iracundia bedeutet, anders als iN, ·Zornesausbruch·'. 2,203 is indeed one of a number 
of instanccs where iracundia means or may mean 'an outburst of anger' (d. TLL I.V. 369,10fl'.­
though not all cases are equally clear), but iN may perbaps also be uscd tbus (Har. resp. 39); 
more important, sometimes they are clearly identical and mean. just 'anger' (Tusc. 3,11 defmes 
iracundia almost cxactly as 4,21 defines iN), which is preferable bere. 

154. Above p. 111. 
155. Rhd. 2,4,31 (82&2-3); the differencc is furtber dcvcloped ib. 82a3-15. 
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with amor and hate is primarily rhetorical: the principles by which the orator 
can arouse them are similar; psychological symmetry is not aimed at156• 

As for Stoic psychology, tOO had nothing like Cicero's amor, as noticed above. 
Anger they defined essentially as Aristotle did: as a longing to punish the person 
who has unjustly hurt you157• Again De oratore shows no trace of such adefinition 
(its view of anger is even quite different). The same goes apparently for their, 
definition of hate158• Cicero's distinction between emotions with and without 
self-interest - rhetorically a very Useful one - has no counterpart in our Stoic 
material. 

The next group of emotions is less problematic. Its treatment, after the passage 
on hate and anger, is brief (2,209): 

item timor incutitur aut ex ipsorum periculis aut ex communibus. interior est ille 
proprius; sed bic quoque communis ad eandem similitudinem est perducendus. par 
atque una ratio est spe~ laetitiae, molestiae. 

Likewise you may strike fear into their hearts by using dangers either affecting 
themselves or the community. Tbe former, which concerns people themselves, 
strikes deeper, but the latter common variant must be assimilated to this. Tbe 
treatment of hope, joy and grief is exactIy analogous. 

As argued above, this group of four is c10sely akin to but not identical with the 
fOUf principal passions of Stoic psychology. As to Aristotle, pleasure or pain 
(i}8ovi}, Ainnt) are by his definition inherent in all feelings (see p. 67), so he 
has no separate equivalent of Cicero's joy and grief. With fear (<p6j3oc,;) he joins 
'lack of fear' (6apO'oc,;), described as 'the hope of what is salutary, accompanied 
by an impression that it is near at hand and that the things to be feared are 
either non-existent or far off (2,5,16: 83a17-18 J.I.E'fCt <pavraO'Lac,; iJ EA1I'tc,; 'fWV 

O'Ca>T'TfpLoov OOc,; E')'"YUc,; övroov, 'fWV BE <poßepwv il ~'iJ övroov il 1I'6ppoo 
övroov). This is indeed 'confidence' or 'lack of fear', wbich is not an emotion in 
OUf or Cicero's sense. His spes ('hope, expectation') must be different, as appears 
from the original Stoic background of his scheme and especially from the fact 
that it is part of bis pathos: it must be strongly feIt expectation of good things 
to come (ofwhich 'hope' is probably the nearest equivalent in English). 

156. Cf. above p. 286-287: amor : caritas = odium : iracundia - tbis is symmetrica1 in itself, 
but whereas iracundia is violent enough to be part of pathos, caritas is not, wbich destroys the 
symmetry. 

157. SVF I 434 (Dion. Herad.); 11 878; ßI 395-398; 416; Posidonius Fr. 155 E.-K. (438b Tb.). 
Cf. also (pseudo?)Plut. De lib. et aegr. 1; Sen. De ira 2,22,1; 2,31,1. 

158. Only two fragments have a definition: SVF m 396 (= Diog. L. 7,113) J1,~ SE tO'fI.V 

tll't.8UJ1,ta 'f~ 'fo{i KaK~ EtvaL 'fLvt. JLE'fcl 'lfpot<~ 'fL~ Kat 'lfapa'f!l~, wbich is like 
Arist. Rhet. 2,4,31 (82a2-3); and m 398 (= Tusc. 4,21) odium ira inveterata (for wbich d. Fam. 1,9,20). 
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The Stoic definition of fear as an opinion of a future threatening evilJ59 is 
virtually the same as Aristotle'sl60. It is almost a self-evident one, and Cicero 
and bis readers will have attached essentially the same meaning to timor. His 
practical distinction between one's oWn dangers and those of the community, 
however, have no equivalent in Stoicism or in Aristotle - a striking difference, if 
the brevity of Cicero's account is compared with the .long treatment in the 
Rhetoricl (Note that the two kinds of fear are again related in the same way as 
amor and esteem.) On the other hand, Cicero shuns a definition and freely uses 
the common and dear word· periadis ('dangers')161 - a concept Aristotle must 
define, as ethe approach of anything fearful' (2,5,2: 82a32 'fomo -y<!p t<rn. KLv­

BullO~ epoflEPO'Ü 1TA1)O"La(T~). The difference in spirit could hardly be more evident. 

Baud sciam an acenimus longe sit omnium motus invidiae, 'by far the most vehe­
ment emotion of all is perhaps envy', Antonius says when starting the treatment 
of this emotion (2,209) - a treatment longer than any of the others. Not only 
was the opinion that envy is one of the worst emotions rather widespreadl62, 

Cicero thought the feeling rhetorically very important, as appears for example 
from the sections on amor (above). Especially its soothing he regarded as essential: 
209 continues with nec minus vitium opus si! in ea comprimenda quam in excitanda 
('and no less· effort is required in repressing than in exciting it'), and 2;210 is 
wholly devoted to this, whereas the taking away of other emotions is at most 
briefly touched uponl63 •. 

After the introductory sentence just quoted Cicero writes (2,209)164: 

invident autem homines maxime paribus aut inferionbus, cum se relidos sentiunt, 
illos autem dolent evolasse; sed etiam superionbus mvidetur saepe vehementer et 
eo magis. si intolerantius se iactant et aequabilltatem communis iuris praestantia 
dignitatis aut fortunae suae transeunt 

Wen, people are as a rule envious of their equaIs or inferiors wben they feel 
they bave been left behind, and are hurt because these others have eisen above 

159. SVF m 447 (Zeno - sie: Von Amim implies tbat this comes !rom Chrysippus); m 463 
(Chrysippus); m 378; 385-388; -391; 393:-394; 407; 410; 444 (Stoic idcilsin general). Cf; (pseu~o?)PlUL 
De /ib. d aegr. 1; 7. No definition by Posidonius is known. 

160. Rhd. 2,5,1 (82a21-22) (where Ainn} is the only extra element): Wrw 6Tt cp6~ Ainn} 
TV; Kat. "apaxi! tK cpavraolac; Jdllovr~ KaKoV cp6apnKoV i\ AV1M'JPOÜ. 

16L I cannot agree with Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 195) who calls the word pericu/um vague, 
and who thinks the difference between personal and common dangers needs explanation. 

162 Cf. Menander fr. inc. 538,6 Koerte (= 540,6 Kock) "ö KUKLOTOV "ci)v KaKWV 'lrclvrwv 
cp66~; Stob. 3,38,48 IwKpci~ "öv cp86vov Etmv l).K~ d.val. ~ +vxflc;; Hor. EpisL 
1,2,58-59 invidia Sicu/i non invt!lleTe tyranni moius tonnentum. Cf. in general Walcot (o.c. above 
p. 115 n. 46); for the universality of envy d. Schoeck (o.c. ib.: 21). 

163. Cf. above p. 244-245. 
164. L-P. (ad 2,209 acerrimus ... invidiae) wrongly take th~ remark on the objects of envy 

(invitknl aulern •.. ) as a definition. 



290 

them. But people are also frequently fiercely envious of their superiors, especially 
if these boast intolerably and transgress the 1imits of what is fair for all alike 
on the strength of their pre-eminent status or prosperity. 

In comparing Cicero's treatment with Aristotle's we must not only look at the 
latters chapter on cp86vo~ ('envy'), but also take the one on vt~(118 ('indigna­
tion') into account (note that the Latin invidia can have both meaningsl6S). The 
difference between these two as he takes them is pointed out in 2,9,3-5 (86b16-
87a5). Both are a kind of pain (Ainnt) because of anothers good fortune, but 
their criteria are different: envy concerns those of equal rank, indignation is 
about good fortune that is undeserved166• The first feeling, says Aristotle, belongs 
to bad characters, the second to good ones167• Though the distinction may be 
thought plausible (see, however, below), the length of Aristotle's explanation 
shows that it was far from obvious. In fact he writes S6~ELE S' cXV Kat b c.p66vo~ 
'T~ EAEEl.V 'TOV airrov aVTLKEl.0-8aL 'TPcYrrov ~ <TilVElfU~ ffiv Kat 'Tairrov 
'T~ VE~(1aV, EO"'TL S'E'TEPOV (2,9,3: 86b16-18 'It might be thought that envy 
also is similarly opposed to pity, as being akin to or identical with indignation, 
but i~ is really different'). 

The comparison is best begun with envy, which Aristotle defines as folIows: 
EO"'Ttv b cpa6vo~ A irIrq 'TL~ ElI't Einrpa-y(.~ cpaLvo~VfI 'Tcilv ELp~v(J)v a-ya-
8cilv mpt 'ToiJ~ ÖJ.LOt.OlJ~, ~i) l:v<x 'T1. airrc!l. Ctlla S,,' EKEtvO~ (2,10,1: 
87b22-24 'envy is a feeling of pain at the sight of good fortune in regard to the 
good things mentioned before; in the case of those like oneself; and not for the 
sake of getting anything for oneself, but because of the others possessing it'). 
This (with the next lines) shows a certain likeness to the Ciceronian passage, in 
that it also describes the objects of envy (this likeness, however, should not be 
exaggerated, as pointed out in § 4.2168). Aristotle's remark that these are people 
on the same footing is traditional169• Here Cicero's treatment contains two extra 
elements (see quotation above). First, an extension to inferiors. This seems a 
natural one, since it also concerns people who are now beyond us but were not 
so before. His extension to superiors170 is of a different kind, since it requires 
the addition that they behave in such a way as to abuse their position. This intro­
duces a third element absent from Aristotle's concept (and treatment) of envy, 
viz. "virtue" (virtus). Cicero's text shows that it is essential when the feeling is 
directed against superiors, but it must be noticed that it is in bis view also relevant 

165. Cf. n. 102. 
166. Cf. p. 68 n. 286. 
167. 2,9,5 (86b33-34) and context; 2,9,1 (86b1l-16); cf. Mills (1985: 4-5). 
168. p. 115: it is not strong enough to be an argument for dependence. 
169. Above p. 115 with n. 46; Mills (1985: 2-3). 
170. Rhet .. 2,10,5 (88a1l-12) could perhaps be said to show that Aristotle's cp86~ is also 

felt ror people slightly superior, but this would be making too much of an isolated remarIc. 
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to envy for inferiors and equals, for bis observations on arousing and allaying 
envy in general, which follow the sentence quoted (209-210), lay considerable 
stress on the deservedness of the advantages that cause the feeling; in brief, in 
arousing it the orator must say that they are not the result of virtue, in allaying 
it that they are. 

All three elements may be detected in Aristotle's treatment of indignation. It 
will however be argued that their presence is not prominent and not even really 
equivalent to that in Cicero. Aristotle's definition is as follows: EO'rL 'TO VE~äv 

X-1J1TEi.0-8aL E'lTL 'T~ <paLVO~V<!l ava~tCl)Ci mpa"fä,v (2,9,7: 87a9-10 'indignation 
is heing pained at the sight of undeserved good fortune'171). This emotion is 
independent of the status of its object, and in principle it contains all elements 
in Cicero's treatment of envy that were absent from Aristotle's envy (<pe6vo~). 

First, that indignation may be feIt towards inferiors is suggested in 2,9,15 (87bll-
12), where people who think they deserve things that others do not are said to 
be inclined to indignation (KaL öX-CI)Ci oL a~Lo'Üvre~ airroL airroil~ 6)V trri­
po,,~ JJ.1J a~Lo'ÜO'L, VEJJ.EO"TJTLKOL 'TOlrr0l8 KaL 'TOlrrOOV)l72. But there is a differ­
ence with Cicero's inc1usion of inferiors, in that they are not here implied to 
have risen above but to have gained the same status as those who feel the indig­
nation. Apart from this, the definition implies that the reason for the feeling is 

that the things acquired by the inferiors are undeserved, something of only sec­
ondary importance in Cicero. The second point is not explicitly found in the 
Rhetoric but implied in the definition quoted, for if superiors enjoy undeserved 
good fortunes they are just as liable to be the object of indignation as anyone 
else. The third point, virtue, is also implied in the definition, and touched upon 
in 2,9,7-8 (87a10-16) where it is said that indignation is feIt on account of the 
things of which good men (and those who possess natural advantages) are 
worthyl73. But these second and third elements receive very much less emphasis 
than might be expected from the definition; what is stressed instead is the differ­
ence between, e.g., new and "old" rich, the former inspiring far more indignation 
than the latter. 

'Ibis last fact, which may be regarded as an inconsistency on Aristotle's part,. 
means a great difference in emphasis between bis treatment· and Cicero's: the 
latter strongly stresses the - rhetorica1ly very useful - role of virtue174• There 
is, however, another difference that is more fundamental. Cicero combines as it 

171. a. 2,9,1 (86b11-12) '1"0 AVlfEtoeal. h·t'l"~ äva~ta~ EWpa-yla~. 
In. a. also 2,9,11 (87a32-b2); 2,9,12 (87b4-7). 
113. oUx 01:.611 '1"' 1:'11'1. '1I'cim. 'l"o~ ä-yaOo~ lIßJLWÜlI' oiI -yap EL 6i.Ka~ il äv6pE~, il EL 

äPErltv AT)il/E'I"a.., 1IE~ 'l"oVr'fl •• ., ciU' 1:'11'1. '1I'AoVr'fl Kat 6tweiJLEI. Kat 'l"o~ 'l"OI.OVro~ öowv 000; 
«'1I'Aci)c; EL'll'El.lI ci~I.OL EI..at.lI oL o.-yaOot Kat 0\. 'l"a qMrel. !XOll'l"E'i o.-yaOci, Otoll WyßlIEl.all Kat KOllO'> 
Kat 00u 'l"Ot.aVra. 

174. This difference was noticed by KroD (1903: 582 n. 2). a. above p. 115 n. 44. 
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were Aristotle's notions of envy and indignation into bis own concept of envy. 
(Again, this should not be taken as describing Cicero's actual procedure, but as 
clarifying the relationship between concepts.) This combination is not a mere 
addition of envy feIt for inferiors and equals on the one hand and indignation 
feIt for superiors whose fortunes are undeserved because they lack virtue on the 
other, for virtue is said to playapart in all cases. So whereas Aristotle, as noticed 
above, distinguishes two feelings as originating from different motives (viz. a 
comparison with one's own position and a conviction about the deservedness of 
certain advantages), acero regards envy as based on both motives together. This 
approach seems to me superior to Aristotle's, or at least more practical. Aristotlel7S 

states that envy is an emotion feIt by bad people, indignation one. feIt by good 
ones, but the distinction between good and bad is notoriously difficult to maintain 
in such an absolute form., and the same goes for the true motives of the feelings 
involved. People may indeed, as Cicero suggests, forget or repress their envy if 
the good fortune they are envious of is described as absolutely deserved or as 
reached with much effort. 

However this may be, acero's remarks on the objects of envy are more com­
prehensive than Aristotle's. The (rather scanty) Stoic material on this emotion 
(cp06vo~, invid(ent)ia) altogether lacks observations on its object176: they define 
it as grief at another's good fortune, sometimes adding that this good fortune 
meant no dis advantage for the one grievedl77• The addition, which resembles the 
last element in Aristotle's description, is not explicitly found in Cicero. It is, 
however, rather obvious, and the motives for feelings of envy he gives do indeed 
suggest the absence of such a disadvantage. Its omission is therefore immaterial. 

Cicero's treatment of miseri.cordia (pity: 2,211a) contains two main elements: the 
hearer must be made to refer another's misfortunes to things he has experienced 
himself or is afraid of; .and adflicta et prostrata virtus maxime Iuctuosa es( ('the 
affliction and ruin of virtue are especially distressing'). Both elements are known 
from school rhetorie, where the second, however, did not receive any systematic 
attentionl78• The first .did, for it is at the head of the remarks in De inventione 
on awakening pity in the epilogue (1,106): from hearing about another's misfortune 

175. For the Platonie antecedents of bis ideas on cp86voc; and for the handling of cp86voc; 
and vt~ in the Topics d. Mills (1985: 1-3). 

176. Chrysippus' remark about O\.'lrA'I](rl.ov (nen note) is too vague to be regarded as such. 
l'n. SVF I 434 (Dion. Herad); m 418 (Cbrysippus); m 412-416 (Stoic views in general). m 

415 (= Tusc. 4,17) contains the addition, Chrysippus' desaiption in m 418 is slightly longer: (sc. 
b cp06~) AinnJ w-n.v t'1r' cillOTp~ ci-y«8~, Wo; Mprare ßovAOJUVWV TU1InllOW T~ 
'JI"A1JOlov, lS1r~ i1'IrepEXW01.V umol On cp06voc; d. also I 402 (Aristo Chius). No defmition by 
Posidonius is DOwn. 

178. It is not formulated as such, but appears from a number of topoi: Inv. 1,107 topos no. 
4 and 1,109 nos. 10, 13, 15. 16; d. also Rhet. Her. 2,SO. 



the hearer will think of bis own weakness, which will lead to pityl79. 
Aristotle's definition is as follows (2,8,2: 85bI3-16): 

(OTW 6TJ n~ Ainn) 'tW ht q>aI.VO~~ KaKej) <p6ap'Tl.Kej) ij A'U'Ir'I'\P<P TOii ö:va~Uro 
1"\rfXci~l.V, 8 Kiiv aw~ 'll"p0<7ootd)c:reLEV iiv 'll"a8El.V ij Trov awoii TI.va, Kat ToVrO 
mav 'll"A'I')O'lov q>aLVT}'Tal. 

Let pity then be a feeling of pain caused by the sight of evil, destructivc or 
painfuI, which befalls one who does not deserve it, and which we might. expect 
to fall upon ourselves or one of those near to os, and that when it seems close 
at hand. 
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Of Cicero's OOt element only the one aspect of fear is mentioned, not the one 
of past experience. In the treatment that follows fear is explicitly referred to in 
2,8,13 (86a27-28): örra E<p' amwv <poßoi'hn-aL, -ra'ÜTa E'IT' eXAACIlv )'t:yv6J.LEva 
EkEoürr!.V ('all that men fear in regard to themselves excites their pity when it 
happens to others')l80. Past experience is at two occasions said to lead to fear, 
a connection there is no ground for postulating in Cicero; as aseparate factor it 
remains unmentioned181• 

Cicero's second element, virtue, resembles AristotIe's phrase -roü ava~[.o" 

'lV'fXaVELv ('who does not deserve it'). This is indeed developed into a link with 
virtue in 2,8,7 (85b34-86al), where he writes that in order to be able to feel 
pity people must 'think that some persons are virtuous', otherwise they 'will think 
that everybody deserves misfortune' (KcXV oLCIlVTa[. 'TLva~ EtvaL -rWV E1TI..ELKWV· 
Ö )'ap J.L1}5Eva ot6J.LEvo~ 'lTaVTa~ otfpE'TaL ä~['o,,~ EtvaL KaKoü). His treat­
ment ends with aremark in a similar vein: 'when men show themselves undaimted 
at critica1 times it is specially pitiable' (2,8,16: 86b6-7 Kat JUlAt.<M"a 'TO O"ITO"öato~ 
EtvaL Ev 'ToT.~ -rOLOirrOL~ KaLpolS öVTa~ EAEELv6v)l82. Neverth~less, in ·the 
rest of the treatment of the objects of pity (2,8,12-16: 86aI7-b8) virtue is no.t 
mentioned, and the emphasis is on the idea that pity is in the first place feIt 
for people who are elose to and like USl83. The element of virtue, then, is some-

179. qua oratione habita graviler el senlentiose maxime demiltitur animus hominum et ad 
misericordiam comparatur, cum in aJieno malo suam injinnitllJem considerabit. Tbe point is further 
reOected in 1,108, 7th topos; d. the 14th topos for the indignatio in i,105. 

180. a. also, in the chapter on fear, 2.5,12 (82b26-27). 
181. 2,8,4 (85b25) öl. TE 'll"E'lrov8lm.. i}&q Kat l)1.a1rE«pE11')'lm .. : the point is that these people 

think it might happen agam, which links the remark with fear (contra Schweinfurth-Walla 1986: 
198); the same interpretation most hold for 2,8,7 (86a1-3), where two causes of fear are given, 
past experience and the expectation that something will happen. . 

182 Kroll (l.c. above n. 174) noticed the first of these two paralleIs with Cicero's element of 
virtue. 
. 183. a. especially 2,8,13 (86324-26). Tbe designation Tcru.. ... -YVWP4uru'> in § 12 (86aI7) 

most also be interpreted along these lines, for the sequel shows that ~ here means 'well· 
known, familiar', not 'distinguished' (LSJ s.v., 1.2 and n resp.; note that the second meaning refers 
to social standing, not to moral excellence). . 
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what more stressed by Cicero, as it was (in a conceptually more complex way) in 
the case of envy. It is, again, probably no coincidence that ruined virtue lends 
itself excellently for amplification: Cicero is again putting the rhetorically useful 
in the limelightl84• 

It may be noted that Cicero's treatment, on the other hand, lacks a counterpart 
to Aristotle's attention to the objects of pity just referred to. Something like 
the latter's contention that these are people resembling us, however, seems to be 
implied in the former's first element, bis remarks on fear and past experiencel8S• 

On the whole, because of bis indusion of the aspect of past experience, Cicero's 
treatment of pity seems slightly more comprehensive than Aristotle's. In this 
case school rhetoric, in spite of the limited scope of its attention to the emotions, 
also shows some resemblance to Cicero's treatment. As was also the case with 
envy, the Stoic material shows a far more restricted view: the most comprehensive 
definitions describe pity as 'grief for someone who suffers undeservedly' (EAEOV 
••• EtVal. A1nrr}V ~ E'TTL aV<I~t~ K<XKO'TT<X6oih'rt.)186. 

Some remarks on Aristotle's and Cicero's selection of the· emotions treated may 
be added here, as a supplement to the short comment in § 7.4 (see the scheme 
on p. 243). Of the emotions found in ~he Rhetoric but not in De ora/ore, it was 
there said that <ILoXin'll ('shame') and its opposite are of minor rhetorical im­
portance, and that 'lTP<I~, xapL~ and aX<IpLO"rELV ('mildness', 'favour, goodwill', 
'lack of goodwill') fall under the scope of Cicero's ethos. The absence, on the 
other hand, of an Aristotelian equivalent for Cicero's joy and grief has been 
explained above (p. 288). This leaves vE~aL~, and t;;AO~ and its opposite K<I'T<I­
<pp6V1}O't.~ ('indignation', 'emulation', 'contempt'). 

The relationship of Aristotle's vE~aL~ and <p66vo~ ('indignation', 'envy') 
with Cicero's invidia ('envy') has been discussed above, and it has appeared that 
indignation and envy could easily be confused even by the Greeks Aristotle's text 
was written forl87, for he extensively explains the difference. The relationsbip 
of tilAo~ ('emulation') to envy also receives some attention, after the former 
has been defined. (2,11,1: 88a30-36): 

••• tO'T\. ,~~ kirIrTJ 'M ht cpal.Vo.uvn '1I"a~ a-ya8wlI tvrt~lI Kat tll8EXO­
.ul/(J)lI ain(j) kaJ3t:tll wpt. TaUe; bj.LO~ 1"fI cp{Kre.., oiIX IYn. t'W..'!l au' lSTt. oilxt 

184. Aristotle refers to presentation more extensively than Cicero (2,8,14: 86a31-34 - 2,211 si 
dicuntur doIenter); but this is hardly significant, since its importance has been stressed by Cicero 
elsewhere in bis sections on pathos. 

185. Note that Aristotle explicitly makes this connection: 2,8,13 (86a24-28). 
186. SVF m 412, thus 413415; 433; 452 (Stoics in general); a more restricted definition I 

434 (= Tusc. 3,21: Dion. Heracl.) aegritudo '" ex alterius rebus adver.ris; thus m 416; 451 (Stoics 
in general). Again no material from Posidonius has come down to uso 

187. Whoever these may have been (cf. § 2.1). 

,', 



Kat aÜT<j> tO'TLV (1)..0 Kat hrt.ELKtc; Wnv b Ci\Aoc; Kat t'll"I.ELKWv, '1'0 l)t q>60VEtv 
'f><liiAov Kat 'f><lUAwv' b JUv ')'Cip l:aUTov 'll"apaO'KE\JO.CEL &d 'l'OV \i\Aov 1V'fXclVELV . 
'l'WV «-ya8wv, b l)t 'l'OV 'll"A'T}Oiov 1l.1t ~XE"V &d 'l'OV ip66vov) ••• 

... emulation is a feeling of pain at the evident presence, in the possession of 
thosc whose nature is like our own, of good things that are highly valued and 
are poSSible for oursclves to obtain - pain not due to the fact that another pos­
sesses them, but to the fact that we ourselves do not (emulation therefore is 
good and characteristic of good persons, wbereas envy is bad and characteristic 
of bad persons; since the one, owing to emulation, fits bimself to obtain such 
good things, while the object of the other, owing to envy, is to stop bis neighbour 
possessing them) ... 
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The difference between the two obviously needed some clarification, though much 
less than that between indignation and envy (see p. 290). That Aristotle could 
take emulation as comparatively easy to identify is probably due to the spirit of 
competition so characteristic of classical Greece. This is also part of the explana­
tion why nothing of the kind is mentioned in De ora/ore, for though status was 
hardly less important in Roman society, open and direct competition was not as 
primary a way of acquiring it, and accordingly. the social significance of aemulatio 
was far more restricted. Another factor that explains the "omission" is that the 
feeling is not very useful in the courts (though it may, in principle, be -so in 
assemblies): it is, as the passage just quoted shows, aimed at getting something 
oneself, not at doing damage to someone else. The absence of KaTa<pp6VT}O"t.~ 
('contempt') from Cicero's account may be analogously explained. 

It is time to sum up and look at the patterns emerging from the correspondences 
and differences analysed above. 

What Stoic psychology had to say on the individual emotions amounted, if we 
may trust the extant material, to not much more lhan an elaborate set of rather 
restricted definitions. The Stoics were primarily interested in the consequences 
of the emotions for those subject to them, much less in their significan~e for 
human interaction. Accordingly, their material has little to offer on the status of 
the objects, even in the cases. of pity and envy where this would have been par­
ticularly illuminating. One feature of their approach not yet mentioned is that in 
subdividing their four principal passions they subtly distinguished between numerous 
variants, without, however, adding much depth. A good example is the sub division 
of libido (desire) reported in Tusculan Disputations 4,21: it includes definitions of 
anger, rage, hate, enmity and wrath (ira, excandescentia, odium, inimicitia and 
discordia) 188. This is not in itself an unpromising approach, but the distinctions 

188. Transl. J.E. King (Locb cd.). Tusc. 4,21 = SVF m 398; d. ib. 394-397; 400-403; 407-410; 
412-416; 419-420; 439 (Stoics in general); 440 (Chrysippus); and the statements to the effect that 
such definitions existcd: SVF m 381 (general); 483 (general, Chrysippus); I 212/Ill 481 (Zeno, 
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seem to have been carried no further than the definitions. Cicero probably found 
little in Stoic psychology he could use directly, though we must of co~rse leave 
open the possibility that relevant material is now lost. 

Aristotle had more to offer: his analyses are, as pointed out in § 2.7, clear 
and illuminating, and he takes full account of the three elements he distinguishes 
beforehand, subject, object and causel89• Cicero, though leaving out the aspects 
he considers obvious, takes the same direction as Aristotle and, perhaps surprisingly, 
often even goes beyond him. Because of bis remarks on the objects of envy bis 
treatment of this emotion, though less detailed, is more comprehensive, and his 
addition of the factor of past experience in the analysis of pity is areal exten­
sionl90• His discussion of fear, short though it is, adds a distinction between a 
common and a personal variant. This points to the most distinctive characteristic 
of Cicero's approach as compared to Aristotle's, the unemphatic, but on inspection 
unmistakable, selection of those features of the emotions that are of value in the 
practice of oratory. 

This characteristic has appeared in a number of other details also: the difference 
between Cicero's amor and Aristotle's philia, and the emphasis on virtue both in 
the case ofenvy and in the case of pity. It is also dear in the wayamor, anger 
and hate are coupled, and not least in the selection of the emotions191• A feature 
both practical and interesting on the conceptual level is the correspondence of 
Cicero's invidia (envy) to Aristotle's <pB6vo~ and vE~crl,c; ('envy', 'indignation') 
together. 

Aristotle's analyses nevertheless remain the most penetrating. His precision, 
the darity of the arrangement and bis acute observations of psychological detail 
combine to make a very striking and illuminating treatment. By whatever source 
Cicero knew of the Rhetoric, ~ approach of the individual emotions is heavily 
indebted to Aristotle and even unthinkable without him. But the above comparisons 
have to my mind shown that Cicero by no means merely copied what he found 
useful. Of course he may have used other material unknown to us, but the fact 
remains that bis treatment reveals a consistent approach and an ability to make 
some improvements even in the small space he allows hiInself. 

Chrysippus); I 628 (?: Sphaerus). 
189. Cf. pp. 69 and 65. 
190. Cf. pp. 290-291 and 292-293 respectively. 
191. Cf. respectively pp. 287; 291; 292-294; and 287-288; 294-295; the difference between 

8ci~, 'lack of fear', and spes (p. 288) could be added, but since lack of fear may also be relevant 
to oratorical practice this in fact only illustrates the difl'erence between Aristotle's and Cicero's 
concepts of pathos. 
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8.6 Moral Questions on the Use of Pathos 

Some scholars have compunctions when describing Cicero's approach. They feel 
that arguments should prevail and that pathos is essentially an unfair means of 
·persuasion. Probably because Aristotle is in general more looked up to, less (uneasy) 
attempts at removing a suspicion of immorality have been made in the case of 
De ora/ore than in that of the Rhetoric (cl. p. 72-74). But the problem is in fact 
the same. So is the answerl92. 

Aristotle's text, however, gives those who try to wbitewash him more oppor­
tunities to confuse the issue. The only handle offered by De oratore for a similar 
procedure seems to be the passage on ipse ardere, the need for the orator to be 
emotional himself in order to be able to arouse bis audience's feelings. As remarked 
earlier (p. 263), tbis is a demand for effectivity, but it is taken by some to be 
one for sincerityl93. The text, Ü read with some care, does not encourage this 
confusion: it is not claimed that the oratOr will fee! the·'emotions himself Ü he 
is convinced ofthe justness of the case he is defending, but that it is, besides 
necessary, also possible to feel them because bis own speech will carry him along 
and because bis own reputation is at stake. 

Cicero's position does not differ from Aristotle's: rhetoric is a tool that may 
be used rightly or wrongly, and is morally neutral in itself. This, however, should 
not be taken to imply that he was cynica1 and had no moral judgement on its 
use. The two laudes eloquentiae ('eulogies of oratory') in De oratore, 1,30-34 and 
2,33-38, show that, it was at least Cicero's ideal that an orator should use bis 
abilities to benefit bis friends and the state, to punish the wicked, and so onl94. 
And Crassus in 3,55 even ties the; title of ideal orator to moral character. He 
states that if the power of speaking is imparted to those without the necessary 
moral qualities, this will not be makingthem orators, but giving weapons into 
the hands of madmen (quarum virtutum [viz. probitas, summa prudentia] expertibus 
si dicendi copiam tradiderimus, non eos quidem oratores effecerimus, sed furentibus 
quaedam anna dederimus). This side of Cicero's, view should nöt be overstressed 

192. About the same tendency of "wbitewashing" in the case of Cicero's views on the use of 
humour see L.-P.-Rabbie: 208. 

193. This mistake Michel (1960: 245, quoted abovc p. 263) and Schweinfurth-Walla (1986: 204). 
Schottländer (1967: 144) likewise takes Antonius' warning against tragoedias age~ in nugis (2,205), 
which is also aimed at effectivcness only, to be a "moral" ODe; and (ib.: 140) he makes similar use 
of VeIT. 11,5,3-4, taking an orator's argument to be a moral presaiption. 

194. Cf. also 1,202; and 2,85, where Antonius says he emplores a talented young man to do 
bis utmost to become a good orator si vir quoque bonus mihi videbitur esse - note that it is again 
implied that moral quality is not directly linked with the rhetorical system or with oratorical ability. 
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either. Though far more principled than most other politicians of bis timel9S, he 
was a man of practical politics and he was very weIl aware that he did not live 
in illa commenJicia Platonis civitate, 'in that imaginary state of Plato's' (1,230). 
Even if one's aims are honourable one can very often not rely on the truth to 
convince an audiencel96: Cicero's treatment of amor, with its emphasis on the 
jury's self-interest, seems quite realistic. But this is still far from cynicism.. 

The situation regarding the speakers in De oratore is more or less the same. 
Accordingly, it is misleading to call Antonius the "Mephisto" of the dialogue and 
bis success in the Norbanus case scandalous, as has recently been donel97• As 
pointed out above (p. 259-260), defending someone irrespective of bis guilt was 
an entirely accepted practice. We are of course free, though there is hardly any 
material to go on, to suspect that the real Antonius' motives were not so very 
noble, even if Cicero probably thought otherwise. InDe oratare, however, Antonius 
is indeed far more down-to-earth than Crassus, but he is and remains one of 
Cicero's mouthpieces and is accordingly not portrayed as cynical. His speech in 
book 1 (1,209b-262), wbich does go in that direction, is recanted in book 2 (2,40), 
and one of the idealistie eulogies of oratory is put into bis mouthl98• In the 
end, all main speakers of the dialogue are to a large extent of one mind, even if 
their views show considerable differences of emphasisl99• They regard rhetorie as 
a tool that is morally neutral (tbis aspect is most prominent in Antonius' expose); 
its use is nevertheless subject to moral judgement (mainly Crassus), but (mainly 
Antonius again) even its right use may entail making the truth sub ordinate to 
the aim of persuasion. 

8.7 Summary 

lhls ehapter bas dealt with the subjects discussed by Cicero in his sections on 
pathos, De oratore 2,185-211b, in the order employed there. This order reflects a 
careful composition aimed at conveying to his readers thepower of pathos. It is 

195. On this issue I strongly sympathize with David Stockton's account in bis Cicero. A 
Political Biography (Oxford UP, 1971): 239-245; a similar judgement in Ernst Badian, Roman Imperi­
alism in the Late Republic (Oxford: Blackwell, 19682): 84-85. 

196. Cf. also Off. 2,51; and above n. 66. 
197. Liselot Huchthausen, co!. 141 of her valuable review of L.-P. I, Deutsche Literaturzeitung 

106 (1985), 139-142. She writes the foUowing about Antonius' ~efence of Norbanus as presented 
by Cicero (142 n. 5): 'er ... fällt damit seinen politischen Gesinnungsgenossen in den Rücken'. This 
view is dependent on the doubtful picture of a struggle between "factioos", d. abovc n. 130. Cf. 
on this particular topic MitcheU (o.c. above n. 93: 31-32). 

198. 2,33-38. There are of course important differcnces with Crassus' laus eloquentiae (L.-P. 
11: 222), but the tone is idealistic neverthelcss. On the recantation d. L.-P. (I: 68). 

199. On the function of this abovc p. 198. 
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a le~on par l'exemple, in which the rules for the composition of emotional passages 
given in 213-215a (see § 9.1) are also put into practice: the tension is slowly 
bullt up, with the Norbanus case as a climax, after wbich the. subject is not abrupt­
ly abandoned but continued by a more down-to-earth aspect, that of the rules 
for ~he separate emotions, and rounded off in 211b-216a. The building up and 
toning down is thus nöt only a matter of style - for this is also the case - but 
also one of content: the first problem treated, the probing of the disposition of 
the judges, is stilliargely a matter of calculation, the second concerns the emotions 
of the orator himself, and the third passage contains the dramatic description of 
Antonius' speech for Norbanus; the remaining subjects are again more business­
like. In accordance with the nature of this part of De oratore, Cicero's use of 
stilistic devices and details of composition have received more attention in this _ 
chapter than in others. 

The probing of the disposition of the judges (2,186-187) has been examined in 
§ 8.2. Antonius distinguishes between easier cases in whlch the jury is alr~ady 
inclined to take a favourable attitude, and difficult ones where the orator's task 
is much heavier and where careful observation of the jury is essential to decide 
what feelings to play on. It has been argued above that Cicero does not mean 
observation during the speech itself, but beforehand: the general head is still 
that of invention, and improvisation is therefore not taken into account. 

In 2,189-196 Antonius explains both the necessity and the possibility for an 
orator to feel the emotions himself that he wants to arouse in the jury (§ 8.3). 
Since the first was not controversial the emphasis is on the second. The orator 
can indeed be emotionally involved, Antonius says, becausehe is carried along by 
bis own speech and because bis own reputation is also at stake; he reinforces bis 
point by an analogy with actors and playwrights. Tbis emphasis on the possibility 
presupposes some opposition to emotional pleading, or rather, more specifically, 
some support for the opinion that orators mostly feign their involvement. These 
ideas are, however, difficult to pin down. It seems certain that no technical rhe­
torical controversy is involved; Stoic criticism on this particular point is not 
attested but may have existed;· perhaps some· of Cicero's -("proto-Atticist"?) con­
temporary fellow orators thought his emotional style of speaking overdone and 
insincere. 

Antonius' speech for Norbanus as presented in De oratore (2,197-203) has been 
reconstructed in § 8.4; tbis reconstruction, especially as regards content, might 
weIl be very dose to the bistorical speech held in 95 B.e. Besides being a dimax, 
it illustrates many of the principles explicitly formulated in the rest of the passage 
on pathos. 

In § 8.5 Cicero's precepts for the individual emotions have been analysed and 
compared with Aristotle's Rhetoric and with the extant Stoic material. Although 
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the group of four emotions that formed the Stoics' principal passions is found in 
De ora/ore, direct influence of their psychology cannot be detected. Cicero's 
approach has much in common with Aristotle's, and even if he allows himself 
much less space and achieves less depth, bis concepts sometimes go beyond or 
even improve on Aristotle's. The fundamental difference between the two authors 
noticed before again appears, for Cicero's emphasis is clearly on aspects useful 
for practica! oratory. 

The difference regarding the moral questions connected -with the employment 
of pathos, however, is not very great - in any case, much smaller than the dif­
ference between both together and some modem scholars who try to detect moral 
principles inside their rhetorica! systems (§ 8.6). Despite these efforts we may 
safely say that they both regard rhetoric as morally neutral and think the respon­
sibility of its use rests entirely with the orator. H there is a difference, it lies \.. 
outside the system: Cicero, being a man of practical politics, seems more inclined 
to sanction its use for what he considers rightpurposes, even if the truth should 
be violated. 
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9. DE ORATORE 2,211-216; 1HE PIACE OF HUMOUR 

This chapter treats the two parts of De oratore connected with ethos and pa$os 
that have not been dealt with in the other chapters. The first section is about 
the remainder of the passage on ethos and pathos itself, 2,211b-216a, the second 
tries to answer the question regarding the connection between ethos and pathos 
and the subject treated immediately after that in 2,216b-289, humour. 

9.1 De oratOR! 2,211b-216a 

The final passage on ethos and pathos consists of three parts: 

2, 211b -212 mutual influence of passages based on ethos and pathos 
213 -215a structure of passages based on ethos and pathos 
215b -216a taking away emotions and sympathy 

Section 211 b follows the discussion of the separate emotions and reintroduces ethos: 

cl, ut illa altera pars orationis, quae probitatis commendatione boni viri debet 
spcciem tuen, lenis, ut saepe iam dixi, atque summissa, sie haec, quae suscipitur 
ab oratore ad commutandos animos atque omni ratione f1ectendos, intenta ae vehe­
mens esse debet. 
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And whereas that other element of a speech, which must recommend one's decency 
and thus support one's image of a good man, should be gentle, as I have often 
said already, and low-keyed, this element, which is adopted by the orator to 
change minds and to influence them in any way he wants to, should be intense 
and vehement. 

This formulates the way of handling pathos. That of ethos, which has already 
been very explicitly treated (in 2,183 and 184)1, is mentioned for the sake of 
contrast, but it also serves to make 211b into a transition to 212, where the 
mutual influence of these two pisteis is discussed. After the passage on content 
alone (205-211a)2the emphasis here shifts, and presentation (style and delivery) 
is taken into account as well, as it was in the passage on ethos. The next section, 
212, is then also about all aspects3• 

Section 2,212 has been discussed in § 7.4 (p. 238-240), since it deals with the 
relationship between ethos and pathos. On my interpretation, its remarlcs aim at 
keeping both pisteis effective by insisting that neither must be overdone. 

Section 2,213 intro duces the next subject: both the beginning and the end4 of 
passagesS based on ethos and pathos should be gradual, not abrupt. For the be­
ginning this is explained by: abest enim totum a causa et homines prius illud 
ipsum, quod propriumsui iudicii est, audire desiderant, 'for it is wholly unrelated 
to the issue, and people first want to hear about the thing that. is really the 

. subject of their judgement'. The whole of 214 is occupied by the corresponding 
argument for the end6: 

1. Cf. pp. 230 and 230-231. 
2. In 2,205-211a, only 211 si dicuntur dolenter mentions presentation. This probably prepares 

for the transition immediately following. 
3. Therefore, I cannot agree with the suggestion in L.-P. ad 2,212 sed est ... generibus (cf. 

p. 240 n. 74). 
4. et principia tarda [mnt] et exitus tarnen spissi et producti esse debent. Here tamen is a 

bit strange, it implies that if the beginning is slow the end might be expected to be quick, which 
is not very logical. The aim of this wording is probably to aeate a contrast in order to highlight 
the statement about the end: it is this that receives most attention in what follows (cf. below n. 6). 

5. The immediate context, all that precedes and common sense require that this should indeed 
concern passages. Sutton's translation 'Now in both styles of speaking ... the opening of a speech 
is unhurried' is therefore highly misleading. since a whole speech based on ethos or on pathos 
has nowhere been mentioned, let alone one in one specific style. 

6. With L.-P. I prefer reading, with all MSS., quae ... emissa (referring to ratio) to idque ... 
emis.rum (Kum. and others) or other conjectures: that ratio as 'Fundierung des Arguments' was a 
technical term is clearly shown by Rhet. Her. 2,28. I cannot, however, agree with their interpre­
tation (ad 2,214 non enim) of 214 as taking up the whole explanation 213 nam neque adsiliendum 
... : the argument in 214 is only vaguely relevant to the beginning of the passages concemed. More 
specifically, that it is about the end is clear !rom (a) the structure of 213-214: the statement 
about the beginning (nam neque ... orationis) is immediately followed by the relevant explanation, 
that about the end by 214 non enim ..• ; (b) simul atque intuleris (cf. its analogue simul atque 
positum est), which supposes that the passage has already begun; (c) multa et varia et copiosa 



non enim, sicut argumentum, simul atque positum est, arripitur alterumque et 
tertium poscitur, item misericordiam aut invidiam aut iracundiam, simul atque 
intuleris, possis commovere. argumentum enim ratio ipsa confirmat, quae simul 
atque emissa est adhaerescit; illud autem genus oratioois non cognitionem iudids, 
sed magis perturbationem requirit, quam consequi nisi multa et varia et copiosa 
oratione et simili contentione actioois Demo potest. 

For it is not as in the case of an argument, wbieh is accepted at the moment it 
is put forward, after wbieh a second and third one are calIed for: you cannot in 
this same way arouse pity or envy or anger at the moment you start tryiog to. 
An argument is after all confirmed by the reason given for it, wbieh sticks in 
the mind at the moment it is uttered; but that type of speaking is not aimed at 
making something knOWD to the judge but at making him feel upset; this aim no 
one can achieve exccpt by a long, varied and rieh speech and by a corresponding 
energy of delivery. 

303 

Other remades in De oratore suggest that the brevity of arguments is only com­
parative7• Here it is of course emphasized to underline the difference with ethos 
and pathos8• Cicero thus clarifies the handling of ethos and pathos by setting it 
against that of rational arguments, wbich was more familiar. This contrast also 
has another, subordinate function. The whole passage 211b-215a, wbich is at the 
end of the part on ethos and pathos, is about the way of dealing with them, and 
this may be called tractatio, even if the term is not used. Now the tractatio of 
rational arguments has been briefly treated in 2,177 (where the term is used), 
which is likewise at the end of the corresponding part. The comparlson with 
arguments here calls attention to this parallelism and thus to the essential equiv­
alence of the three pisteis, which is one of the distinctive characteristics of 
Cicero's approach. 

The contrast, finally, allows the almost epigrammatic ending of the passage in 
2,215a: quare qui aut breviter aut summisse dicunt, docere iudicem possunt, com­
movere non possunt, in qua sunt omnia, 'Wherefore those who speak briefly or 
quietly can instruct the judge, but cannot move him - and on this everything 
depends'. 

One further point must be added. Although the passage is about the tractatiO' 
of both ethos and pathos, 2,214 only mentions emotions. No explicit transition to 
pathos alone has taken place9 ' 3.ild the remark on . the beginnings and endings is 
indeed said to hold for both. We may therefore suspect that the greater importance 

oratione: this implies length (mulla!). wbich is relevant to ending but not to beginning a passage. 
7. Cf. e.g. 2,108-109 on definitioDS. 
8. Cf. the dehberate exaggeration in 2,83. where the traditional demand for plausibility. clarity 

and brevity of the narration is said to be appropriate for the whole of a speech. 
9. 2,213 genus illud orationis is sometimes interpreted as taking up ilIo, in quo ...• i.e. pathos 

(Sutton, Merklin); but this seems unnecessary sincc it may loosely refer back to in utroque genue 
laken as one (L.-P., thus implicitly W. and Courbaud); and it seems impossible sincc nam. at the 
beginniog of the same &entencc. shows that the scntencc contains a reason for the whole preceding 
statement. 
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of pathos (p. 250-251) has led Cicero to emphasize it (cf. 215a just quoted). But 
we may go further. It has been argued above (p. 218) that Cicero's view implies 
that there are five types of passages, consisting of: 

arguments only, 
ethos only, 
pathos only, 
arguments and ethos, and 
argum~nts and pathos. 

The rule for gradual beginnings and endings is a plausible one for both types 
containing pathos as well as for the type based on ethos only, but for passages 
consisting of arguments and ethos there seems to be no reason why it should 
hold. This condusion can of course not be supported by explicit references in 
Cicero's text, and it remains somewhat speculative. H there is something in it, 
however, the rule would, in order to be completely accurate, require differentiating 
between the two types of passages with ethos. This kind of completeness is avoided 
by Cicero, since it would take much space and reduce the livellness of the dia­
logue10• The emphasis on pathos, despite the formulation of the rule for ethos 
also, may therefore reflect Cicero's awareness that it holds for some but not all 
passages containing ethos, and bis simultaneous reluctance to insist on such dif­
ferences. 

As remarked earlier, the rule explicitly given here is exemplified in Antonius' 
treatment of pathos itself and illustrated by bis speech for Norbanusll. We may 
add 2,324 as being in accordance with it: Antonius says that pathos supplies rieb 
material for prologues, but adds quos (sc. locos) tamen totos explicare in principio 
non oportebit, sed tanturn impeUi iudicem primo leviter, ut ;am inclinato reliqua 
incumbat oratio, 'it must not be totälly developed in the prologue, but tbe judge 
must first be only lightly pushed, in order that he will be already inclined to go 
in the right direction and the rest of the speech may press him on'u. 

The last short passage deals with taking away emotions or sympathy aroused by . 
the opponents13• The principle is first formulated in general terms (2,215): iam 
illud perspicuum est omnium renun in contrarias panis facultatem ex isdem sup­
peditari locis, 'finally, it is dear that in all cases the means of acbieving opposites 
are supplied from one and tbe same source' . Then rational argumentation is again 

10. Cf. p. 219-220. 
11. Cf. p. 298-299 on the structure of 2,185-216a; and about the speech for Norbanus p. 280. 
12 Cf. also 2,304 sine ulla praemunitione orationis; Orat. 99 si is non praeporatis aun"bus 

inflanunore mn coepil, furere apud sanos .N videtur. 
13. Though the principle given might also be relevant to feelings alrcady prcsent without the 

opponents' intervention, this is clearly not meant, ,witness the analogy with the rdutation of the 
opponents' arguments. 

J~ 
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used as a contrast: three ways to counter an argument are mentioned, aIl well­
known from school rhetoric14• The passage ends with the short remark, treated 
earlier (p. 237), that ethos and pathos must be countered by arousing opposite 
emotions. Only two examples are given: UI odio benevo1entia, UI misericorr:liä invidia 
toDatur, ·so that sympathy is taken away by hate, envy by pity'. As elsewhere, 
applying the instruction given is thus left to the common sense of the orator 
and to the principle of analogylS. 

The observation on taking away feelings by contrary ones implies that the 
opponents' speech( es) will partly dictate what emotions the orator has to arouse, -
which is more strlctly a matter of invention than the subjects of 211b-215a, which _ 
belong to tractatio. To obtain a total picture, we must combine this with the 
related passage 2,310-312 from the part on disposition: there Antonius says that 
ethos and pathos are always useful if the case allows them (p. 206-207). It appears 
that the passage under discussion formulates a minimal requirement: in each case 
there are some emotions that need to be aroused because the speech( es) of the 
opponent(s) has Made this necessaxy. 

This may be reformulated in terms of the sequence of stages in handling _ the 
material, which is of primaIy importance in De oratore. During the stage of in­
vention aIl material is devised, and a decision is also taken what feelings must 

necessarily be aroused. During the stage of selection (krisis), which is part of 
disposition, as much of this material for ethos and pathos as poSSlole is included, 
the necessary emotions constituting the minimum This procedure is not found in 
De oraIore in so detailed a form, but it reädiIy follows from it. 

9.2 Tbc Connection with the Passage on Humoor 

The disaJssion of ethos and pathos is followed by a long passage on humour 
(2,216b-289), in which the main speaker is the famous wit Caesar Strabo. At least 
for the modem reader this subject comes as a smprise, since the order öf working 
for an orator that is so important -in De oraIore- implies . that invention, which is 
built around the three pisteis, is followed by disposition16• Many ancient readers 
will not have expected it either, for the same reason and because it did not belong 

14. Por schooI rhctoric cf. Inv. 1,78-96, wbcrc four W3JS of n:prdu!nsio are distiogoished, 
indudiDg thc tIm:e mcntioned hac (qootaOOos from 1,19): (a) non conadiIur Q/iqui4. (b) conrpIt:zio 
- confid negtIIUT. (c) conInI jimuIm ~ lIIiII tIequt! Jinna tIUl Jirmior ponilur. (Ibc 
fourth war. thc casc of a gmJIS _ ~ Mliosum. sccms superfluous es faDiog uncIeI' thc 
soopc of (a) ud cspc:ciaIIy (b).) Cf. also RJu:t. Her. 2,31-46 (Matthcs 1958: 88-97 thinks tbc \'CISion 
in Inv. is thc. original ooe; cf. also ib.: 206, 2(8); and aIn:ady Arist. RJu:t. 2,26.3-4 (03a25-33). 

IS. Cf. p. 282 Oll thc priocipIc of anaIogy in 2,2OS-21la. 
16. See ~181 (abovc p.195); ud cf. cspc:ciaIIy t 6.3. 
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to standard rhetoric17• It is clear that the passage serves as a divertissement for 
the reader after the rather heavy treatment of pathos, and tbis is also what 
Antonius says Caesar's expose will be for him, defessus iam labore atque itinere 
disputationis meae requiescam in Caesaris sennone quasi in aliquo peropporluno 
devorsorio, 'Worn-out as 1 now am by the toilsome journey of my discussion, I 
will take rest in Caesar's talk as if in some very we1come.stopping-place' (2,234)18. 
This, however, does not solve the problem of its place, wbich will be treated 
here19• 

On the one hand, the fact that the passage is not put into Antonius' but into 
Caesar's mouth marks it off as an excursus2D• On the Other, a letter from 50 
B.C. shows that the assignment to the speakers has only limited value: there 
Cicero makes the odd mistake of attributing the passage de ridiculis, 'on humour', 
to Antonius21• The careful composition of the rest of the work also suggests that 
its place cannot be an arbitrary one, and that there must be some connection 
with invention and especially with ethos and pathos. I will here argue for such a 
connection on three grounds: formal aspects of the passage's inclusion in book 2, 
aspects of its content, and the ancient concept of laughing as a kind of emotion. 
The relationship between these three sorts of argument will also be touched upon. 

.As to the formal aspect, though it is not Antonius but Caesar who is the main 
speaker, the way the passage is marked off from its environment shows that it 
differs from for instance Crassus' treatment of style in book 3. That passage is 
announced beforehand several times, constitutes a treatment of a sharply dis tin­
guished aspect of rhetoric and is itself clearly delimited (notwithstanding the 
"excursuses" contained in it): its beginning is unambiguously at 3,19, its end at 
3,212. The same may be said of Antonius' treatments of invention, disposition 
and memory and Crassus' of delivery, and even of Antonius' discussion of ethos 
and pathos within invention22• 

17. Cf. L.-P.-Rabbie: 173, 190-191. 
18. Tbis is laken up in the transitional section 2,290. 
19. The subject has been discussed in Grant (1924:.73-76); very brieOy on p. 342-343 of 

Kroll's 'Rhetorica IV. Der Witz bei Quintilian', Philologus 89 (1934),341-348; and in L.-P.-Rabbie: 
210-212 A first version of this section was written after, and partly on the basis of, the first 
version of Dr. Edwin Rabbie's treatment; hc gencrously discussed it with me, after which bis and 
my final versions were written. Points taken from him have been indicated as such in the notes; 
remaining disaepancies in substance and emphasis reOect differences of opinion. 

20. L.-P.-Rabbie: 174,210 . 
21. L.-P.-Rabbie: 174: Farn. 7;32,2 cetera quae SWlt a rne in secundo I,öro de oratore per Anton; 

personam disputata de ridiculis. 
22. The division of subjects between Anlonius and Crassus is cxtensively discussed in 2,123-

128 and again referred to in 233; 350-351; 364-367; 3,19; the fact that CrassuS' treatment of stylc 
is in book 3 marks it off even more clearly (rom Antonius' expost on invention, disposition and 
memory. Antonius' treatment of these subjccts has also been prepared for, viz. in 1,264; 2,14-15; 
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This general point may be specified by two details of the formal aspect. First, 
the beginning of the passage on humour follows without much interruption on 
the last passage discussed in § 9.1 (2,216): 

... ut odio benevolentia, ut miscricordia invidia tollatur. suavis autem est et vehe­
menter saepe utilis iocus et facetiae, quae .,. 

... so that sympathy is taken away by bate, envy by pity. But it is pleasant and 
often temöly useful to employ joking and humour, which ... 

Qnly autem, 'but', formally indicates the transition23, which is therefore not 
very marked. Note also that it is Antonius who introduces the subject: only in 
the next sentence does he call on Caesar to enlarge upon it24• In contrast, all 
sharp transitions inDe oratore are explicitly indicatedzs. 

Second, the structure as announced beforehand points in the same direction: in 
2,181 Antonius promises to treat disposition after ethos and pathos (p. 195). 

The most important passage for the connection in substance between ethos and 
pathos and humour is 2,236: ' 

est plane oratoris movere risum, vel quod ipsa hilaritas benevolentiam conciliat 
e~ per quem excitata est, vel quod admirantur omnes aaunen, uno saepe in verbo 
positum, Maxime respondentis, non numquam etiam lacessentis, vcl quod frangit 

26; 234. (Tbe reguest for Caesar to continue in 2,229-233 is comparable to these indications on 
the dramatic level only, for at that point bis discussion has already started.) 

23. I do not think that suavis does anything to establish a connection with ethos, as is 
tentatively suggested by L.-P.-Rabbie: 211 (point 1). In the passage on ethos the word is only 
mentioned once (2,184), and not vcry conspicuously at that. Tbere is also nothing in Mamoojee's 
cxhaustivc treatment of the word in Cicero (Mamoojee 1981) to encourage a link with ethos; on 
2,216 see bis p. 234. 

24. Modem editors are of course nevertheless right to start a new paragraph. As to autem, 
L.-P.-Rabbie ad loc. eite TU S.v. lS88,36 'novam scripti pl)rtem vel particulam praecedenti adiungit'; 
but in Most of the cases coUected there the designation 'particulam' is more appropriate· than 
apartem'; in some cases the context or the meaning of (one ol) the word(s) immediately preceding 
autem indicates a transition (Leg. 3,33 proximum autem; Top. 50 ab adiunctis autem; Off. 1,140-
141 sed htuc Iuu:toaus. in omni autern actione ... ), which does not apply here (d. prev. note). In 
some instances from the letters (Alt. 1.S,4; Q. fr. 1,4,3) there is a sharp transition, but only between 
two of a number of smaU subjects discussed in the letter. a. moreover the 6rst autem in 2,216, 
where only a smaU scale contrast is indicated: illa autem, qutu ... a. also next note. 

25. Tbe transitions in book 1 indicated by a change of speaker are irrelevant here, because 
book 1 is Cor a great part a debate, book 2 an exp0s6. Explicit transitions (sm aller and larger 
ones) e.g. 1,185; 260; 2,33b; 41; 64b; 99; 104; 114; 178; 290; 307; 333; 341; 350; 3,25; 37; 48; 51-52; 
91-96; 171; 199-201; 208-210a; 213. Transitions marked byautern are smaU or very smaU, e.g. 1,140 
(bis); 143; 154; 248; 2,5; 22; 80; 82; 162; 177; 3,69; 104; 195; 206; 220; 224. Tbe structure of the 
passage on disposition is typical: 2,307 has a very explicit transition, the different parts of dispo­
sition are then marked by particles (e.g. autem) etc. (315b; 320; 324; 326; 331; 332). a. also 2,185, 
whcrc autern in the transition from ethos to pathos is supported by the context: huic autern est 
Ufa disptu adiuncla lTIlio onzIionis, qutu .... 
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adversarium, quod impedit, quod elcvat, quod deterret, quod refutat, \'CI quod 
ipsum oratorem politum esse homincm significat, quod eruditum, quod urbanum, 
maximeque quod tristitiam ac severitatem mitigat cl reI3xat odiosasque res saepe, 
Quas argumentis dilui non faeile est, ioco muque dissolvit. 

It is dearly fitting for an orator to nise Iaughter, either because joy itself wins 
sympathy for the one who brings it abaut, or because e\'Cryone admires inventivc­
ncss (which is often a matter of just one word), especially the inventivcncss of 
someone who reacts in the debate, not infrequently also of one who provokes, or 
because Iaughter crushes the opponent, obstructs him, makes light of him, dis­
courages him, refutes him, or because it shows the orator himself to be refined, 
to be accomplished, to be well-bred, and especially because it softens and relaxcs 
sourness and sternness and often dismisses disagreeable affairs, which are not 
easilyexplained away by arguments, with jo1cing and with Iaughter. 

First, the phrases benevolentiam condliat ... (10y itself wins sympathy ... ') and 
admirantur omnes acumen ('everyone admires inventiveness'), but especially ipsum 
oratorem politum .... urbanum ('it shows the orator himself to be refined ... well­
bred') show that humour may be a form. of ethos, since it can directly contribute 
to positive chara,cter-drawing of the orator. The same appears from the combination, 
in 3,29, humanitas ac lepos, 'bumanity and wit', and more indirectly from 2;127 . 
(quoted p. 239), where it is implied that a speech combining energy and dignity 
with wit and humour makes a very strong impression26• 

Second, humour also contributes to "negative ethos", that is, blackening the 
opponents, as may be gathered fr9m quod frangit adversarium ... refutat ('because 
laughter crushes the opponent ... refutes bim') in the above quotation27, and 
from 2,229 where it is said that humour should be used against the opponent 
(cum opw si! ... , ut in adversarium). 

Third, the connection with pathos, and again partly with ethos, is apparent 
from its effect descn"bed in maximeque ... dissolvit ('especially .because •.. with 
laughter'): the phrase is much like the remark in 2,216a ab out the soothing of 
pathos, treated in § 9.128• This connection is in fact already suggested by the 
transition in 216. It is also evident in 2,340, in the treatment of the deh"berative 
branch, where one of the ways of soothing a hostile crowd is said to be humour. 

26. For the link with ethos cf. also 2;137 (with which cf. 304), and 247 (both formulated 
negativcly) (not 2,254: the llI1miratio is not about the humorous aspect:). About the word Iepos cf. 
L-P.-Rabbie: 184. 

Tl. Grant (192A: 75-76) connects this with pathos, but the object of the verbs is adversarium, 
not iudic:em. An orator's bittemess may contribute to e.g. odium for his opponent, but this does 
not seem to be the case with bitter humour (as Grant Lc. holds), cf. 2,238 itIlque t:Il facillime 
Iudunlur quae neque odio magno nec misericordia marinul digruz sunt. We may surmise that bitter 
humour might underline the orator's OWD anger and thus indirectly contnoute to pathos, but such 
an association rcceivcs no support from Cicero; he would probably have regarded bitter humour as 
undoing ethos. 

28. But the tristiliam oe severilolem mentioned here need not (as L-P.-Rabbie ad Ioc. assert) 
be due to the opponent. 
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The link with ethos and pathos appearing from these passages is a double one, 
detennined by its effect on the one hand some vehement emotions may be allayed 
by humour, on the other this same effect is ascribed (in 2,216) to ethos and pathos. 

'Ibis third point establishes the connection with pathos. For the connectio~ 
with ethos, the first two points are c1early more important: the third point only 
links humour with an effect of ethos, mentioned in 2,216, whereas the first two 
points establish a connection with the content of ethos, as described in2,182-18429!~; 

Despite these connections the difference with ethos and with pathos should not 
be forgotten. Ethos and pathos as weIl as rational arguments are pirteis: they 
define what the orator should aim at to achieve persuasion. Humour only has a 
function subordinate to these aims: it may support the orator's character-drawing 
of himself and of bis opponents, and it may help in removing. emotions. It would 
therefore be incorrect to say that its function may be compared to that of ethos 
or to that of pathos, since it operates on a different level: it contributes to 
ethos, and in some situations.its effect is parallel to that of ethos and pathos30• 

Two other differences are connected with this essential one. First, whereas 
each opportunity for ethos and pathos in a speech must be taken (p. ~06-207), 
the use of humour. is restricted31; second, humour frequently entails the use of 
short sayings32, ethos and particularly pathos require passages in a more or less 
definite style, that are gradually built up. 

Still another difference is again more essential: humour plays an important role 
outside the speech proper, viz. in the altercatio, the debate between the two 
patrons, and in the exa.mination of witnesses. Most aspects of Caesar's treatment 
are also relevant to this use, the employment against 'stupid, greedy, and fickle' 

29. Tbc differencc bctwcen myaccount and L.-P.-Rabbie: 210-212 amounts to four points: (a) 
It is true that humour and pathos Me mentioned together in ~17 (L.-P .-Rabbie: 210), but since 
other things arc also mentioned there (notablyeruditio Iibero digtlll cderitasque _), no suggestion 
as to their connection may bc deduced from this, nor will any reader have done 60; (b) suavis in 
2,216: abovc n. 23; (c) 2,22S quis ut igitur qui non faleatur hoc lepore atque his faatiis non minus 
rqullltUm esse BIUIum qruzm illis Imgoediis (and '1I1 init): I do not bclievc that this comparison 
of the succcss of humour with that of pathos in a speech of .Crassus cstablishes a conncction 
bctween them (L.-P.-Rabbie: 211 point 4), any more than the comparison in 2,201 of cthos and 
pathos with rational arguments docs bctwcen thcse thrcc; (d) 2,248 states a istIem Iods fue 
etiam gravis senlentias posse dud; but not all serious malters are pathos (L.-P.-Rabbie: 211 point 
4): 2,248 mentions praisc as an cxamplc, and although the saying of Sp. Carvilius' mother in 249 
may bc "tragic·, it cannot bc connccted with pathos. 

30. Grant (1924: 75): "Its function ... may bc compared with that of the -lj6~ of the speech' 
(her wording probably shows Süss' influence: above § 2.6, p. 61-64); her other formulations (ib.) 
arc· more in line with mine. L.-P.-Rabbie: 211 (point 3) may bc misleading: 'Sicher wird hier dU 
gleiche Wirkung von Ethos/pathos und Witz betonf (my italics). 

3L L.-P.-Rabbie: 208-209. 
32. I.e .. humour is frcquently of the dicaciIDs kind: d. L.-P.-Rabbie: 178-179. 

I( 
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witnesses (in testern stultum, cupidum, levem)33 is explicltly mentioned in 2,229, 
and some examples are actually jokes about witnesses34• So the possibilities of 
using humour that fall outside the scope of invention because they are mostly a 
matter of improvisation are taken full account of, which makes the tie wi~h the 
foregoing treatment of that o.fficium somewhat loose. 

The arguments given above for a connection in substance between humour and 
ethos and pathos have largely been taken from sections that occur some time 
after the beginning of the passage on humourlS• Moreover, of these passages 
only the part of 2,236 that concerns ethos is really explicit. Accordingly, these 
arguments show us Cicero's thoughts and intentions, but not how these may have 
become clear to bis readers. This I will now examine. 

There is of course the formal aspect discussed above. Particularly the elear 
structure of the passage on invention and the promise to treat disposition after 
that were probably enough to show the ancient reader that the passage on humour 
belongs to what precedes it, despite the fact that the subject was neglected in 
common rhetorica1 theory36. 

But this is not alle The ancient reader, I think, almost took for granted a much 
eloser connection between humour and pathos than we would perhaps expect; this 
will have made it still easier to perceive the formal signals and to recognize the 
link thus made in De oraJore. This elose connection is explicitly given in De 
suhlimitate 38,5 Kat -yap 0 -yi>"6)t; 'll'aOo<; EV i)50vfl, 'tor. laughter is emotion. 
[pathos] in pleasure'. H laughter is an emotion, then humour is a way of playing 
upon that emotion, and thus resembles pathos. The statement is admittedly about 
a century later than De oratoren, but the opinion was probably widespread muc;:h 
earlier: Plato already as a matter of course associates laughter with pleasure and 
rejoicing, which he regards as emotions (i)50vf}, XatpELV)38; pleasure (i)8oviJ) 
was one of the principal Stoic passions, and their ideas were behind widespread 
conceptions39; because of tbis last fact Cicero could count laetitia, 'gladness', as 

33. I prefer this interpretation of cupidum and lew:m (Courbaud's and Merklin's), since it 
makes them parallel to stultum: all indicate ·~aits that ·may bc· ridiculed. W., Sutton/Rackham and 
L.-P.-Rabbie take cupidum as 'partial, biased', Sutton/Rackham Ievem as 'unreliable', but especially 
in the case of cupidus such a mCaning seems only possible if the context indicates it (as in 2,178 
cupiditole; 185 cupiant). 

34. L.-P.-Rabbie ad 2)29 mention 2,245; 257; 285. 
35. Only 2,216 has bcen used, as an additional argument (p. 308-309, 'Third .• .'). 
36. Above p. 305-306 with n.17. 
37. On the date of De subL (first cent. AD.): p. xxvill-xxx of Donald A. RusseU (cd., intr., 

comm.), 'Longinw' On the Sublime (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964). 
38. Plato Phlb. 4ge-SOa; Arist. RheL 1,11,29 (71b33-35) (quoted by L.-P.-Rabbie ad 2,216 suavir) 

counts '" va&.&.a. and therefore TU ..,u.ol.a, as i)8!a. 
39. Above p. 283 with n. 144. Pleasure etc. as a Stoic passion: SVF m 380; 381; 385; 438; 

444. 
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an emotion without further explanation, not only in De oratore but also in Orato,..w. 
Of course most of this evidence is indirect, for it does not mention laughter or 
humour, but there is also some evidence that is more specific41: in Brutus 188 
Cicero mentions making the audience laugh as part of movere ('to move')42, and 
the description of this same 'task of an orator' in 198 contains the phrase ridicule 
et facete explicans, 'explaining in a way that arouses laughter and in a witty 
manner'; a few places from other authors confirm the connection43. 

This does not remove the differences between hurnour and ethosand pathos 
discussed above (p. 309-310). Neither does it make humour into a part of Cicero's 
pathos, for here the difference made in § 1.~ between the Greek 1raß~ and its 
transcription pathos, which denotes the means of persuasion, is essential. Even if 
hurnour was thought to provoke the 1raßo~ (emotion) laughter, that does not 
mean that it belongs to Cicero's pathos, for. this means of persuasion is concemed 
with vehement emotions aroused in vehement passages44. 

In any case, the contemporary reader, by virtue of the widely held view that 
laughing is an emotion, could pick up the formal signals and grasp the place of 
the treatment of humour in the structure of book 2. This was obviously very 
easy, since Cicero did not need to mention the ensuing link between humour and 
pathos. 

The existence of this view, moreover, undermines the attempt by Rabbie to 
loeate the origin of tbe connection in De oratore: he thinks it was found in the 

.Latin rhetorical handbook (or oral teachings) he reconstructs as one of Cicero's 
sources for the treatment in 2,216-28945. This source had treated hurnour in the 
sections on the prologue, and beeause ethos and pathos were in school rhetoric 
also treated there (and in those on the epilogue), this, he thinks, established a 
connection taken over by Cicero. This reconstruction of a connection with pathos' 

40. De M.: abovc p. 283; OraL: 131 nec vero misUtltione solum mens iudicum pmnovenda 
es( .... SM es( faciendum etiam UI irascatur iuda mitigetw; invideat faveat, contemnat admiretw; 
oderil diligat, cupiat taedeat, speret metuat, laetetur daleat. 

41. We may also compare the expression risum movt:~, for despite its frequency (e.g. 2,235: 
L.-P.-Rabbie ad loc. mention 2,248 [bis]; 253; 254; Fam. 7,32,3) the force of the verb may have 
been feit: concitare, which is often used in connection with playing upon the feelings (2,191; 3,23; 
104; etc.), is twice used casually instead, once by Cicero (2,235), once by Nepos (Hannibal 1~ 
(L.-P.-Rabbie ad loc.). . 

42. gaudet dalet, ridet plore(, favet odit, contemn;t invitkt, ad misericordiam inducitur, ad 
pudendum, ad pigendum, irascitur mitigahU, speraJ timet. 

43. Hor. AP. 101-102 ut ridentibus arrident, ita jlenlJöus adjlent humani vultus (in a context 
of emotions in drama); Sen. De im 2,2,5 arridemus ridentröus et contristat nos twba mae~ntium 
(in a conten about emotions); Galen. PIoc. 5,5,2 (p. 437,5-7 Mü.; = Pos. fr. 169 E.-K. = 416 Tb.) 
6uJi.OVral. 'I'E Kal. ~vntTal. Kal. i\&Tal. KCXl. -ydcJ Kal. dcxw. Ka1. TOUlfl8' lnpa 'II'a6T) ... ... llpla. 

44. Its occurrence as part of movere in BlUt. illustrates that this 'task' is not completely 
equivalent to pathos as usecl"inDe M. (cl. § 6.5). 

45. L.-P.-Rabbie: 210; for this source ib.: 197-200. 
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through the prologue sounds like special pleading and is not very plausible46, but 
this is not the important point The diffusion of the idea that laughter is an 
emotion makes such an account of the origin unnecessary; and the fact that the 
place accorded to ethos and pathos in De ora/ore constitutes one of the funda­
mental differences with school rhetoric, combined with the fact that the standard 
systems did not even take account of them as such, makes it all but impossible. 
1t is not improbable that there is indeed a connection between the ways of placing 
humour in De ora/ore and in this source, but an indirect one: the widespread 
idea about laughter as an emotion may have given rise to both. (In that case the 
source regarded the "ethical" aspects of the prologue as emotional ones.) 

All in all, it is clear that the place of humour in De ora/ore is far from arbitrary. 
Laughter was generally considered an emotion, and Cicero connects the use of 
humour with ethos and pathos in various ways. Nevertheless, it does not really 
fall under ethos or pathos, and it is not wholly a part of invention. This inter­
mediate status of the subject is mirrored by the fact that the passage is on the 
one hand marked as an excursus, on the other as belonging to what precedes. 

46. Some points beloogiug lo pathos wcre mentioned in the treatment of the prologue (abovc 
p. 97), but they are of minor importance. In school rbctoric, the epilogue was tbc part of the 
speech associatcd with pathos. 



10. EPll..OGUE 

A YIIMAXOI.. ~a JLOI. oVrwm. 'II'ot1]OOV· aupLOV 
lc.J8EII dq>lKov o'CKa& Kai fl.T) ciU~ 'II'OI.~, 
tva POU~8a 'll"Ept. awwlI ro(n-6)lI, TO ~ 
vüv Etval. TT)II CJ'\IIIO'UOla.v &i&.\)(r6)p.EV. InKPATHI.. 
• AUd 'II'OI.ofpc.l, ~ Aoo4uxXE, TaÜTa, Kat ~w 'II'apc1 
ot aUpc.ov, ta1l8~ t8~"!1-
(plato, Lachu, 201bc) 

In this study I have attempted to clarify an aspect of the history of aneient 
rhetoric, and a number of the concepts involved. Although some of the views it 
presents are riot new, others are, and if ·some readers have .become, or have stayed, 
convinced that many new things can still be found in a field apparently so well­
explored, this book has not been written in vain. 

The results some non-classicists will be most interested in are those on the 
conceptual level. But it is exactly these results that most rely on scrutiny of 
Aristotle's and Cicero's text, that is, on research of the more traditional, philo­
logical kind1• Although the use of classical texts by non-cl~sicis~ .through the 
mediation of translations is, I think, an unquestionably welcome phenomenon2, r 
hope that this book may, among these readers, contribute to the awareness thai' 
it can never replace the more traditional methods of interpreting the originals. 

'1bis is not to say that strictly traditional methods will suffice. Many of the 
analyses made here would have been much more difficult to realize without the 

L 0'. cspccially § 2.3, p. 32-33; § 72. . 
2. Tbe replaccment of the Sutton-Rackham translation of De oratore in the Locb serics is 

therefore a urgent desideratum. Tbe translations ioto German and French by Merklin and Courbaud­
Bomeque are iocomparably better. A Dutch translation (with copious notes) is on the verge of 
publication (by Hetty WA. van Rooijen-Dijkman and Anton D. Leeman [Amsterdam: Athenaeum­
Polak & Van Gennep, 1989]). Existing translations of Aristotle's Rhetoric are fairly good, though 
a ncw one in EngJish that takes accouot of reccnt insights would be welcome. 
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more general, theoretical approach chosen in the introduction (§ 1.2), however 
modest the use of modem insights there may be. Moreover, a critical evaluation 
of some old views, hardly ever seriously challenged, has proved fruitful, for instance 
in the chapter on the rhetorical handbooks between Aristotle and Ciceral. In 
some subjects, the results of Quellenforschung, even though its methods are now 
often rejected, still hold the field, simply because, so it seems, nobody has taken 
the trouble of rethinking the - admittedly rather dry - issues. 

Other old accounts, however, have been invaluable. Von Arnim's ninety year 
old description of the quarrel between rhetoric and philosophy still makes fasci­
nating reading, and Solmsen's articles are at the basis of my whole approach, 
even if I have ventured to correct a number of details. All in all, if tbis book 
has an underlying method at all, it is probably that of edecticism. 

Before summarizing the more general results of tbis study, I will now touch upon 
some points that have not been treated, or only in passing, but might repay 
research. I have concentrated on rhetorical theory, and although oratorica1 practice 
has at some points been ca1led upon' for illumination or explanation, their mutual 
influence has not been systematica1ly treated. As to the influence of practice on 
theory, a general picture suggests itself. In its beginnings, - rhetoric seems to 
have been directly derived from practice, and to h~ve been meant for easy instruc,:, 
tion for inexperienced speakers4, but a tendency to become an increasingly complex, 
autonomous discipline soon became apparent. The intricate divisions mocked by 
Plato in bis Phaedrus are already l'art pour l'art. It is :a mark of Aristotle's genius 
that he put the subject on a more abstract level, while at the same time, by 
means of the idea of the officia, coming doser to practice again. When, after 
the gap of Hellenistic times, we can again more or less dearly see what rhetorica1 
theory was like, the tendency to multiply appears to have dominated the develop-

f ment In its technica1 aspect, Cicero's De oratore is, like Aristotle's Rhetoric, an 
attempt to remodel the system and, paradoxica1ly, to bring it doser topractice 
by putting it on a more abstract level. But the rhetorical· tradition was now. so 
strong, and rhetorica1 education so important, that this attempt was doomed to 
remain without much influence in antiquity, at least where the features examined 
here were concemed. The contaminated type of handbook, mocked by Cicero as 
rigid and unpractical, so on became the normal one, and the indusion of ethos 
and pathos under invention was not adopted by any of the now extant systems, 
except that of Martianus Capella written some four or five hundred years laters. 

This general picture may, at some points, be made more specific. B.g., in his 

3. Especially in §§ 3.2, 3.4, and also in Appcn~ 2 
4. a.p.13. 
5. Abovc p. 59. Since this statement concems Cicero's influence, Minucianus is irrelevant here. 



315 

recent book Trials 0/ Character, J ames May has shown the importance of ethos 
in Cicero's own speeches. This ethos is "ethos of sympathy", in its broadest sense, 
including authority among its means. This is no doubt part of the explanation 
why Cicero has chosen this variant of ethos in De oratore (whether or not this 
choice was a conscious one: § 7.5), and why the concept of the three pisteis, i.e. 
the division of invention into arguments, ethos and pathos, appealed to him. Other 
features of his practice that probably determined the choice of the Aristotelian 
model were the importance he attached to pathos, in the sense of arousing violent 
emotions, and bis flexibility in the arrangement of bis speeches, which was incom­
pattoie with the schemes found in the handbooks6• Studies like May's, especially 
ü taking theory into account', can perhaps give us material to go ·beyond these _ 
general obserVations, not only for Cicero, but also for Aristotle, and show asta -
how far oratorical practice may have led him to adopt the concepts -that he has. 
It must, however, be admitted that conclusions about such matters are bound to 
remain for the most part speculative. . ~.~' .. "- -0 -~ ~ 

This applies even more to questions about the reverse influence, that of theory 
on practice, and these may, accordingly, be impossible to answer. The scrutiny 
of speeches for echo's of specific rhetorical precepts may easily become a mech­
anical exercise and lead to implausible resultsB• Oratorical practice was never 
simply reduClole to rhetorical theory, as the ancient opponents of rhetoric pointed 
out again and again.The more mediocre speakers would probably have given us 
something to go on9, but their speeches have not survived :nd were probably 
never even published. Even the lesser orators in our Greek corpus were evidently 
far better than the majority of speakers, an~ we may surmise, far more flexible 
and independent of standard rules. Reliable results regarding this subject would 
probably be very interesting, but may be impossible to attaiJL 

In the field of ancient rhetoric itself. several points seem. to require further 
investigation. In the analysis of Aristotle's Rhetoric given here tlJ.e emphasis is·­
on ethos and pathos, and on the three pisteis as a concept,·bl!(:°the results,' ü­
accepted, may perhaps throw some light on other aspects ofthe 'work. Another­
question is the development of the meaning of the word 1]e~. As already indicated 
(p. 64-65), 1 regard Schütrumpfs conclusio~ that it cannot mean 'mood' in any 
of Aristotle's writings, as practically certain, but particularly the texts from later 
antiquity may yield interesting information. The possible interaction of the theory 
of invention with that of style would, then, also have to be taken into account. 

6. o. f 3.3. Tbc most famous examplc is of course Pro Milone (cf. Quint 6,5,10; and thc 
remarks in Kcnnedy 1912: 234). O. 00 this subjea Wdfried Stroh, Taxis und Taktik. Die advoka­
fische Dispositions1cunst in Ciceros Gerich~den (Stuttgart: Tcubocr, 1975). 

7. At this point May's book scems Icss satisfactory: d. abovc p. 241 o. BO. 
8. O. DougJas (1973: 98-99). 
9. O. BIUL 263; 271 (abovc p. 90). 
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Finally, 1 would mention the possibility of examining post-Ciceronian rhetorical 
writings along the lines developed here. Quintilian's chapter on ethos and pathos, 
for instance,is extremely difficult, and though very useful contributions exist10, 

it has, I think, not yet been completely clarified. 
A third approach that might prove fruitful is the theoretical one. As briefly 

indicated in § 1.2, my choice of the speaker-speech-audience model instead of 
more refined ones has been deliberate. My reasons were partly practical, in that 
a more intricate model would further complicate the subject, but partly more 
general: all these models seem to introduce features specifically related to one 
discourse situation. Narratological models, e.g., have proven their value for the 
analysis of narrative and related textsllt but they seem unfit to be applied to 
rhetorical or oratorical ones. An investigation of the "bias" of several models 
might give us more insight of how to appropriately characterize discourse situations. 
This, in turn, might help to give a more precise description of the various concepts 
analysed here, chiefly that of ethos, than the simple model has allowed me to 
give. How much we can really expect from such an approach seems difficult to 
say beforehand. 

So much for what J:tas not been done here. To add a detailed summary of the 
results that have been obtained seems superfluous. The summaries at the end of 
each chapter are meant to speak for themselves. 1 will confine myself to the 
most important points, and to some general remarks. What 1 have tried to do is 
in the first place based on detailed interpretations of the relevant parts of Aris­
totle's and acerots texts. For obtaining a broader picture of the place of ethos 
and pathos in Aristotle's Rhetoric 1 have not used any new methods. Nevertheless, 
the starting points formulated in § 21 have permitted me to attempt a more 
precise statement on a number of issues, most conspicuously perhaps on that of 
the position of the first chapter of the work and its contradiction with what 
follows. The methods used for interpreting Cicero are not new either. However, 
there seems to be a gap between those aware of the literary character of De 
oralOn! and those chiefly interested in the ideas it contains, and the importance 
of using insights about the former for analYsin.g" the latter is seldom realized. 
The commentary by Leeman and Pinkster is the first synthesis of the two ap­
proaches. This combination of viewpoints has, 1 hope, proved fruitful also in ana­
lysing matters of a rather te~hnical nature. 

ln several remarks 1 have already characterized the relationship between Aris­
totle and acero as it emerges from their approaches to ethos and pathos. It has 

10. Cf. the references p. 65 n. zn. 
lL Such as the model of Mieke Bal (Narralology. InlroductiOll to the Theory o[ Norrative, 

Univ. of Toronto Press, 1985): see e.g. its application in Irene J.F. de Jong. Norrators and Focaliun. 
'J'M PTuOllation o[ the Story in the llüuJ (Amsterdam: Griiner, 1981). . 

I . 
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two conspicuous aspects. In the first place, in De oratore some ideas implicit in 
the Rhetoric, or only typical of part of that worle, are developed and given a 
role in a consistent whole. This is most clear in the case of the officia oratoris 
and in that of the three pisteis. As to the f~nner, the idea of a sequence of 
stages in handling the material of a case is clearly implicit in Aristotle, but not 
worked out; in Cicero, it is at the basis of the technical parts of De oratore, 
and in particular penneates the discussion of invention and disposition. As to the 
concept of the three pisteis, Aristotle's treatment of arrangement is hardly influ­
enced by it, but Cicero insists on it throughout the discussion of that subject, 
and has succeeded - except in one short passageU - in making the relationship 
between invention and disposition a meaningful one. Cicero's approach, however, 
is not exclusively Aristotelian. He incoIporates many ideas from school rhetorie, 
such as stasis theory and some substages of disposition (krisis and diairesis). 
Their place in the system, however, is weIl thought out. 

The second general difference between the two authors, and perhaps the most 
important, is" the practical turn Cicero gives to some of Aristotle's ideas, referring 
the orator, e.g., to philosophical discussions of the emotions to acquire a more 
thorough understanding of the theoretical aspects. Whether Cicero has consciously 

-chosen a different variant of ethos and pathos, following this inclination to prac­
tice, is impossible to say. However that may be, this difference is essential. It 
has indeed long been taken for a fact that Ciceronian ethos is not identical with 
Aristotle's version. The description of the concepts behind this (Cicero's ethos 
designates the leniores affectus), however, is inadequate to bring out the real 
difference, which is that between "rational" ethos, aimed at an image of reliability, 
and "ethos of sympathy", aimed at arousing sympathy on the basis of character. 
The diagram. on p.' 242 shows the two systems as a whole, including the ensuing 
difference in the concept of pathos. 

Neither of these systems shows any sign of confusion. 'Ibis is, of course, gen­
erally taken for granted in the case of Aristotle~ but the contrary is. often asserted: 
about Cicero. But Cicero's handling of a number of the individual ,em9tions even 
shows him to be capable of improving on Aristotle, despite the much more limited 
space he devotes to this part of the subject. His treatment, however, is incon­
ceivable without Aristotle's, whose account, moreover, remains the more revea1ing 
and rich of the two. But then Cicero did not really intend to rival him in this 
respect. 

Of course, comparisons like these tell us little about the historical relationship 
between the two authors, an evaluation of which requires different methods. In 
chapters 4 and 5 I hope to have shown that not much can really be proven about 
the question of Cicero's knowledge of the Rhetoric, but that direct knowledge of 

12. 2,321-323: abovc p. 209-211. 
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the work can definitely not be excluded, and is perhaps the most attractive 
hypothesis. As to the place of the two in the history of rhetoric, this depends 
on a comparison with the school systems, and although we have to reckon with a 
much greater diversity among these than is commonly assumed, some general char­
acteristics emerge c1early. In the first place, Aristotle's ideas permeate many 
ancient theories ofthe subject. However, the "Aristotelian tradition", the nature 
and extent of which has been clarified by Solmsen some fifty years ago, was not 
a continuous one, not a school of thought in its own right. A number of Aristotle's 
ideas became part of standard systems of rhetorie, but in the course of tbis, and 
in the course of the subsequent development of these systems, these ideas under­
went considerable changes. Despite its numerous Aristotelian elements, school 
rhetoric of Cicero's time had become far removed from Aristotle's original views, 
and operated on a consistently low level of abstraction. One of the chief deviations 
was the absence of ethos and pathos as separate concepts. In a number of the 
handbooks, this was combined with a contamination between the essentially Ans­
totelian sYstem of the officia oratoris and that of the parts of the speech,· which 
made the distinction betWeen invention and disposition unc1ear and almost super­
fluous. 

Cicero returns to Aristotle in both these respects: he adopts the uncontaminated 
system and divides invention into arguments, ethos and pathos. Moreover, he 
insists upon using the basica1ly Anstotelian concept of abstract topoi, i.e., argu­
ment-patterns, instead of the ready-made arguments from school rhetoric. Solmsen's 
judgement on the relationship between the two and the attitude of scholarship is 
still worth quotingu. He wrote, 'If it is asked (and I do not see why this should 
not be a perfect1y legitimate question) who did most to keep alive or revive Ans­
totelian ideas and concepts, the answer can hardly be doubtful.' And pointing out 
the most important Aristotelian elements in Cicero's approach14, be continued: 
'These facts lend substance to bis claim that in De oratore be renewed tbe ratio 
Aristotelia (along with the ratio Isocratea)15, and I cannot belp wond~~g why 
the tendency among scholars has been eitber to ignore or to minimize the import­
ance of tbis testimony.' 

Aristotle's analyses and observations, such aS those ön the emotions, can still 
surprise modem readers by their acuteness. Cicero's achievements on the conceptual 
level, particu1arly their consistency, are more difficult to detect and appreciate, 
because of the literary form of De oratore; but this form· is at the same time 

13. ~olmsen (1941: 189-190). 
14. To the three mentioned here, he added (1941: 190) Cicero's 'return to the four "virtucs" 

of the diaion', which concept was devcloped by Thcophrastus but may be regarded as Aristotelian 
in csscnce (cI. ib.: 43-44). Cicero's way of incorporating the non-technical pisteis migbt also bc 
added (cI. ib.: 44-45,186-187; above p. 128-132). 

15. Fant. 1,9,23, to which ~lmsen here refers in a note (cf. above p. 159). 
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one of the attractions of the worle. I hope to have contrihuted to the awareness 
that our understanding of hoth Aristotle and Cicero can gain from ohserving 
their similarities, hut is just as dependent on realizing that they are different. 
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Appendix 1. Aristotle, Rhetoric 2,12,1-2 (1388b31-1389a1) 

The beginning of the treatment of the ilEhl in 2,12-17 is frequently misunderstood. 
Here I will analyse it in some detail, and argue for "a punctuation, different from 
the one adopted by the editors, that was suggested to me by Professor CJ. Ruijgh. 
With the usual punctuation the passage runs as folIows: 

Tci & il&tJ 1rotot. TLVE~ K(lm Tci m9-r) Kat Tci~ ~ K(lt Tci~ i)).LKta~ K(lt Tci~ 

'J"'6xa~, 81&OooJW' JLe1'ci TaÜTa. >.l:yc.> & 1ra9-r) pJ;v 6pyrW t-u-t.6v.u,av K(lt Td 

1'OLaÜTa, 'lrEpt ßV El.pi)KaJW' 1rp6ttpov, ~~ & ciperd~ K(lt KaKta~ ELp1J1"aL & 
Kal. 'lrEpt 'rO'6Toov 'lfp6ttpov, K(lt 'IrOta 1rpoal.pOiivraL (K(l0'l'0L, Kat 'lfo(.6)v 1rpaK1'UCol 

of)).LKtaL 8t EID\. ~ K(ll. citq.L-iI K(ll. yi')pa~. 'I"6)crJv& )kyw dryEvELaV Kat 

1rAoVrOV K(lt 8waJ1E~ Kat Ta.vavria T~ Kat l)A~ dnvxtav Kat 800'r\1Xtav. 

Some understand the first sentence to refer to four kinds of il&Tl: those KaT« 
T« 'lTaß1}, those KaT« T«~ E~EL~ those KaT« T«~ iJALKta~, and those KaT« 
T«~ riJxa~l. This creates a serious difficulty, for in that case a treatment of 
all four of these is announced, whereas in what follows only the last two are 
treated2• Some3 have recourse to an inaccurate explanation of Af:yOO BE 'lTa&r] 
... 'lTEpt cOv Etp..qKaJ.I.Ev 'lTplrrepov and E~EL~ BE . ... 'lTplrrepov: this is supposed 
to mean that the first two kinds of il&Tl have already been treated. But the text 
says that the 'lTa&r] and the E~EL~ have already been spoken of, not the ii&r] 
allegedly connected with them.. Moreover, this creates· the difficulty of a flat 
contradiction with the announcement in the first sentence (BLEA8ooJ.I.Ev), that is 
all but impossible4• 

But the reference is not to four kinds of il&Tl (or to four ways of analysing 
the ft&rl)S: K<lTa can be very vague, 'in accordance with', or 'in relation to, 
concerning'6. What is announced in the first sentence is that four factors will be 
taken into account in the following treatment of the ilfhl, as in fact they are: 

1. Spengel (1852: 492; 1867 ll: 247), Roemer (1898: xciü-xcvii), SÜSS (1910: 163-164), Hellwig 
(1973: 236-237 with n. 13), Manfred Joachim Lossau, ß~ lCp[.m.v TLv« ßoALTLK'ftV. Untersuchungen 
zur aristotelischen Rhetorik (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1981), 144 n. 347. Barwick's account (1922: 
19-20) is vaguely similar. 

2. 0., in the concluding section of the chapters, 2,17,6 (91b4-:5) 'lrEpt JUv oW TWV tcaO' 
i)).LKtav Kat 'I'i7x'r1v ofJ8wv ELp1J1"aL. . 

3. Süss, Lossau, and (impücitly) Spengel (references: n. 1). 
4. Lossau is aware of the contradiction with 81D.06)J1Ev, but not of the inaccuracy of the 

explanation itself. 
5. 1005, correctly, (impücitely or expücitely) Cope (1877: ad Ioc.), Rhys Rhoberts, Freese, 

Dufour (Bud~ ed.: p. 29-30), Schütrumpf (1970: 9, 90 n. 4), Fantham (1973: 270). 
6. LSJ s.v., B IV and IV.2 respectively. 
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in the deseription of the eharaeters of the young ete. (the i]XÜ(LaL.) and the rieh 
'ete. (the -ruXaL.), attention is paid to their inelination to various emotions and to 
virtues or viees7• The sentenee may be translated as folIows: 

We will now describe of what sort people are as to their characters, with reference 
to the emotions, the states of mind, th~ ages, and the fortunes. 

The punctuation of the text as printed above is essentally the one adopted by all 
editors8• Professor CJ. Ruijgh has suggested to me a different one: 

TeX Be ft&'rl 'll'otoi. 1'I.VE'i KIXTeX TeX 'll'a.&q KCXl. 1'eX'i l~EI.'i KCXl. 1'eX'i i}Aud.cx.. KId. TeX .. 
'"'XCX". Sl.tA9w~v J.Lf:TeX 1'cxi'rrcx (A~ Be 'll'a&q jUv OpyTJv ~'II'l.Ih,j.LwV KCXI. Tel 
1'ouxi'rrcx, 'll'EPI. ~v El.pT)KCXj.LEV 'll'pltrEpoV, l~E18 Be apETeX" KCXI. KCXKW .. • ELp1lTCXI. Se 
Kat 'll'Epl. ToVrWV 'll'plrrepov), KCXl. 'll'ota 'll'poal.pOilvrCXI. lKCXOTOI., KCXl. 'll'otwv 'll'PCXK1'I.KOt. 
i}AI.KW .. se Etm. ~ KCXl. aKj.LT) KCXl. yi\pcx .. , 'tiJxTlv Be AE'YW EVyEVEUXV KCXI. 
'll'Aoi'rrov KCXl. Suva~1.'i Kcxl.1'avavrw TOVrOI.'i KCXI. lSAW'i EimJXWV KCXI. SOOTtIXWv. 

Af."Y(i) 58 ... 'lTEpt 'TOlrr(i)V 'lTPO'TEPOV is then taken as a parenthesis9, and Kat 
'lToLa ... 'lTpaK'TLKOL as subordinate to 5Lf.A8(i)~v, Le., as a eontinuation of the 
c1ause 'Ta 58 il61l ... 'Ta~ -ruxa~, not as a supplement to E~EL~ ... 'lTpO-rEPOV. 

With the traditional punetuation, Kat ~oi.a ... 'lTpaK'TLKOL must refer to 1,9 (as 
does ELp'fl'TaL ... 'lTPO-rEPOV)10, whieh is not impossible. There, however, the virtues 
are enumerated, and it is stated what aetions result from themll: eertain c1asses 
of people possessing them are not implied. This means that the use of EKaO"TOL 
would be a bit strange, though not absolutely impossible12• However, this word fits 

7. Cf. p. 46 n. 175. As .for the l~EI.'i, here defmed as virtues and vices, and for which Aris­
totle refers to 1,9, d. 2,12,3 (89a4-6) with 1,9,9 (66b13-15) on (J"(.o)(jlpomn,l'\; 2,12,6 (89a14-16) with 
1,9,10 (66b15-16) on ~Ev6EP~; ete. (Tbe role of the l~EI.'i is completely misunderstood by 
HeUwig 1973: 236-237.) 

8. Spengel (1867), Cope (1877), Roemer (1898), Dufour (Bude ed., 1938), Ross (OGT, 1959), 
Kassel (1976). Tessmer (o.c above p. 10 n. 6: 152) doubts the correctness of the usual interpretation 
and punctuation, but she prefers, so it seems, taking only ELp1lTCXI. •• , 'll'p6TEpoV as a parenthesis. 

9. For se in parenthesis cf. Rhet. 1,2,14 (57a29-30) (Ross is wrong not to take this as a 
parenthesis); 2,5,14 (83a2-3) (where Cope, Roemer, Dufour, and Kassel rightly start the parenthesis 
with 'll'Ol.El. S~, instead of with Sill [83a1], as Ross does; Spengel reads no parenthesis); 2,21,13 
(95a19-20) (A~ Be); 3,2,5 (04a30-31); and Herod. 1,23; 57,1; 76,1; SO,1; 172,1; 192,3. Cf. Eduard 
Schwyzer, Die Parenthese im engem und im weitem Sinn (APAW 1939, 6), repr. in: Kleine Schriften 
(hrsg. von Rüdiger Schmitt; Innsbruck: Meid, 1983), 80-123, where the paralleIs from Herod. are 
taken from. 

10. Spengel (1867: ad loc.) suggested a reference to 1,6,26 (63a19 ff.) also (which Kassel thinks 
possible), and Cope (1877 11: ad loc.) 'to I 9, and probably also to I 5 and 6'. Reference to 1,9 
only seems the most likely, but however this may be, the objection to lKCXOTOI. remains the same. 

11. Cf. 1,9,8 (66b11-12), ete. 
12. I fmd that this objection to lKCXOTOI. was aIready fonnulated by Tessmer (o.e. above p. 10 

n. 6: 152), whose interpretation, however, shows the same mistake as those mentioned above n. 1. 
Hellwig's solution (1973: 237 n. 12) is inadequate: 'unter lKCXOTOI. sind zunächst die Träger der 
einzelnen apE1'IXL (bzw. KCXKWI.) zu verstehen': this is of course what most would understand by 
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2,12-17 much better, since there several classes ofpeople are characterized. 
Another advantage of the punctuation proposed is that the structure of the 

passage is brought even better in line with the content of 2,12-17: the two sub­
ordinate concepts, 'il'a&r] and ESELS, are explained in a parenthesis, the two con­
cepts determining the several classes are explained last, and just before the 
treatment proper begins. 

Appendix 2. On Some Non-Existent Handbook Types 

In § 3.4 (p. 91) I briefly alluded to three types of handbooks that have been 
reconstructed, but probably or certainly never existed, except for a few individual 
cases or in a very restricted period of time. All three have been postulated by 
Barwick in bis well-known but over-estimated article from 1922. Kroll (1940: 1098), 
who mentions the types called (2) and (3) below, and Matthes (1958: 108-109), 
who mentions (1) and (2), seem dependent on him. Some of the following details 
would indeed be superfluous but for the influence of this piece of unsound 
reasoning. 

(1) 5 officia, the partes treated under style: 
Barwick postulated this type on the basis of Cicero's Orator!. The partes are 
mentioned in 122 ff., which is indeed in the middle of the treatment of style. 
But of this very long treatment (61-236) only a small part is organized on this 
basis, viz. only 124-127 (to which 128-133 is more or less connected), about the 
appropriate style for each of the partes. Moreover, this small part is itself part 
of the treatment, begun in 113, of the many things the perfect orator must know. 

it, but the point is that the text of 1.9 (and of 1,5 and 1,6) docs not mention or evcn hint at such 
cIasses. 

L Barwick. (1922: 9-10); it is not quite clear how widcsprcad he thinks this type was. Matthcs 
(1958: 109) givcs DO examplcs. 
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And most important, the parts of the speech are already (lightly) touched upon 
in the one short section (50)2 on disposition, which is thereby marked as their 
proper place. After the methodical way tbis organization had been adopted in De 
oratore (see also § 6.3), tbis comes as no surprise. 

(2) officia, followed by partes: 
In some handbookS the two principles of the offida and the partes are separately 
treated3• Barwick (1922: 3) concluded: 'Die scharfe Trennung beider Einteilungs­
principien ist sicher das Ursprüngliche'. It is unclear why this should be so. More­
over, bis two main examples are both very doubtful. Cicero's Partitiones oratoriae 
does treat the officia first, followed by the partes (5-26 and 27-60), but these 
two secti.ons are followed by a third and much longer one (61-138) treating the 
quaestiones (the various kinds of issues), including the staseis. So there is no 
twofold division but a threefold one4• Also, Cicero states (139) that the system 
given in the work comes from the Academy, and the lack of convincing parallels 
for it makes this sound reliable (cf. § 5.2, p. 172-173); however that may be, it 
means that this little treatise is hardly safe evidence for the existence of any . 
specific kind of school rhetoric. The second example is the rhetorical part of 
Martianus Capella's late fourth or early fifth century encyclopaedic work. In this 
case the analysis itself is correct, but the date indieates how slender _ this piece 
of evidence really is. 

Another "example" put forward by Barwick (1922: 7-8) is ~ene rhetorische 
'IiXV1), die Qcero in den Büchern de oratore, neben anderen Quellen, benutzte' (an 
inadequate formulation anyhow): here he refers to 1,142 and to 2,79-80. The first 
of these passages should be analysed differently (above, p. 89-90). As to the second, 
it contains criticisms of all common handbooks. No particu1ar system or link 
between the officia and partes is aimed at. By critisizing the rules for both sep­
arately, Antonius attacks all school systems at the same time. 

Barwick also supports bis case by contending that the parts have no fixed place 
in . the system of officia. They are, indeed, sometimes treated under the head of 
disposition, sometimes under invention, as h~ been illustrated in chapter 3 (§§ 3.3 
and 3.4). But Orator does not, as -he thinks; classify the parts of the speech under 
style (see (1». And bis statement on De or. 2,315 (1922: 9), that it introduces 
the partes as something new and accordingly not really belonging under the head 
of disposition, is disproved by 307, where they are already announceds. Finally 

2. Tbere is probably a lacuna, as a nomber of scholars have assomed; but the referencc to 
prologue and argumentatio is dear. 

3. Kroll (1940: 1098) is vague: 'besonders deutlich in Cic.. part. orat. .... aber auch sonst 
kenntlich'. 

4. a. also Part. or. 3-4. 
s. a. also above p. 9O-9L 
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(1922: 3-5), he observes that the parts of the speech in Rhet. Her. are an obvious 
intrusion into invention, and eoncludes that its source must have treated the parts 
separateIy6. This non sequitur ignores the indications that the ultimate souree 
must have had the parts und er disposition (above, pp. 86, 89), and also forees 
Barwiek to adopt a very impIausibIe reeonstruction. 

This reconstruction starts from Aristotle's Rhetoric, where the parts are treated 
under 'Ta~18 (disposition), which comes behind invention and style and amention 
of the still undeveloped subject of delivery; and from the Iater school system 
where 'Ta~L~ was treated seeond and where, allegedly, the parts were treated 
separately at the end. This leads Barwick to the conc1usion that the older 'Ta~18 
was renamed, and that another, different, 'Ta~18 was inserted between invention 
and style'. Apart from its inherent implausibility, this reconstruction is contradicted 
by the rhetorical system of the early Stoics: Diogenes Laertius (7,42-43) writes 
that this consisted of invention, style, disposition, and delivery, in that order; 
and he proeeeds by naming the parts of the speech recognized by them: t:tvaL 8' 
a~ (sc. ~ P1JTOPLK~) 'riJv 8LatpEow Et~ 'TE 'riJv E'ÜPE(7I,V Kat Et~ 

'riJv <flpaow Kat EL~ 'riJv 'Ta~LV Kat Et~ 'riJv inrOKPLC7LV. 'TOV 8E P1JTOPLKOV 
AO-YOV Et~ 'TE 'TO 'lTpootJ1LOV Kat EL~ 'riJv 8dry'T}O"LV Kat 'Ta 'lTPO~ 'TO"~ aVTL-

8tKO~ Kat 'TOV E'lTtAO-YOV (their definition of rhetorie, and its division into 
deliberative, forensic and panegyrie, which he also mentions, are irrelevant here). 
Barwiek (1922: 42) considers this to be a confirmation of bis reeonstruction: the 
words referring to disposition should be deleted, and this system represents the 
stage before the new 'Ta~L~ was inserted8• It is far more probable that the text 
is sound: Diogenes reports on the officia and the partes separately, and nothing 

. can be leamt from him about the place of the parts of the speech in the Stoic 
system of officia. The place of disposition, then, before delivery and (still) behind 
style, is directly derived from the Aristotelian order9. There is no need to doubt 
the basic identity of the Aristotelian disposition and the Iater one, and to introduce 
a new sort of 'Ta~L~. 

In sum, system (2) probabIy never existed as a genuine handbook type. There 
is, however, a slight possibility that it did exist in later antiquity: Diogenes 
Laertius' way of reporting the Stoic doctrine, eombined with Martianus Capella's 
scheme, may point to this. But Diogenes' representation may be due to the fact 

6. This conclusion is not affected by the notion (1922: 5-7) that Inv. is based on Rhet. Her. 
7. Barwick (1922: 39-42). This part oe bis argument is not affected by the implausible recon­

struction oe the Theodectea (1922: 23-39~ repeated, with characteristie stubbornness, 1966/67: 47-55). 
8. So he takes their system to be independent oe that oe Heraclides Ponticus, whom he thinks 

must have been the one who devised the new Ta~~ (bis dates are approximately 380-315, weU 
before Stoic rhetorie developed; it is, in any case, extremely doubtful if he ever wrote a handbook: 
above p.176 n. 48). 

9. Barwick ignores this simple solution (cf. bis intricate but unnecessary argumentation 1922: 
420. 2). 
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that he was no specialist: he may just have wanted to avoid entering into too much 
complexities (a similar reason may be suspected behind the Academic system pre­
sented in Part. or.). In that case Martianus Capella stands on his own, and Solmsen 
(1941: 50) is right: he 'obviously knew both traditions and was anxious to give 
each of them its due'lO. 

(3) ars-amfex: 
The notion of the existence of tbis type goes back to Norden's analysis of Horace's 
Ars Poetica ('Die Composition und Litteraturgattung der Horazischen Epistula ad 
Pisones', Hennes 40, 1905, 481-528)11, which has been rightly rejected by Brink 
(1963: 3-40). Brink's own analysis is more in line with the poem itself, and it 
also matches the statement of the scholiast Porphyrion, who reports that 'in this 
book Horace has brought together the teachings of Neoptolemus of Parium on the 
art of poetry - not indeed all but the most outstanding'12. Neoptolemus employed 
the triad poema-poesis-poeta, whereas the Ars may be divided, apart from the 
first forty lines that are introductory, into three sections dealing with style, 
content and 'general questions of poetic criticism' (40b-118; 119-294; 295-476) 
(Brink 1963: 13) - always with the proviso that such an approach to Horace, though 
adequate and indispensable, is necessarily incomplete. 

Brink rightly remarks that 'the pair ars-amfex is not necessarily identical 
with poema-poesis as against poeta' (1963: 38 n. 1). He nevertheless assurnes (ib.: 
23), on general grounds, that there were probably a number of Hellenistic treatises 
based on this pair13• This may be true in general, and especially of treatises on 
poetics, for although the pair is not identical with a straightforward re arrangement 
of the triad, it certainly resembles it. But I am not inclined to accept this general 
conclusion where rhetoric is concemed. As to the third century B.C., it is improb­
able that any of the three groups important for rhetoric in this period (p. 79), 
the rhetoricians, the Stoics and the Peripatetics, employed the twofold division. 
The first were not philosophically minded. The second regarded true rhetoric as 
one of the virtues of the wise man, which made aseparate section on cutifex in 
their rhetorical theory superfluous; moreover, Diogenes Laertius' report ori Stoic 
rhetoric (above) mentions nothing of the kind. As to the Peripatetics, as far as 
they wrote on rhetoric in general and not on style alone (§ 5.4), it seems more 
probable that they broadly followed Aristotle and Theophrastus. If any of these 
groups had employed the pair, it would also be hard to explain why second century 

10. Cf. the rest of Solmsen remarIes ib.; and ib.: 179 n. 92. 
11. Repr. in: Kleine Schriften zum klassischen Altertum (hrsg. von Bernhard Kytzler; Berlin: 

De Gruyter, 1966), 314-357. 
12 in quem librum congess;t praecepta Neoptolemi '1'0\1 napuxvoii de arte poetica, non quidem 

omn;a sed eminentissima; the translation is Brink's (1963: 43). 
13. Later on, he frequently assumes the pair to be traditional (1963: 247-248, 263-269). 
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rhetoricians, who were concemed to riYal the philosophers, did not adopt it. 
About them we can be quite certain: there is no trace of the pair, and Hermagoras' 
treatise, e.g., did not use it. 

Moreover, the possible existence of treatises on poetics based on the division 
into ars and artifex teIls us nothing ab out rhetorical ones. The interaction will, 
in general, have been in the other direction: rhetoric mostly influenced poetics, 
not the other way round. And this rhetorical influence was not even a continuous 
one: Horace's Ar.r, e.g., is not directly connected with rhetorical theory, as Norden 
once14 assumed, but, probably, only via Neoptolemus' poetics. 

Also, most of the parallels assembled by Norden of non-rhetorical treatises 
employing the division are, as even Barwick (1922: 59-62) observed, unconvincing: 
they do treat aspects of the am/ex, but only very shortly in a general preliminary 
part, whereas the composition of their main part does not in any way reflect 
such a division15• As for rhetorical treatises, only Quintilian employes a related 
scherne, ars-artifex-opus (so not even simply ars-am/ex!). Quintilian himself, 
however, indicates that his part on the artifex is something new (12,pr.,3-4). 
Moreover, the triad is not really at the basis of his whole wor1e, as the proportions 
between the three parts show: almost ten books are devoted to ars (2,15-book 
11), only the last book (12,1-9 and 12,10 respectively) deal with arti[ex and OpUS16. 

Barwick's connection of the ars-artifex scheme with rhetoric entails the identi­
fication of types (2) and (3), which involves some reasoning unparallelIed even in. 
the rest of his article: he identifies (1922: 3) rhetorical tractatio with the treatment 
of the parts of the speech; discerns (51) something in the section on artifex in 
Horace's Ar.r that may be descrlbed by tractatio taken as a very general term 
(but wholly foreign to anything like the parts); and (52) concludes that the treat­
ment of the parts must originally have belonged to the section on am/ex (although 
even he must admit that the other aspects he sees in Horace's section on am/ex 
are never associated with the parts in any existing rhetorical handbook11). He 
thus wants us to accept (53) that the officia oratons are to be coupled with ars. 
But surely, if any such coupling is desired, it is am/ex that the officia are to 
be associated with. Norden knew better1S• 

14. Norden's marginal notes in his own copy, reprinted in Kl. Sehr. (above n. 11), show that 
he later doubted or rejected his earlier analyses. 

15. Thus Brink (1963: 36-37). 
16. Cf. Joachim Adamietz, 'Quintilians "lnstitutio Oratoria"', ANRW n,32,4 (1986), 2226-2271: 

2255,2258. 
17. He unblushingly concludes (1922: 52-53, cf. 60) that they were so associated in "Heraclides' 

handbook". 
18. Norden (o.c.: 509) on Part. or. (where he frankly says that he ignores the third section 

on stasis): he identifies the part on the offieia (referred to by vis oraloris) with artifex, that on 
the partes (Dnltio) with at:r. . 
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Appendix 3. Translations for §§ 42 and 43 

For the provenance of the following translations see p. 341. 

p.113: Aristotle Rhetoric 1,1,2 (54a6-11) 
Cicero De oratore 2,32 

Now the majority of people do their speaking· either at random, or from a skill arising from ex­

perience. But since both these ways are possible, it is dear that it may also be done systematically; 

for it is possible to examme the cause, why some speakers succeed through experience and others 

by chance; and everyone will at once agree that such an examination is the function of an art. 

And indeed, since most plead their causes in the forum at random and without any method, but 

some do it more cleverly because of practice or a certain experience, there is no doubt that if 

someone should observe why some speak better than others, he could give a description of it. 

Accordingly, if someone should do this in the whole field, he would discover, if not areal art, 

then at least something like an arte 

p. 114-115: Rhetoric 2,10,1-2 (87b24-28) 
De oratore 2,209 

For the kind of people to feel envy are those who have, or seem to have, equals. By equals I 

mean equals in descent, family connections, age, habit, reputation or possessions. 

Weil, people are as a rule envious of their equals or inferiors when they feel they have been left 

behind, and are hurt because these others have risen above them. But people are also frequently 

fiercely envious of their superiors, especially if these boast intolerably and transgress the limits 

of what is fair for a11 alike on the strength of their pre-eminent status or prosperity . 

. Rhetoric 2,8,2 (85b13-16) 
De oratore 2,211 

Let pity then be a feeling of pain caused by the sight of evil, destructive or painful, which befalls 

one who does not deserve it, and which we might expect to fall upon ourselves or one of those 

near to os, and that when it seems close at hand. 
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And pity is excited, if the person who is listening an be made to relate the things that are 

deplored in the case of another to bitter things of bis own that he has endured or that he fears, 

so that he may; when looking upon someone eise, repeatedly return to himself; ... 

p. 116: Rhetoric 3,14,6 (15a21-24) 
De oralOn! 2,320 

This, then, is the most essential function and distindive property of the prologue, to make dear 

what the aim of the speech is; and therefore a prologue should not be employed if the matter is 

dear or unimportant 

Every prologue will have to offer information about the whole matter in hand, or an entrance 

into the case and a paving of the way, or some ornament and dignity. But, just as with the fore­

courts and entrances of houses and temples, one must open a case with a prologue proportionate 

to the matter. AccordingIy, in cases that are unimportant and do not attract much attention, it is 

often more appropriate to open your speech by directly entering upon the matter itself. 

p.117: Rhetoric 1,4,2 (59a32-34) 
De ora/ore 2,336 

All things that of necessity either are or will be, or that cannot possibly be or come to pass, 

about these there an be no deh"beration. 

But in both cases (i.e. with respect to advantage os weil os honour) it must in the flfSl place be 

discovered what an or cannot happen, and also what is necessary or not necessary. For all dehb­

eration is at once cut short when it is understood that something is impossible, or when there is 

some necessity; and he who has demonstrated this, while others are blind to it, has seen most. 

p. 118: Rhetoric 1,8,1 (65b22-25) 
,De oralore 2,337 

Tbe Most important and effective qualification for being able to persuade and to advise weil is to 

know thoroughly the nature of all states, and to distinguish the customs, institutions and interests 

ofeach. 

For giving advice about the matters of the state the essential thing is to know the state; and for 

speaking aedJbly to know the character of the community; and since this changes frequently, the 
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style of speaking should also often be changed. 

p. 119: Rhetoric 1,9,3-6 (66a33-b7) 
De ora/ore 2,343-344 

Tbe noble, then, is that which, being desirable in itself, is praiseworthy, or which, being good, is 

pleasant because it is good. If this is indeed the noble, then virtue must of necessity be noble, 

for, being good, it is praiseworthy. Virtue, it would seem, is a faculty of providing and preserving 

good things, a faculty of conferring many great benefits, and benefits of all kinds in all cases. 

Tbe components of virtue are justice, courage, temperance, magnificence, greatness of soul, liber­

a1ity, gentleness, good sense, and wisdom. Tbe greatest virtues are necessarily those which are 

most useful to others, if indeed virtue is a faculty of conferring benefits. For this reason the 

just and the courageous are honoured most, since the latter virtue is useful to others in war, the 

former in peace as weIl. Next comes liberality ... 

But virtue, which is praiseworthy in itself, and which is a necessary element in anything that can 

be praised, nevertheless has several components, of which some are more suited to eulogy than 

others. For there are some virtues that seem to lie in the human character and in a certain gentle­

ness and beneficence; and others that lie in a certain mental capacity or in greatness and strength 

of the soul. For mildness, justice, generosity, good faith, and courage shown in common dangers, 

are pleasant to hear of in eulogies, (344) for all these virtues are deemed useful not so much to 

those that possess them, as to mankind; whereas wisdom and greatness of soul, whereby all human 

maUers are deemed of no importance at all, and a certain mental power of thought, and, for that 

matter, eloquence, do not receive less admiration, but are less pleasant, for they seem to be an 

ornament and protection for the object of our praise, rather than for the people listening to our 

words of praise. 

p. 122: Rhetorie 3,8,4-5 (08b32-09a8) 
De ora/ore 3,182-183 

Of the various rhythms, the heroic1 is dignified, and not suited for common language2, and lacking 

in harmony; and the iambic is the very language of the majority, wherefore everyone utters iambic 

metres most frequently when he is talking. But the rhythm of a speech should possess some dignity, 

and should stir the hearer. Tbe trochee is too much like the cortJai3; this is clear from the tetra­

meters, for tetrameters form a tripping rhythm. What remains is the paean, which has been employed 

1. Tbat is, the dactylic. 
2 a. p.122n. n. 
3. A sort of dance. 
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by all speakers beginning with Thrasymachus, although they were unable to say what it is. Tbe 

paean is a third kind of rhythm closely akin to those a1ready mentioned: for its proportion is 3 

to 2, that of the others 1 to 1 and 2 to 1 respectively; between the last two proportions comes 

the proportion of 1~ to 1. which is that of the paean. Now the other rhythms must be rejected 

for the reasons given, and also because they are metrical; the paean is to be preferred. 

For while there are a number of rhythms, Aristotle (whom you, Catulus, admire) does not allow 

the orator to use the iamb and the trachee, which nevertheless naturally occur in our speeches 

and conversations; but the beat of these rhythms is <too> marked and their feet are <too> short. 

Tberefore he firstly recommends to us heroie rhythm; and in this rhythm we may safely go on, 

that is, for two feet or a little more, to avoid clcarly Iapsing into verse or something similar to 

verse: altae runt geminae, quibus4, these three heroie feet sound quite good at the beginning of a 

period. (183) But the paean is the rhythm most favoured by this same Aristotle. Of this, there 

are two variants, ... 

p.128: Rhetoric 2,1,4 (77b31-78a6) 
De oratore 2,178 

- For things appear different, according as people love or hate, are angry or mild, and they appear 

either totally different, or different in degree. For to people who feel friendly to the one on 

whom they are passing judgement, he appears to have done no wrong or only little wrong, but to 

people who hate him it seems that the opposite is the case; and to people who desire, and have 

good hopes of, a thing that will be pleasant if it happens, it appears that it will indeed happen 

and will be good, but people who are unemotional or annoyed have the opposite opinion. 

For people make many more judgements under the influence of hate or love or desire or anger or 

grief or joy or expectation or fear or illusion or some other emotion, than under the influence of 

the truth or a rule or some norm of what is just or a legal formula or laws. 

p.129: Rhetoric 1,2,2-3 (55b35-56a4) 
De oratore 2,115-117 

Of the Iileans of persuasion, some are non-technical, others are technical. By non-technical ones 

I mean all those that are not furnished by oursclves but are a1rcady in existence, such as witnesses, 

evidence extracted under torture, agreemcnts, and the likc; and by technical ones I mean all thosc 

that can be constructed systematically by ourselves: thus the first ones must be used, the second 

ones must be invented. Of the means of persuasion [pisteis] furnished by the speech there are 

4. ~- .L.uu ~- ~ 
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three kinds, for some depend on the character of the speaker, some on putting the hearer into a 

certain frame of mind, and some on the speech itself, brought about by proving or seeming to prove. 

So the whole technique of speaking is based on three means to persuade: that we should prove 

that the things we defend are true, that we should render the audience favourably disposed towards 

us, and that we should induce their minds towards any emotion the case may demand. (116) In 

order to prove, the orator has two kinds of material at bis disposal: one consists of the things 

that are not thought out by the orator, but that, lying in the case itself, are treated methodically, 

like documents, testimonies, agreements, evidence extracted under torture, laws, decrees of the 

senate, judicial precedents, magisterial decisions, opinions of jurisconsults, and perhaps others 

that are not found by the orator, but are offered him by the case and bis clients; the other consists 

of what is entirely founded on the reasoning and argumentation of the orator. (117) Thus with 

the first type one must think about the handling of the arguments, but with the second also about 

inventing them. 
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,,' ': Appendix 4. The Catalogues and the Form of the Rhetoric 

k 

Much about the ancient catalogues of Aristotle's works is uncertain1• Here I will 
not try to solve any of the problems, but only record some of the hypotheses 
that have been advanced, as far as they throw some light on the question in 
what form the Rhetoric may have been known to Cicero: was book 3 coupled to 
books 1 and 2 only with the edition of Andronicus, as is commonly assumed, or 
were there, perhaps, also earlier copies where the Rhetoric consisted of the three 
books with which we are familiar? 

1 will, accordingly, not use the catalogues for the question of the availability 
of the Rhetoric. Since their precise provenance and function are unknown, they, 
tell us nothing about that, at least if aVailability means more (as it surely should) 
than presence somewhere in a collection that has been ~talogued2. 

- -
Tbere are three extant catalogues. Tbe first of these is preserved in Diogenes 

Laertius' biography of Aristotle3 (it is designated by D in the following pages). 
Tbe second is found in the so-ca1led Vita Menagiana, a short biographical sketch, 
that is commonly assumed to be identical with Hesychius' article on Aristotle4; it 
is customary to call the catalogue, like the Vita, anonyulOus (A). Tbe third cata­
logue (P) is known only through a number of Arabic versions, going back to a 
Greek original by a certain PtolemyS. It is different from the other two in that 
it presupposes Andronicus' edition, so only D and Aare important for our pUrpose6• 

Tbe relationship between D and A is commonly thought to be a comparatively 

L Moraux (1951) is a mine of information, and for an practical purposes virtually replaces 
all older discussiODS of the subject. His thesis about the origin of the lists, howevcr, has not 
been accepted by an scholars (below. with n. 8). Extensive references to literatore after 1951 in 
Moraux (1973: 4 n. 2); some remarks in Tartn (1981: 123-724). abrief survey in Flashar (1983: 
190-191) and Lord (1986) may now be added. 

2. Contra Taro (1981: 724 a 6): "the fact that the availability of all or Most of Aristotle·s 
treatises during the HeUenistic age is guaranteed by the ancient lists of his writings'. 

3. Diog. L. 5)2-1:1 (the biography occupies 5,1-35). ., 
4. Cf. Moraux (1951: 195 n. 2). . 
5. On the identity of this Ptolemy cf. Moraux (1951: 289-294). Düring (1957: 208-210), Moraux 

(1973: 60-61 n. 6). Some 30 years ago an Arabic MS. containing an Arabic translation of the Vita 
by Ptolemy was discovcred, which, howevcr, still seems to be unavailable in any European language: 
cf. Taro (1981: 736 with notes). and Düring. "Ptolemy's Vita Aristotelis Rediscovcred'. in: RB. 
Palmer. R. Hamerton-KcDy (eds.), Philomathes. Studies and Essays in the Hunumilies in Memory of 
Philip Merlon (fhe Hague: Nijhoff, 1971), 264-269. Lord (1986: 138 n. 3) also mentioDS M. Plezia, 
'De Ptolemaeo Pinacographo', Eos 63 (1975), 37-42, which I havc not seen. 

6. Texts of the three catalogues in Valentinus Rose (cd.), Aristotdis qui luebantur /ibrorum 
fragmmlll (Leiprig: Tcubner, 1886): 3-22; AABT, pp. 41-50, 83-89. 221-23L Moraux (1951: 22-27) 
givcs the text oe D (and, 195-297. of the first parts of P). 
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simple one. A consists of two parts: the first 139 titles (Al)' and an appendix of 
56 or 58 (A2). The appendix is regarded as a post-Andronican addition, whereas 
Al is held to be essentiaIly identical with D, the divergences bejng due to textual 
corruptions and similar factors'. The ultimate origin of D and Al is disputed. 
Broadly speaking, scholars are divided between Moraux' thesis that it sterns from 
the biography of Aristotle by Ariston of Ceos, the head of the Peripatos at the 
end of the third century, and the older hypothesis that it comes from Hermippus, 
who worked in the library of Alexandria, also at the end of the third centuryS. 
This origin, however, will not concern us here. 

What are the. consequences for the Rhetoric of this view on the relationship 
between D and A? D mentions (nos. 78 and 87 respectively) TEX~ P1]TOpt.K~ 
a' ß . ('Alt 0/ Rhetoric, 2 books'), and also IIepL AE~e(a)li a' ß' ('On Style, 2 
books'). The first two books of the Rhetoric are a self-contained unit, so the 
first title probably represents these. The second title then represents the third 
book of the Rhetoric as we now have it: this falls into two parts (on style and 
on disposition) and can, therefore, easily have been divided into two books; 3.s 
for the title, it is not uncustomary that a title only derives from the beginning 
ofa work9• 

But A has something different. It also meiltions (no. 79) IIepL AE~e(a)li (be it 
under a slightly different titleIO), but the number of books is one, which Moraux 
explains as a 'correction savante'll. The 'Art 0/ Rhetoric', however, is mentioned 
as having three books instead of two (no. 72: TEX~ P1]TOpt.K~ "y"). Under 
the assumption that Al and D represent the same !ist, Moraux also explains this 
as a 'correction savante' in (one of the predecessors of) A, made after Andronicus, 
by so~eone who knew our Rhetoric in three booksl2• In itself, this is an entirely 
plausible account, and it may indeed be right: before Andronicus, then, our Rhetoric 
was not yet united, but the first two books went under the name of Alt 0/ 
Rhetoric, whereas the third book was known separately as On Stylel3• 

A serious doubt, however, must be ·expressed. The argument is to some extent 

7. Moraux (1951: 196-2(4), e.g., analyses the differences between D and Al starting from 
the premise of a common origin; d. also Düring (1957: 90-91). 

8. Moraux (1951: 211-247); Hermippus' claim has been defended especially by Düring (1956). 
See the references to more recent literature in Moraux (1973: 4-5 n. 2), where some other solutions 
that have been proposed are also mentioned; and further Wehrli, Suppl. 1, Hermippos der Kolli­
macheer (1974): 76-77; Guthrie (1981: 62 n. 1). 

9. Moraux (1951: 97 and 103-104). 
10. Under the title llEpl. )'E~W'i Ka8apd<;. Tbe difference seems irrelevant (despite Rabe's 

doubts, o.c. above p. 154 n. 201: 28): Moraux (1951: 201). 
11. Moraux (1951: 203). 
12 Moraux (1951: 2(3). 
13. This opinion was already expressed by Rabe (o.c. above p. 154 n. 201: 27-36). He was 

followed by Usener (o.c. above p. 107 n. 9: 636), and later by Düring (1950: 38 [cf. above p. 154 
n. 201], 69; 1957: 421; 1966: 118 and 124). 
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circular, and recently Lord has proposed a different approach. Perhaps A2, the 
appendix of the anonymous catalogue, is not post-Andronican after aU, and, more 
important, maybe Al and D do not go back to the same source: the differences 
between them may reveal a pattern. The details are of Httle importance here14• 

Suffice it to say that, although, as Lord himself indicates, more work would have 
to be done, the hypothesis seems not at a1l improbable15• 

If, then, Al is not the same as D, the number of books it mentions for the 
Art 0/ Rhetoric, three, may be correctl6• In that case, there were copies where 
the whole of the work was already brought together, weil before Andronicus. 
This would not be surprising: Andronicus was not the first to combine separate 
books into one workl7, and anyone who had read the first ten lines of what was 
to be book 3, could conclude that Aristotle considered it as-a sequel to books 1 
and 2, even ü it was not combined with them by himself. 

We may even go further: perhaps the three books were originally put together 
by Aristotle?18 Book 3, the first half of which deals with style, a subject many 
Peripatetics were interested in, may have been detached from the more difficult 
and technical books 1 and 2 afterwardsl9• If we assurne that this separation oc­
curred very early, this hypothesis may even hold true ü the two catalogues D 
and Al are identical after: a1l and the correct number of books for the Rhetoric 
there is two. 

Of course, this is a1l speculative, but it does fit the evidence. The traditional 
account also does, to a reasonable degree, and may be true. Like many theories 
in this field, however, it is far less certain, and itself far more speculative, than 
many would Hke to believe20• 

The results of the above discussion are these. From catalogue D it follows that 

14. Lord's complete hypothesis: (1986: 144-145). 
15. Two points may be mentioned: the differences between Al and D are not negligrble (d. 

Moraux, 1951: 195-209), and Lord's attempt to fmd a connection with the catalogue of Tbeophrastus' 
writings yields some striking results. 

16. A2 also has a title fiEpt tnyrOPLKi'r> (no. 153), but this may very well be corrupt: d. 
Lord (1986: 156 with n. 45), and note that it has no number of books assigned to it (unlike the 
titles in its neighborhood - but, it must be admitted, like many other titles in AU' Related titles 
inA2: nos.l77 (or: 176-177, cf. Moraux 1951: 258-259), 178, 180. 

17. Moraux (1951: 320-321, d.238). 
18. Book 3 was probably written separately: there are no references from 1 and 2 to 3 (except 

at the end of 2), cf. Düring (1966: 123-124; about the sequel of bis argument cf. below n. 20). 
19. Tbe second half of book 3 deals with 'f(i~~ - but if separated from thc Aristotelian 

scheme of the officia, it constitutes an "art of rhetoric' in its own right, of the pre-Aristotelian 
type. This may also have favoured aseparation from the more diflicult books 1 and 2. 

20. Cf., e.g., Düring (1966: 124), who writes: 'Nichts deutet darauf hin, dass die heiden 
Schriften [i.e. the Rhet. in 2 books, and the fiEpt At~E~] damals zu einem Ganzen verbunden 
wurden' - forgetting that the oo1y solid piece of evidence for aseparation of fiEpt At~E(s)C) from 
the ftrst two books is the catalogue D. 
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at least a number of copies of the Rhetoric only contained the first two books, 
and that the third book was known as aseparate treatise IIEpL H~E~. But it 
is extremely doubtful if no copies existed that contained all three books as we 
now have them. 

Appendix 5. De oratore 2~06-208: amor~ odiUIll, iracundia 

The passage in De. ora/ore on amor, odium and iracundia offers some thomy 
problems of a mostly philological nature that seriously affect the interpretation. 
The first part, 2,206, contains three, the last part, 208, one. The text of 206 is 
as follows (the problematic expressions are underlined): 

sentimus amorem conciliari, si id in re videare quod sit utile ipsis apud quos agas 
defendere; si aut pro bonis viris aut certe pro üs, qui illis boni atque utiles sint, 
laborare: namque haec res amorem magis conci1iat, illa virtutis defensio caritatem; 
plusque proficit, si ponetur spes utilitatis futurae quam praeteriti beneficii 
commemoratio. 

(1) si id in re M, si id iure V2 and some eds., si id L, other eds. 
iure lacks MS.-support, for V2 has no authority (cf. Kum. p. xi). Keeping in re 
with M is preferable to omitting it with L, since it would be more easily lost 
than added. Moreover, it underlines the dichotomy res-persona (in re-pro bonis 
viris) that returns m 2,207. 

(2) si aut MI.., P.-H., aut si Bake and most eds. 
Most scholars (including W. and L-P., though not P.-H.) agree that this second 
si-clause should not be made sub ordinate to the first. This is correct. Commentators 
(W., L-P., P.-H.) alio agree that with si aut it would be subordinate, and accord-
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ingly most (W., L.-P.) read aut si. This, however, is unneeessary: especially with 
the reading in re the eontrast between the two si-clauses is strong and clear 
enough to allow an asyndetie eoupling (the translation on p. 285 employs land' 
instead). So there is no need to read aut si. Since, moreover, si aut is in the 
MSS., and sinee there is not the slightest need for the two si-clauses to be pre­
sented as alternatives (even if not exclusive), si aut must eertainly be the eorrect 
reading. 

(3) the meaning of aut ... aut certe 
This issue is evaded or ignored by most translators and commentators. It is clear 
from what folIows (namque ... caritatem) that the second alternative is regarded 
as preferable, but the wording seems to indicate the opposite, vize 'one must 
seem to plead for good men, or at least for men who are good and useful to the 
jury' (thus, without eomment, P.-H.; W. is silent on the matter; L-P. ad loe. 
paraphrase certe by 'nur', whieh is impossible). 

The problem is independent of problem (2), since, as most agree, the seeond 
si-clause cannot be subordinate to the first, whether aut si or si aut is read. 

The solution, I think, lies in pointing out that the sentence is not an imperative 
one. If it were, the translation just mentioned would indeed be eorrect. But the 
sentenee is a statement about the eonditions for arousing amor, and may be para­
phrased thus: 

It is true that amor is aroused if you seem to defend good men, or at least it is 
true that it is aroused if you seem to defend men useful for the jury. 

The cause of the differenee between the use of the phrase aut certe in imperative 
and assertive sentenees is not the relative strength of the alternatives, for the 
first alternative is the "stronger" one in all wes: it is the different implications 
of offering alternatives in different utterance types. In an imperative sentence 
the presenee of two alternatives leaves the "hearer" the choiee but does suggest 
that the stronger one is preferred by the "speaker"l. A clear example is Off. 
2,50, from a passage about bringing an aecusation in court: 

sed hoc quidem non est saepe faciendum ... ; semel igitur aut non saepe certe. 

But this should not be done often ... This sort of worle, then, may be done once 
in a Iifetime, or at alI events not often2• 

In an assertive sentenee (a statement), presenting an alternative means eorreeting 

1. Tbe same is true for wishes and related utterances: d. the purpose clause in Farn. 9,16,1 
ego abi accurale rescripseram, ut .. , out /ibel'lUV1lle uta euro out cene /evarern. 

2. Transl. Walter Miller (Loeb ed.). 
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a claim that is·too strang or too inaccurately phrased. Cf. De or. 1,92 (Charmadas:) 
auI falsa· aut certe obscura opinio: ~e opinions an orator must get bis audience. 
to accept are sometimes false, but they are certainly obscure. Often the situation 
is like the one in this example: the first, stronger alternative is withdrawn, but 
its having been mentioned all the same is strongly rhetoricaP. This rhetorical 
use, however, is a particular one and depends heavily on the meaning of the 
alternatives involved and on the context. In our passage such an interpretation is 
precluded by both meaning and context, the latter in tbe form of the following 
sentence that explains the relationsbip between the alternatives. 

So the wording of the sentence does not contradict the obvious conclusion 
that the second alternative is the preferable one. In the translation (p. 285) I 
have, accordingly, rendered aut certe by 'or rather'. 

The last difficulty is in 2,208: 

atque isdem his ex locis et in alios odium struere discemus et a nobis ac nostris 
demovere; eademque haec genera sunt tractanda in iracundia vel excitanda vel 
sedanda. nam si, quod ipsis qui audiunt perniciosum aut inutile sit, id factum 
augeas, odium creatur; sin, quod aut in bonos viros aut in eos, quos minime quisque 
debuerit, aut in rem publicam, tum excitatur, si non tam acerbum odium, tamen 
aut invidiae aut odii non dissimilis offensio. 

The problem has been indicated on p. 286. Most scholars take offensio as a specific 
feeling, and auI invidiae auI odii non dissimilis as a non-restrictive modifier: 
'Abneigung, die dem Neid oder dem Hass recht ähnlich ist' (Merklin); 'eine feind­
liche Stimmung, die .. .' (P.-H.). The TLL also takes it thus (s.v. offensio 496,36-
37): it adduces our passage as praof that offensio 'minus valet quam odium '4. 

Sutton's interpretation is different, 'a disgust closely resembling li-will or hate'. 
Although he thus also takes offensio to be rather specific, 'disgust', he still inter­
prets the modifier as restrictive: it further identifies 'a disgust', wbich implies 
that there are several kinds of offensio. I would go one step further, and not 
only interpret the modifier as restrictive, butalso offensio as unspecific, 'a negative 
emotion'; the feeling thus indicated is ·then, I think, iracundiaS. 

I will now first argue that offensio, besides having the well-known specific 
meaning 'disgust', 'resentment', can indeed be unspecific. Then I will touch' upon 
the word order of the passage, and suggest that this slightly favours my inter- . 

3. Cf. e.g. also De OT. 1,125 aut oetemo in eo aut certe diutumo volet opinio tarditoUs. 
4. Thus also Schwcinfurth-Walla (1986: 193-195), whose analysis is, however, somewhat con­

fused: she states that invidia gets its first treatment in 2,W7 and that it is thc link between 
amor and odium, but invidia is not treated, only some aspects relevant to amOT, and the description 
of odium in 2,208 does not rcfcr to invidia. 

5. Courbaud translates along these lines: 'une disposition hostile qui ressemble fort ll'aversion 
ou lla hainc'; but.his notes (p. 92 n. 2, p. 93 n. 1) are confusing. 



339 
APPENDIX 5 

pretation. Finally, 1 will give two arguments why a reference to iracundia seems 
almost certain to Me. 

The word offensio itself, of course, often denotes (or seems to denote) some 
definite emotion, cf. especially Part. or. 28 si in nos aIiquod odium offensiove 
collata sit, where it is coupled with odium 6. But it also occurs as a vaguer term, 
denoting some other emotion: in Bell Alex. 48,1 it serves to resume a threefold 
mention of feelings of odium: 

Q. Cassius Longinus, in Hispania pro praetore provinciae u1terioris obtinendae 
causa relictus, sive consuetudine naturae suae sive odio quod in illam provinciam 
susceperat quaestor ex insidüs ibi wlneratus, magnas odi sui fecerat accessiones, 
quod vel ex conscientia sua. cum de se mutuo ~ntire provinciam aederet, vel 
multis signis et testimoniis eorum qui difficulter odia dissimulabant animum adver­
tere poterat, et compensare offensionem provinciae cxercitus amore cupiebat. 

This is the only clear case of this use" of the word, but that must be due to the 
fact that it is difficult to distinguish from the other use mentioned: in Att. 1,17,1 
offensionem tarn gravem, e.g., there is nothing to decide between them. (I admit 
that more detailed investigation would probably be necessary.) In tbis second use 
offensio may, then, be paraphrased by ca negative feeling'. 

Word order in Latin is a notoriously intricate subject. There are, at least for 
the moment, no clear and undisputed criteria to determine whether the word 
order here favours a restrictive or a non-restrictive interpretation of the attribute: 
the order attribute-noun lends itself to varlous interpretations'. The complexity 
of the attribute, however, combined with its position before the noun, guarantees 
that it is emphaticB. Hence, the meaning of offensio is far less essential than 
that of the attribute. This seems to favour the non-specific interpretation of the 
word. 

The question whether iracundia is indeed referred to might seem difficult to 
decide, since the text is not explicit9• However, I think the wording and the 
structure of 2,208 show that iracundia must indeed be meant. First, the wording 
si non tarn acerbum odium, tamen shows that the feeling described is relevant to 
the discussion - contrast the absence of such an indication in the case of caritas 
in 2,206, and the shortness of the reference there (illa virtutis defensio caritatem). 

6. See futher TLL s.v. passim and OLD S.v., 6b passim. 
7. Cf. the short survey in Harm Pinkster, LAteinische Syntax und Semantik (Tübingen: Francke, 

1988): zn-1:l9 (= § 9.4; also § 9.4 in the forthcoming English cd., Studies in Latin Syntax and 
Semantics, London: Routledge, 1989). 

8. Complex attributes normally follow their head nouns: d. K.-st. 2,606; Sz. 406-407; Pinkster 
(l.c. prev. note). 

9. L.-P. even contradict themselves: on p. 132 (vol. ßI) they state that amor: caritas = odium: 
irru:undia, imptying that iracundia is referrcd to; but in their commentary (ad 208 sm quod aut 
eqs.) they interpret the phrase as 'eine mildere Form des odium .... die jedoch nicht mit iracundia 
gleichbedeutend ist' (d. ad sunt tractanda in iracundia: 'iracundia wird nicht weiter besprochen'). 
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Now the emotions relevant to the discussion have an been mentioned in 206, and 
the only one of these that can be meant here is iracundia. This argument must 
not be rejected on the ground that Antonius' expos~ is unsystematic10, for it is 
not. His earlier enumerations of emotions (2,178; 185; cf. the shorter ones in 189 
[bis] and 190), it is true, do not correspond to the treatment in 206-211a. That, 
however, only underlines the contrast with the list in 206, since an emotions 
mentioned there are in .fact returned to in 206-211a (with the sole possible excep­
tion of iracundia). The sections under consideration are in fact, in this respect, 
very systematic .. 

No reader could of course be expected to know this before having reached the 
end of the treatment, but it is supported by the structure of 2,208, which thus 
provides a second argument for a reference to iracundia. Odium and iracundia 
are first said to derive from the same principles as amor, then odium is touched 
upon again, followed by an emotion emphatically contrasted with it (sin; si non 

. aceroum odium) and not unlike it: it seems natural to suppose that this 'negative 
feeling' (offensio) is iracundiall• 

Perhaps none of the above considerations would be strong enough in itself. 
Their cumulative weight, however, seems decisive12• 

10. Thus, approximate1y, L-P. (ad 2,208sunl lTPCtandD in iracundia): 'Die ganze Erörterung 
der Pathosarten is durchaus unsystematisch'. This statement is directed against Schütz' replacement 
of invidiae by iracundia, but would, if accepted, also serve the purpose indicated in my text. 

11. a. Tusc. 4,21 discordia ira acerbior intimo animo (Lamb.: odio MSS.) et corde concepta; 
from this it foUows that ira (= iracundia, above p. 'lEl n. 153) is not in itself acerba. 

12 Especially the two arguments for a reference to iracundia seem to me decisive. If the 
argument about offensio should be unacceptable. I would even be inclined to have recourse to 
Schütz' radical solution of replacing invidiae by iracundia. 
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Editions and translations 

For full references to works here cited by author's name see list of abbreviations 
(p. xiv-xv). 
Editions. For the two principal texts, Aristotle's Rhetoric and Cicero's De oratore, 
the editions by Kassel and Kumaniecki have been used. Deviations have been indi­
cated. When referring to the Rhetoric by line numbers, 1 have omitted the initial 
'13' and '14'; e.g., 78a12 stands for 1378a12. 

Other works are quoted from standard texts, deviations being indicated only 
where relevant. To fragment numbers the (abbreviated) name(s) of the editor(s) 
is (are) adde~ as usual. 
Translations. The translations given in my text have been drawn from a number 
ofsources: 

For the translations of Aristotle's Rhetoric 1 have combined those by Freese 
and Rhys Roberts, making adjustments where this seemed necessary. The renderings 
of Cicero's De oratore are my own. 1 have consulted the translation by Sutton 
and Rac1cham in the Loeb Oassical Ubrary, and although 1 have occasionally 
profited from it, it is unsatisfactory as a whole, and completely unreliable in 
points of detail. 
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Orator and De inventione those by H.M. Hubbell (all in the Loeb Oassical Library); 
for bis letters, naturally, Shackleton Bailey's; for the Rhetorica ad Herennium, 
Caplan's, and for Quintilian, H.E. Butler's (both in the Loeb series). Again, so me 
alterations have been made. 

For an other translations the source has been indicated in a footnote. In the 
few cases where no such reference occurs, the translation is my own. 

Modem wodes 

The following list contains an wodes cited by author's name and year of appearance. 
It is selective, in that titles of a number of worles less important for this study, 
or of small interest for other teasons, are given in the footnotes. 
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References are to page and footnote numbers (16814 = n. 14 on p. 168). Footnotes 
on the same pages are taken to be included in references to page numbers only; 
they are, however, separately mentioned ü containing material on a different point. 
Bold type indicates the most important entries. 

Index 1: Subjects and Names 

Tbe headings 'Aristotle' and 'Cicero' (and, mutatis mutandis, some others) only 
comprise subjects particular to these authors; for other references see the various 
subject headings. (E.g.: references to Aristotle's remarks on envy are listed und er 
'Envy'.) A few subjects bound up with Greek terms are listed in Index 2. 

Academy: 164-175 
-, members: 16814 

Actors: 260-261, 265-266 
RActors paradox": 263-269; 

see further "ipse ardere' 
Advocacy: see 'pDIronus-cliens' 
AJexanderofApbr~:140 
AJexandria and Arist.: 156 
Altercatio: 2S6, 309 
Amicitia: see 'friendship' 
Amor: 217,284,2&5-288. 298 
Amplificatio: see 'indignatio' 
Andronicus: 153,154201,157,158,179,333,335 
Anger (6pyf), ira(cundia»: 287-288 
-, Arist: 69, 71, 287-288 
-, Cie.: 287-288, 338-340, 34011 

-, Stoics: 288, 34011 

Anonymus Seguerianus: 63261, 9158 

Antiochus of AscaIon: 164-165; 170-171 

Antoruus (143-87 B.C.) 
-, as character in De or.: see 'Cie. De or.' 
-, historical6gure: 150-151, 251-252, 259-260, 

X18-m,298 
Antoruus (82-30 B.C.: triumvir): 25214 

ApeI1icon of Teos: 153-154, 156-157 
ApoUonius Molon KaTeJ. q>iA00"Ö<p(J)V: SOll 
Apsines: 9158 . 

Aquilius casc: 252, 261~262 . 
Arccsilaus: 16711, 16814, 169-170 
Archedemus: S012 

tvgWnentatio 
-,~:24-25,48,116 
-, Cie.: 116, 21l, 231 
-, Greelc terms for: 48189 

arguments 
-, form (Arist.): 15-16,23-24 
-, brevity (Cie.): 303 
Ariston from Alexandria: 1 ~ 



350 
INDEX 1: SUBJEcrs AND NAMES 

Ariston the Younger: 1n 
AristotIe 
-, aftemoon lectures: 12 
-, De anima: 71 
-, catalogues of his writings: 152, 158, 333-336 
-, in Cic.: 145-152 (De or.), 158223 (letters), 

158-162 (1etters) 
-, Corpus Aristotelicum: 108, 152-158, 156210 

-, criticism of rhetoric 13,19-20,149-150 
-, dialogues: 149174 
-, Ethica Nieomachea: 30-31, 13 
-, exoteric/esoteric works: 11, 107-108,149174, 

152190 155 
-, Gryllus: i14, 126, 147162, 149 
-, history of his works: see 'C01pus Arist.' 
,;", and Isocrates: 12, 19-20, 149-150 
-, methods of interpretation: 9-13, 24, 42, 43, 

44 
-, Oeconomiea (ps.-Arist.): J56210 
-, papyri: 152191 

-, IIEpl. >..t~EW'>: 33518,19; see further 'Rhetorie, 
early history of text' 

-, Poetics: 31 
knowledge of: 156213,265 

-, Rhetorie: 314, 316-319 
ancient editors: 9, 11, 47178 

availability: 152-158 
w. eie. De or.: see 'Cie. De or.' 
development: 10, 11-12, 19,21, 40148, 41-43 . 
ethos, treatment in 2,1: 36-38 
early history of text: 158,333-336 
influencc: see 'standard rhetorie, Arist. 

features' 
intemal"rhetoric": 1']40, 18, 19-20 
and Plato: 41-43, 42162 

reception: 43-59 
relationship to other works of Arist.: 

12-13,30-32 
structure: 14-15, 17,20-21,24,28-29 
unity: 10-12, 212 

-, :Ivva~ n:Xv<ilv: 147162, 148, 155 
-, Theodeetea: 147162, 148168,3257 

-, Topics: 134, 135-137,292175 

-, zoological treatises: 185-186 
ars-artifex(-opus): 326-327 
Artificialpisteis: see 'pisteis, (non)teehnical' 
Athenaeus: 82 
Atticists: 214,268 
Authority: 35-36, 53-54, 21068, 245-246, 247-

248,315 

Benevolentia: 209, 234, 237, 244 
-, in prologue: 97-98 

Boethius, De topieis differentiis: 139-142 

Caepio, Q. Servilius: 270 
Caritas: 285-286,286-287; 288156,339 
Carneades: 799, 83,1669,16814,168-170,17443, 

178 
Catharsis: 62-63 
Charmadas: 83, 90-91, 165-167, 16815, 174-175, 

202 
Chrysippus on emotions: 283143 

Cicero 
-, Arist. in letters: 158223, 158-162 
-, on Arist.'s style: 107, 10811 

-, background: 109-110 
-,Brutus: 213, 218-220 (and Orat.) 
-, Pro Caelio: 233 
-, De inventione: 78, BO, 185 

contaminated system: 78, 84-88, 89, 200 
ethos/pathos in: BO, 93-100 
and Rhet. Her.: 8635, 'öl,200-201 

-, knowledge of Arist. Rhet.: ch. 4-5, 246, 2AK. 
317-318 

-, Pro Milone: 3~ 
-, Pro Murena: 21068 
-, Orator; 212-215, 218-220 (andBrut.), 219-

220 (literary character) 
-, De oratore: 1-2, 314, 316-319 

Antonius: 150-151, 193, 197-199,251-252, 
259-260, 298 

Arist. in: 145-152 
w. Arist. Rhet.: 1A2, 242-245, 245-248, 296, 

316-319 
Mt, role of: 195-198 
Ciccro's work on: 159-160 
(use of) comparisons and metaphors: 254, 

258, 272104 

dialogue: see 'Antonius', 'literary character' 
intended public: 268 
invention, flexible approach to: 222 
literary character: 193, 198-199,210,251-

252, 252-253, 254, 258, 281, 298, 304, 
316 

mise en ~ne: 151-152 
philosophical knowledge, demand of: 198, 

251,317 
principle of analogy: 204, 282, 305 
relationship to other works of Cie.: 

3,212-214, 219-220 
and standard rhetoric: 192-199 
structure:191, 306-307, 310-311 
system: 127 
way of working for an orator: 192, 200-

201,205-208,254-255,305 
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(Cicero, continued) 
-,Partitiones oratoriae: 91,138-139, rn-rB, 

19719, 26888 

non-technical pisteis: 131-132, 141-142 
system: rn-l73, 324, 32718 

topoi: 138-139,140 
-, as apatronus: 260 
-, and Peripatos: 1n-178 
-, Pro Quinctio: 9894 

-, Pro Roscio Amerino: 210, 256-257 
-, and Theophrastus: 180-183 
-, Topica: 131-132, 133-145, 141-142 (extrinsie 

arguments),17647 

-, Tusculanae tüsputationes: 25110 

-, In Velrem: 260 
Classes of people: 36, 42 
Clitomachus: 16814.15,17443 
Commiseralio: see conquestio 
Conciliare: see Index 2 (Latin words) 
Conclusio, term: 99 
Conquestio (commiseratio): 98 
Contamination: 78,127,172, 187,192-193,314' 
-, date: 88-93 
-, degrees of: 87 
-, nature: 83-88 
Contempt (K(lT(lcpp6~ contemptio): 243, 

294-295 
-, in standard rhetorie: 97 
Cratippus: 17s61 

Critolaus: 7ifJ, 176, 1n, 178, 17!)li6 

Delectare: see Index 2 (Latin words), and 'officia 
oratons' 

Debeerativc oratory: 35, 53, 56, 204-205 (Cie.), 
247 

Delivery: n, 197-198,204,230 
"Demetrius· On Style: 49, 176 
Demetrius of Phaleron: 176 
Deprecatio: 81, 96 
Desire (t'lrL8v.ua.libido) 
-, Arist.: 40, 68 
-, Stoics: 283 
Diairesis (partitio; part of disposition): 8738, 

205-208, 317 
Diderot: 26371 

Digression: 81, 99101 

Di/igentia: 197, 255 
Diodorus ofTyrus: 1n 
Diogenes of BabyIon: 799, 178 
Dionysius ofHalicarnassus: 57,63261,64 
Disposition: 203, 205-212, 279, 315, 325 
-, naturalis-mtijicialis: 99 
Doxographies: 1.84-187 

Eloquentia as a virtue: 12173 

Emotions: 242 (see also 'pathos') 
-, definitions (Arist.): 70-71 
-, feigning: 262; see further 'actor's paradox' 

and 'ipse ardere' 
-, and judgement: 73 (see also 'judgement') 
-, ostentation: 263 
-, rational arguments about: 66 
-, selection (Arist., Cie.): 243, 294-295 
Emulation (t~cx): 68286,243, 294-295 
Enmity (fx8p1l): see 'hate' 
Enthymeme: 15-16,20,49 
-, and ethos and pathos: 20-28 
Enumeratio: 9410, 98, 21175 

En\')' (jealousy) (!p86~, invidia): 114-115, 
289-292 

-, Arist.: 68, 73, 114-115,283-284,289-292, 
292175 _. 

-, Cie.: 114-115,244,283-284,286,289-292 
-, standard rhetorie: 97 
-, Stoics: 292 
Ephorus: 181-182 
Epicureans on rhetorie: 183 
Epideictie oratory: 204-205 (Cie.) 
Epilogue 
-, Cie.: 211-212 
-, Hermagoras: 81 
-, standard rules: 93, 98-99 (and ethos/pathos), 

2791D 

Equites: ZTO, Tn-273, ZT6 
w~:284 

Esteem: see 'caritas' 
oft8ud!~~:48 
Ethopoiia: 5-6,32, 32113, 51201, 58, 58233 

~~: 5, 30-32, 45-49 (4516.5), 60-61, 315 
-, (alleged) meaning 'mood': 62, 64-65 
Ethos: 4-8 (see also 'ethos and pathos') 
-, and ~~: 5, 62, 241 (see also '-liO~') 
-, Arist.: 29-36, 60-61 
-, Cie.: eh. 7, 233-236 
-, desaiptions 0(: 7-8,"223, 234-235 
-, and enthymeme: 20-28 . . 
-, and leniores affectw: 240-242, 244 
-, modem interpretations: 34, 60-65 
-, opponents: 7, 233, 308 
-, \IS. pathos: 7 

Arist.: 34 
Cie.: 236-242, 247, 301-302, 303-304 

-, practice: LJ!ß, 51, 242, 315 (Cie.) 
-, ·rational": 7, 32-34, 39, 52-53, 234, 235, 

242, 246-248 
-, reception of Arist.'s conccpt: 50-59 
-, ·subjective-dynamie ~~. 61:·64 
-, ·of sympathy": 7, 234-237, 315 
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. Ethos and pathos 
-, absence in standard rhetorie: 80-83, 85-88 
-, distribution in speech: 206-208, 304, 305 
-, gradual building up: 280, 298-299, 302-304 
-, traces in standard rhetorie: 93-100 
Eudemus: 140 (on topoi), 156, 176 (on style) 

"Factions": Z'/8-279, 298197 

Faustus Sulla: 160 (person), 160-162 (library) 
Favour (xa~): 6~1, 294 
Fear ('fl6~ timor): 95-96, 288-289 
-, Arist.: 288-289 
-, Cie.: 95-96, 283, 288-289 
-,lack of (6ci~): 6~1, 288; see also 'hope' 
-, Stoics: 283, 288-289 
Fides: 259-260,263, 277 
Fortunatianus: 91fl2 
Friendship (cpv..la, amieitia): 111,284 
-, Arist: 6~1, 111, '1Kl 

Genera eawarum: 49 
Good sense ('Pp6~): 2998, 30, 54-55, 235 
Goodness (apen;): 30 
Goodwill (WVOI4): 30; 

see further 'benevolentia', 'favour' 
Gorgias: 62-63 
Grier (~innJ): see 'pain' 

Handbooks of rhetorie: see 'standard rhetoric' 
Hate (~, odium) 
-, Arist.: 6~1, 287-288 
-, Cie. : 287-288 
-, standard rhetorie: 97, 98 
Heraclides Ponticus: 17648, 3:zs8, 32717 

Hermagoras: 79-80, 86, 89 
-, date: SOU 
-, ethos and pathos: 81-82 
-, influence: 81-82, 90 
-, offieia: 785, 92 
-, Stok influence on: 81-82, 93-94 
-, t'T}T'iu.uxTa voJUKa: 131 
Hieronymus of Rhodes: 176, 179, 181-182 
Hope (spu): 23110, 283, 284-285,288 
Horace,Ar.r poetiea: 326-327 
Humour: see 'wit' 

Improvisation: 255-257, 280136 

Indignatio (amplijieatio): 98 
Indignation (v!~): 68, 6~1, 290-292, 294 
Intelleetio (~): 92, 200 
In utramque portem dieere: 15~, 168-170, 

1'1753, 178, 198 
Invidia: see 'envy', and Index 2 (Latin words) 

Ipse ardere: 71-72, 257-269, 263-269 (tradition), 
280-281 

Isocrates: 63 
-, and Arist.: 12, 19-20, 149-150 
-, in De or., Orat.: 1051, 123, 181 
ludicium: see laisis 
Iulius Severianus: 9158 

Iulius Victor: CJ262 

10y: see ~leasure' 
ludgement, change of: 67, 68, 73, 128 

Krisis (iudicium): 8738, 205-208, 305, 317 

Laetitia: see 'pleasure' 
Logographers: 6, 32 
Longinus: CJ262 
Lucullus: 155-156 
Lysias: 58233 

maiestas: 270, Z'/09S (lexAppuleia), 275 
Martianus Capella: 59, 314, 324, 325-326 
Memory: 77, 203 
Metrodorus of Scepsis: 17028 
Mildness (lI'pa~): 6~l, 287-288 
Minucianus: 59 
Model(s) for communication: 6, 316 
Monographs on offieia and parts of the speech: 

9156 

Narration: 116, 211 
Nausiphanes: 118 
Neleus of Scepsis: 153-154, 156 
Neoptoleomus of Parium: 326-327 
N~: see 'intelleetio' 
Norbanus case: 101109,231,25213,254,260, 

. 269-282, mUf., 298 
-, Ant.' presentation in De or.: 272, 281 
-, Ant.' real speech: Z'/8-279 
-, date: 27098 

-, function inDe or.: 279-282 
-, N.' quaestorship: Z'/097, 271, 278, 279130 

-, reconstruction of Ant.' speech: 271-278 
-, situation: Z'/0-Z'/1, Z'/199 

-, Sulpicius on/accusation of N.: 270,271, 
Z'/1-272, 281 

Officia oratoris (invention ete.) (see also 'Cie. 
, De or., way of working') 

-,concept:14,84-85 
-, Arist.: 2, 14, 17,47-48, 49-50, 314, 317 
-, Cic.: 2, 200, 317 
-, standard rhetoric: 77-78, 91-92 



11 

INDEX 1: SUBJECfS AND NAMES 353 

Officia oratoris (docere-de/ec/are-mol'ere): 212, 
213,218-220,31144 

Ora/io: see Index 2 (Latin words) 
Omatlls: 217-218 

Pain (grief) (Atnn" mo/estia): 288 
-, Arist.: 67, 71300, 288 
-, Cie.: 283, 288 
-, Stoics: 283, 288 
Panaetius: 284148 

Paradigm: 15-16,2789 

Partitio (part of disposition): see 'diairesis' 
Partitio (part of the speech): 9470 

Parts of the speech: 11er54 (number), 324 
-, Arist./Cie.: 2, 14, 192 
-, Hermagoras on: 89 
-, standard rhetorie: 13, 78, 91 
'lTa6TJTLKT! AE~~~: 48, 71-72 
'lTci6o~: 5, 45-49 (45165),67-68 
Pathos: 4-8 (see also 'emotions') 
-, and 'lTci6o~: 5, 62, 311 (see also ''lici6o<;') 
-, Arist.: 34, 65-74, 67-68, 241-242 
-, Cie.: 236-237, eh. 8, 251 

importance: 250-251, 303-304 
-, descriptions oe: 21278, 236 
-, and enthymeme: 20-28 
-, vs. ethos: see 'ethos' 
-, moral aspeet: 72-74, 297-298, 300 
-, practiee: 22, 26, 252 (Cie.), 263 (Cie.) 
-, speaker's emotions and response in audience: 

see 'ipse ardere' 
-, taking away emotions: 244-245 
Patronus: see 'fides' 
Patronus-cliens: 7, 51200, 233, 280 
-, (not in) Arist.: 32 
-, Cie.: 210, 224-233 
-, standard rhetorie: 100-103 
Perduellio: 27095 

Peripatos 
-, on emotions: 266-267 
-, first cent. B.C.: 179 
-, heads of the sehool: 17757 

-, older P. and New Academy: 169-170 
-, and theseis: 17753 

-, P. and rhetorie: 79, 82,175-179,326 
Peripatein: 151·152, 161·162 
Phi!o of Larisa: 164-165, 167-168, 168, 170-173 
Philodemus: 56, 18384 

Pisteis: 5, 127·133,213,309,317 
-, in Arist.: 14-17,49,317 
., in De or.: 199-205,205-212,317 
-, designations of: 21278 

-, reception of Arist.'s eoncept: 44-50 
-, and style(s): 212-220,218 (De or.), 315 

(Pisteis, continued) 
-, (non)technica1 «in)artificial): 15,35-36,51-

53,8222,128-133,134,138127,141-142, 144, 
144 (Arist.), 24691, 31814 

Pistis in Arist.: 26-28, 48189 

Pity (EAE~, misericordia): 115, 292-294 
-, Arist.: 68, 115, 283-284, 292-294 
-, Cie.: 115, 283-284, 292-294 
-, standard rhetorie: 98, 292-294 
-, Stoics: 294 
Plato 
-, vs. Arist.: 41 
., eriticism of rhetorie: 13 
-, Phaednls: 41, 42160 

Pleasure Goy) (ilBoviJ,/aetitia): 288, 294, 
310-311 

-, Arist.: 67, 288 
-, Cie.: 283, 288, 310-311 
-, Stoics: 283, 288, 310-311 
Plutareh 
-, and Arist.: 1063 

-, on emotions: 26?B7 

Poema-poesis-poeta: 326 
Poeticsand rhetorie: 327 
Poets: 260-261, 265-266 
Posidonius: 283144,284148,288157, 289159, 

2921TI, 294186 

Praetiee: see 'theory', 'ethos', 'pathos' 
Probability, arguments from: 14,38,42, 51, 

61,96 
Prologue 
-, Arist.: 116 
-, Cic.: 116, 208-211 
-, standard rules: 51, 93, 97-98 (and ethos/ 

pathos), 102-103, 2Q965 (systems) . 
-, types: 86, 98, 255 
Propositio: 9470, 21172 

Prose rhythm: 121-126, 180-181, 181-182, 199 
Protaseis: 2154,27 
Psychagogia: 37, 41 

Quaestors: 279130; 
see also 'Norbanus, quaestorship' 

Quarrel bctween rhetoric and philosophy: 79-
SO, 83, 165-167, 168-170,174-177,185,314 

Qlle/lenforschung: 63,83-84,106, 164-165,240, 
314 

Quintilian: 327 
-, on ethos and pathos: see Index of passages, 

Quint. 6,2 
-, on predeeessors: 185, 186-187 
-, system: 91, 9262, 187 

Recapitu/atio: sce 'enumeratio' 



354 

INDEX 1: SUBJECfS AND NAMES 

Reliability: 242; see further 'ethos, Wrational"' 
Rhetoric (see also: 'standard rhetoric') 
-, as an art: 113-114 
-, and dialectic: 2371, 45,108-109 
-, and poetics: 327 
Rhetorica ad Alexandrum: 3211°, 51-53, 78, 

9261, 130104 

Rhetorica ad Herennium: 78, BO 
-, contaminated system: 78, 84-88, 89, 201 
-, ethos/pathos in: BO, 93-100 
-, and [nv.: 8635, 87, 200-201 
Rufus: 9158 

School rhetoric: see 'standard rhetoric' 
Shame (aLox-uvr]): 243-244, 294 
Slandering (liuxßox'f\): 22, 51199 

Sources (see also 'Quellen[orschung') 
-, methods: 3,105-112 
-, parallels, assessment: 110-112 
Spes: see 'hope' 
Speusippus: 16814 

Standard rhetoric 
-, pre-Aristotelian: 13, 14, SO-51, 94 
-, 3rd cent. B.C.: 79, 185 
-, post-Aristotelian: 77-104 

Aristotelian features: 77-78, 82, 130-132,318 
handbook types 77-79, 88-93, 323-327 

Staseas: 17861 

Stasis-theory: 93-95, 131, 317 
Stoics: 79, 81, 93-94, 12173,138 
-, and Arist.: 10919, 154, 18487, 189111 

-, on emotions: 244, 266-268, 295-296 
4 principal passions: 18487, 283-284, 288, 

310-311 
individual emotions: 288 (amor, anger, hate), 

289 (fear), 292 (envy), 294 (pity) 
-, influence on De or.: 283-284, 285, 295-296 
-, Stoic rhetoric: 774, 785, 1~184, 325, 326 
Strabo: 157220,221 

Strato on topoi: 140 
Style: 230 (see also 'Tj8U<TJ, 'TI'a8ljrLKTJ x'E~L'i'; 

and Index 2, Latin words, 'genus dicelldi') 
-, and the pisteis: 203-204, 212-220, 218 (De or.) 
-, three styles: 212-220, 214 (De or.), 215-216 

(terms) 

Technical pisteis: see 'pisteis' 
Temperance (UW<f'pO<T1JVT], temperantia): 120-121, 

12173 

Themistius, system of topoi: 139-142 
Theodectes: 181-182; 

see also: 'Ar ist. 17leodecteo' 
Theophrastus: 79, 82, 1BO-183 
-, on delivery: 77 
-, and pisteis: 82, 181 
-,011 Style (IlEpt x'E~EW<»): 49, 12383, 180-181, 

181-183 
-, on topoi: 140, 18174 

Theory vs. practice: 242, 314-315 
Theseis: 17753,217102 

Thrasymachus: 123, 12383, 181 
Topoi 
-, in Arist.: 27 (term), 49, 134 
-, (topos) a causis/ab efficientibus: 139135 

-, in Cic.: 95, 133-134, 138-139, 142, 197,318 
-, extrinsic/intrinsic: see 'pisteis, (non)technical' 
-, and ill utramque partem dicere: 17753 

-, in standard rhetoric: 94, 95-97 (and ethos/ 
pathos), 197 

-, "topos of disorder": 95-96 
-, tradition: 140-145, 140136 

Tractatio: 8738, 303, 327 
Trials, Roman: 255-256 (procedures), 276 

(audience) 
Trustworthiness: see 'ethos, "rational" 
Tyrannion: 153,154201 (On Accents), 157, 1(j()232 

Virtues (see also 'virtlls') 
-, cardinal: 12173 

-, moral vs. intellectual: 120-121 
-, "social": 120-121 
Virtues of style: 180-181,31814 

Virtlls: 290-292, 292-294 (see also 'virtues') 

Warrant: 33 
Wit: 199,205 
-, distribution (speech, altercatio, witnesses): 

309-310 
-, laughing an emotion: 310-312 
-, relationship with ethos and pathos: 305-312 
-, (not in) standard rhetoric: 305-306, 311-312 

Xenocrates 16814 

Zeno (the Stoic) on emotions: 283143 

Zeno of Sidon: 18384 
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Greek words . 

For some words not mentioned here the subject index (Index 1) may be consulted, 
where they occur either under their own heading or und er that of a translation. 
Translations that are self-evident (<p6ßo~ 'fear' etc.) are not given here, hut 
only some that are not; these refer to the subject index. 

avaOKEOOtEl.lI: see KaTaOKEOOtELlI 
a~LlnrLOT~: 33, 71YJ.37 
a'll"OOEl..KVUval.: see 6EUClIiIval. 
ape1"'ft: 'goodness'; 'virtue' 
8EI.KvUval.: 22, 24 
8wßoAf): 'slandering' 
8WLpEOW: 42161 

S..a1lOl.a: 30-31, 31107 

~a TOO ~tyovr~: 51-53, 62-63 
l~E~: 30103,38,3127 

T)6ud! ~~~: see subject index 
T)81.K~: see 1}6cX 
1}6~: see subject index 
Ka1'a: 52206,321 
Ka1'aOKEOOtEl.lI: 25-26, 72-73 
~oVuxI.a: 12173 

Greek grammar 

Parenthesis (SE in): 312 

Latinwords 

'II'alhuux: 38138, 71302 

'll"a&rrrudl U~I.": see subject index 
'll"afhrrl.K~: see 'II'aa~ 
'll"aa~: see subject index 
'll"apaOKwatEI.1I: see KaTaOKEwtEI.1I 
'11"01.611 1'I.va: 37135 

'II'pa~: 'mildness' 
'll"poatpEOW: 31107 

'll"p6o;: 54214 

'II'pooTJKEI.V: 6~ 
'll"poo6-{}K-q: urf3 

O'\IU~EOeal.: 2371 

awJUl: 2684 

cptAl.a: 'friendship' 
cpp6V'1')O'1ot;: 'good sense' 
I/roxfl:41 

For grammatical aspects of certain words see Latin grammar. Some words, par­
ticularly technical terms, are to be found in the subject index (Index 1). 

affectio: 100 
anceps: 255 
animadvertere: 113 
aut certe: 337-338 
autem:12486,3(17 

comitas: 2J59S 
commentÜJrtjcommendatio: 234 
commentarii: 155 
comnwtio: 237 
commovere: 236, 25322 

communis: 9()51 
conciliare: 212-213, 215, 234, 234-235, 235-236, 

237-238 
concitare: 236, (risum) 31141 

cupidus: 31()33 
defensor. 101-102 
delectare: 212, 215, 216-217, 219-220, ns66 
demissus: 21~ 
docere: 212, 2l8-Z20 
ailis: 9()51 
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aprimere: 230 
flectere: 212, 219-220 
genus dieendi: 219107, 24074 

hie: 274110 

homo: 2248 

improbare: ~ 
incitare: 25322 

invidia: 2'n102; see also subject index, 'envy' 
ira: 287153 

lenitas: 2:J59S 
levis: 31033 

loeus (in •.• Ioco): 274111 

magnitudo animi: 12173 

movere: 212-213,218-220, (risum) 31141 

notare: 113 
nugatorius: WS1 

offensio: 98, 338-339 

Latin grammar 

adiuvare, constructions: 226, ~ 
Anacoluthon: ']2!j32 
atque etiam: 20758 

cum ... tum: 2247 

hie ... ille: 286152 

iuvare, constructions: 2;2932 
opinor. see "ut opinor 
opoTtet, deontic/inferential: 23~ 
Perfect, ·rhetorica1": 11758 

officium: 21382 

oratio: 230 
placidus: 215 
positus in: 'lfj992 

probare: 212, 219-220, 2:z934 
quidem: 15~ 
ratio: J02li 
remissus: 21()96 
reus: 101 
sensus: 19822 

suavis: 215, 30723 

summissus: 215-216 
tarnen: 273107 

temperatus: 24074 

trochaeus: 122-123 
volg~s: WS1 

Pronoun, preparatory: 2;2932 
"Relative connection": 227 
seeemere, construction: 20447 

sed, metacommunicative: 227-228, 228-229 
Singular predicate with plural subject: 226, 228 
Speech acts, assertlve vs. directive: 'lfj26S, 337-

338 
(ut) opinor. 136120 
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This index is fairIy comprehensive: only occurrences that it seemed really irrelevant 
to mention have not been incorporated. FOT brevity and clarity, seetion numbers 
have been omitted in references to Aristotle's works. 

~1 , 
~ 

I Agathon Poet 1:1447a19-20 11437 1,2: 56a3S-b7 2370 

fr. 6 (Nauck/Snell) 11437 6:1449b27-28 62-63 56a35-58a3515-16 

! fr. 8 (Nauck/Snell) 11437 17: 1455a32-34 265 56b5-7 23 

f PoL 1,13:126Oa25-~ 42158 57a29-30 3'129 

l Anonymus Seguerianus 8 64267 58a26-35 2473 

r: 
7 'l1J9'i5 Protr. B.42 (Düring) 1zo68 58a34 66275 

9-18 'l1J9'i5 1.3: 58a36 2892 

r 
Rhetorie 58a37-b1 1527 

Antiphanes 1,1: 54a6-11 113-114 59a7,8,9,10 '1:fJ8 
! fr.l13 (Kock) 17648 54al1-18 17-20; 2368 1,4: 59a32-34 117 r 
r 54a11-b'12 150177 59b2-6 70 
r Apuleius 54aU 51202 59b8-11 45 
! Apol.66 2nl26 54a15 2684 59b10 54215 

l 54a17 68 J..5: 61a2-12 42159 

Arcesilaus 54a18-24 18 61b7-14 42159 

T 1a (Mette) 16711 54a18-31 ur12 1,6: 62b'12-23 12173 

T 1b (Mette) 16711 54a18-b16 J946 1,8: 65b'12-25 702%;117-118 
T3 (Mette) 16919 54bl6-'12 ur12 66a8-14 39 

t. 
54b20 19"4 66a8-16 45; 24'1>4 

Aristotle 54b23-25 24tJS 66a10 6()244 

De an. 1,1: 403al6-19 71299 54b31-33 18 66a10-12 54 
403a30-31 71298 55a3-20 18"2 66a12 60 
403a30-b1 71299 55a29-30 16918 1,9 322 

Cat. 8:8b26-10a10 68282 55b2-7 74313 1,9: 66a25-28 zz62; 29 
EE 8,3: 1248b18-19 12()68 55b15-21 74313 66a26-27 16;6()244 

EN 1,6:1096b16-19 12()68 1,2: 55b35-56a4 14-15; 118- 66a27-28 54 
1, 7:1097a25-b21 1.zo68 130;144 66a28 2678; 33 
1,13: 1103a4-10 uo69 55b35-56b10 28 66a33-b7 119-121 

1103a6-7 12070 56a2-3 60 66b11-U 32211 

2,1:1103al4-18 uo69 56a5 33; 6()244 66b13-15 3227 

2,5:1105b19-06a668282 56a5-6 26; 54; '1JJl37 66b15-16 3227 

2,6:1107a3-6 73310 56a5-25 15 66b17 12173 

2, 7:1107b4-6 12070 56a8-10 35-36; 24690 66b'12-24 71297 

3,10-U:1117b23-19b18 56a10 6<YM 67b26-33 11~ 
12070 56a10-13 51202 68a3-6 11~ 

3,11:1119all-20 12070 56a14-15 68285 68a21-26 12174 

3,12:1119a23-27 12070 56a16-17 19; 33114 1,10:68b26 66275 

4,3:1123a34-25a3512173 56a20-25 23 69a4-7 66275 

6,4:1140a19-20 11437 56a'12-23 54215 69a7-31 42159 

6,12:1144a36-37 31105 56a25-26 2371 69a17-19 66275 

6,13:1144b30-32 31105 56a25-27 45 69a30-31 38;~75 

10,8:1178a16-17 31105 56a26 54215 69bl4-15 66275; 702% 
De int. 1:16a3-4 71302 56a35 28 l,l1:71b33-35 31cPS 
Metaph. l,L"980a27-81b6 11439 56a35-b2 1735 1,13:73b36-37 66275 
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(Arist. Rltet., continued) 2,5 6~1; 288-289 2,11:88a33-36 6~ 
1,15 129;144 2,5: 82a21-22 289160 88a34 73?JJ9 

1, 15:75a23-24 144 82332 289 88b23-24 68286 

75a24-25 129 82b26-27 293180 88b28-3O 36;CJ6l1S;682&5 
75a26 144154 83al-3 3229 2,U-17 36-43 
76al-7 144154 83a8-U 22; n59; 2678; 2,U:88b31 37135 

76a15 144154 682&5 88b31-32 47178 

76a23-29 54215; 144153 83a17-18 288 88b31-89a2 321-323 
76a29-3O 66275 2,7 6~1 88b33-34 40 

2,1 37-38 2,7: 85a29-b10 2259 j 2678; 89a4-6 3227 

2,1: 77b18 2788 682&5 89a14-16 3227 

77b21-29 22 2,8 293-294 2,13:89b29-32 71299 

77b24 26; 60; 682&5 2,8: 85b13-14 6~ 89b31 11@2 

77b25-26 35126 85b13-16 115; 293 9Oa24-28 38-39;42;42159 

77b26 37135 85b25 293181 9Oa25-26 42162 

77b26-27 6Q244 85b34-86a1 293 2, 15:9Ob15 3713S 

77b28-29 68285 86a1-3 293181 2,17:91b4-5 3212 

77b29 6Q244 86a17 293183 2,18:91b20-28 46 
77b29-31 35 86aI7-bB 293 91b23-27 2576 

77b31-78a6 128 86a24-26 293183 91b24-25 2788 

78a6-20 29-34; 39 86a24-28 294185 91b27 47178 

78a9-14 42162 86a31-34 294184 2,21:95a18-24 71-72 
78al6-20 72ft2 86b6-7 293 95a18-b17 47179 

78a18 2678 2,9 6~1; 290-292 95a19-20 3229 

78a19-20 3099 2,9: 86b11-U 291171 2,22:96a4 2371 

78a20-23 40;67 86b11-16 290167 96b1 2371 

78a23-28 2679; 65; 67; 86bU-13 73?JJ9 96b28-97a1 38138; 47179 

69;70;72 86b16-18 290 96b3O-97al 2576 

78a29 2788 86b16-87a5 68; 290 2,23 134; 134113 

2,2-11 243 86b25-34 6~ 2,23:97a13-16 11130 

2,2: 78a31-33 69 86b33-34 290167 2,24:01b3-7 72303 

78b34 6~ 86b33-87a1 73?JJ9 2,25:03a10-16 2472 

79a21 11@2 86b33-87a5 6~ 2,26:03a18-19 2~ 
79bll-13 6~ 87a9-10 291 03a25-33 30514 

79b3O 6~ 87a10-16 291 03a34-b2 1738 

79b37-80a1 6~1 87a32-b2 291172 03a35-b1 471110 

8Oa2-4 2158; 25 87b4-7 291172 3,1: 03b6-8 84 
8Oa2-5 W 9;2678; 87b11-12 291 03b6-13 47 

68285 87b14-16 6~ 03blO-13 37136 

2,3 6~1 87b14-20 68286 03b11 68285 

2,3: 8Oa15-16 73 87b17-20 n59j 2678; 03b11-U 55;6Q244 
8Ob20-22 6~ 68285 03b15 47-48 
8Ob29-33 2158; 2259; 2,10 290-292 03bi7-18 55217 

2678; 68285 2,10:87b22-24 290 03b21-04a8 n4 
2,4 6~1; '1K1 87b24-28 114-115 03b29-3O 155201 

2,4: 8Ob35-8la1 287 88a11-U 290170 03b32-04a19 74312; 150177 

8Ob35-81a3 111 88a16 11546 03b36-04a1 150 
81a8-11 6~1 88a23-24 6~ 04a14-16 186104 

81b16-17 11546 88a23-25 6~ 3,2: 04a30-31 3229 

81b35-37 6~1 88a23-28 68286 3,4: 07a6-8 19412 

82a2-3 287; 288158 88a25-28 W9;2678; 3,7 48;72 
82a3-15 287155 68285 3,7: OBa10-11 48 
82a16-19 n59; 2678; 2,11 294-295 3,7: OBal6-25 2681; 48182; 

68285 2,11:88a30-36 294-295 72303 
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(Arist. RlJet., continued) (Top.) l,8:103b7 . 1735 " (Alt.) 13,19,4 36 
~ 3,7: 08a23-24 72;73;264 1,11 16918; 13,19,5 17130 
:Jf, 

',f,f 08a25-36 48182 1.7753 - Brnt. 32 12383 

1J.-' 08blO-19 72303 l,l1:104b34-36 17753 35 219107 

·~T 08b10-20 2681; 48182 8 16918 37-38 219107 
:~i 

~ 08b13-14 111-112 8,l:156b20-23 l42~48 69 23035 

1 3,8: 08b3O-09a23121-126; 122n 86-89 2J595 
:,'·1 3,10: 11b2-3 11@2 Ps.-Aristotle 113-116 8221 
~l 
~I 3,12:13blO 48184; 55217; Prob I. 3O,l:953b21 64269 117 8221 

I: 71301 119-120 16g23; 17861 

·~,1 13b22 11652 Arius Oidymus 120 170; 171;178 

J, 
13b3O-31 48184 apo Stob. 2,7,2 17027 130 u;o58 
14a21 48184 131 18384 

3,13:14a36 51202 Athenaeus 132 2J595 
3,13-19 84 l,4:3ab 154198; 156211 141-142 25213 

II 3,14 48 188 21sW; 311 
1 3,14:14b21 116 Bell. Alex. 190 2515; 25215; 

Il 15a21-24 115-116 48,1 339 25641 

15a25-b4 zog65 197 21381 

~1 
15a25-b27 20g65 Boethius De top. diff. 198 21381; 311 

;i,l 15a27-28 , 11@4 2,11860 141146 201 21s95;219107 

11 

15a27-34 55218 2,l1860-1196B ' 139134 202 219108 

15b9-17 116 2,119OC 142147 207 260 
3,15 22; 51202 2,l192B-1194A 141146 214 150179 

3,15:16a6-20 9366 2,1195A 142147 238 22s9 
1 16a26-28 2366 3,1195C-1200C 139134 250 17861 

ii 16b4-8 2?BB 3,12OOC-1205/6B 139134 263 90; 3J59 
3,16 48 3,1203/4C 139134 271 90; 3J59 

~~ 3,16:16b29-17a2 116 276 21sW; 21s95; 

17a2-7 48186; 55218 Cicero 2515 

:.1 17a12-15 71301 Ac. 1,17 152189 278 264 
17a15-27 31107 2,22 11437 279 219108; 2515 

17a15-blO 55218 2,114 17130 314 24074 
, ;:,! 

17a15-b11 48186 2,115 17861 315 171; 17130 

17a23-36 48186; 55218 2,119 1078 316 11335 

17b7-10 48186; 55218 2,135 17Q1.9 317 21595; 21696 

1I 
3,17 48 2,143 16814 322 2515; 25215 

3,17:17b36-38 56 Are". 21 23Q37 Cae/. 39 12899 

'~ I 18a12-15 71301 Art. 1,17,1 339 Cluent.14O u;o55 

18a12-17 24-25 1,18,1 161237 Deiot.6 276120 

18a15-21 55217 1,5,4 30724 Div: 1,12 11335 
, ' 18a17-21 2575; 71301 2,3,4 180 1,25 11335 

18a27-28 55217 2,6,1 157222 1,72 11335 

"I 18a27-29 71301 4,6 16Q229 1,131 11335 

18a37-b1 2575; 55 4,6,3 161233 2,4 17860 

18b4-6 116 4,9,2 161233 2,150 16919 

'18b24-38 55220 4,10 160-162 Farn. 1,9,20 288158 

3,19 55-56 4,11 16Q229 1,9,23 105; 158-
3,19:19b10-12 2264 4,13,2 159 159; 31815 

19b15-19 2264 4,16,2 156209 2,12,2 161237 

19b24-28 67280; 71301 4,16,2-3 21 5,12 161233 

9,11,4 16Q231 7,1,4-5 159228 

Sop". EI. 34:183b36-184a8 9474 10,10,6 64270 7,19 135-136; 
Top. 1,8:103b3 1735 12,6,2 155201 136119;137125 
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(Fam.) 7,3~2 30621 1,49 8739; 9363 2,89-90 9785 

7,32,3 31141 1,58 11437 2,91 9681 ; 102114 

9,8,1 151182 1,78-96 30514 2,94 9681 

9,16,1 .' 3371 1;97 8117;99101. 2,99 9785 . 

Defato 1 64270 . 1,98-109 9891 2,99-102 9473 

Fifl. 1,6 17g60 1,100 9893 2,100 9679 

2,2 17131 1,100-105 98 2,100-102 9681 

2,40 1w>9 1,103 9895 2,101 9679; 102114 

2,44-45 12()68 1,104-105 102114 2,102-103 95TI 

2,48 12()68 1,105 9895; 11549; 293179 2,104-105 95TI 

3,7-10 155 1,106 23657; 292-293 2,104-109 9680; %81 

3,43 11~3 1,107 292178 2,106-109 102114 

4,7 183 1,107-109 102115 2,108 9680 

4,10 17860 1,108 9895; 11549; 293179 2,112-113 9785 

5,7 17029 1,109 9895; 292178 2,116-154 131106 

5,7-14 17860 2 8739 2,137 95TI 

5,9ff. 17029 2,6-7 147162 2,138 95TI; 102114 

5,10 17024; 17860 2,7 155; 175-176 2,140 102113 

5,10-14 156209 2,8 93 2,142 95TI 

5,12 155207 2,11 8739; 9578 2,155 9363 

5,14 17863 2,12-13 9363 2,155-176 9263 

5,65 22615 2,22 9681 2,159 12()68 
5,68 12()68 2,24 102114 2,159-165 12173 

5,74 17029 2,24-25 9785 2,166 111 
5,75 17130 2,25 97; 102113 2,170-175 11756 

HOT. resp. 39 287153 2,28 9785; 102115 2,177-178 9263 

HoT1eflsius fr. 29 (Müller) 2,32 96 2,178 11~ 
107-108 2,32-37 9~ 

2,33 96;97 Leg. 1,49 11130 

De iflvefltiofle 2,35-37 96-97; 101-102 1,5 17130 

1,7 145156 . 2,36 %81 3,1 239 
1,9 772; 9578 . 2,44 11437 3,33 30724 

1,10 9471; 9472; 9576 2,46 131 Mur. 8-10 26<P8 

1,11 9363 2,47 131; 131106 23 11@2 . 
1,14 131106 2,48-49 %81 45 2&8 

1,15 102114 2,51 9681; 26475 N.D. 1,11 16919; 17131 

1,17 9363; 9471; 131106 2,53 %81 2,1 17131 

1,18 102114 2,55-56 102114 2,26 1%16 
1,19 200-201 2,56 %81 2,79 22615 

1,20 8636; 11@1; 20133; 2,62-68 131106 Off. 1,4 149 
25532 2,71 9681 1,15 12173 

1,21 11651 2,74 9577; 102116 1,61 12173 

1,22 9787; 9?88; 11654 2,77 %81 1,104 22615; 22933 

1,22-23 ~ 2,78 102114 1,140-141 30724 

1,26 WS1 2,80 102114 2,49 27199;277126 

1,30 8~3; 9786; 21171; 2,81 %79 2,49-51 260 
279132 2,81-82 %81 2,50 337 

1,31 21172 2,83 102114 2,51 2&8;298196 

1,34 8739 2,84 %79; %81 
1,34-43 140139 2,85 %79;%81 Orator 
1,34-49 8738 2,86 %79; %81; 102114 12 171-172; 17862 

1,35 101110; 140139 2,87 9577 20 219109; 219110 

1,36 100; 140139 2,88-89 102 20-21 21487 

1,46 11130 2,88-90 102117 21 24074 



361 
INDEX 3: PASSAGES 

(Ci~OnaL,oontinued) 191-192 18177 1,202 26Q58; 297194 
26 21()96 192-193 121 1,209-262 298 
39 219110 193 123; 12485 1,220 8221 

44-49 214;220 194 181-182; 18177 1,225-233 26:z66; 26683 

46 16918; 17153 196 21()96 1,227-230 8221 

50 324 '1ff1 18176 1,230 298 
51 16t)9; 16814; 16815 210 '1fIY7 1,264 30622 

52 23(Jl5 218 181-182; 18177; 182'11 2,1-11 150 
55 219110 228 181-182 2,5 11232 

56 21j9S 235 18176 2,9 26ß'I8 
59 21()96 2,12-28 151-152 
62 17g60 Deoralore 2,14-15 30622 

63 21487 1,17 166; 19821; 201- 2,20 151 
65 21487 202; 250-251; 3(J929 2,26 30722 

69 21381; 21487; 21j9S; 1,28-29 151 2,32 113-114; 202 
219109; 219110; 251 1,30 251'4 2,33-38 297; 298198 

69-112 21487 1,30-34 145;297 2,40 26:z66; 298 
72 21~ 1,31 25~ 2,41 ß946 
76 21()96 1,32 26()S8 2,43 146160 

79 217102 1,35 21t?S 2,44-50 20446 

81 21()96 1,43 145-146; 175; 17g60 2,46 11~; 12174 

82 21()96; 25427 1,45-47 16815 2,59-61 150181 

85 21~ 1,47 166 2,62-64 20446 

90 21~ 1,48 19821; 251'4 2,68 19821 

91 21j9S;-21()96 1,49 17g60 2,69-70 204 
92" 21j9S; 217102 1,52 8114 2,71-73 20446 

95-96 217102 1,53 19821; 2514 2,72 23?63; 244 
97 219110 1,54 146160 2,78-84 90-91; 193 
99 21~;30412 1,54-55 146-147 2,79-80 324 
101 21~ 1,55 146159• 146160• 17g60 2,79-83 9153 

103 ud' 1,60 8114; t9s; 2514 2,80 8117 

113 323 1,69 19821; 2514 2,81 11232; 11tJS3 

113-117 108-109 1,82-93 166 2,83 3038 

114 1()921; 18491 1,83 23(JlS 2,85 297194 

122 132107; 2J..S93 1,86 90-91; 9153; 1667 2,89 m 1U 

l22ff. 323 1,86-87 m24 2,95 21696 

124-127 323 1,87 83; 165-167; 174-175; 2,99-306 200 
125 219110; 2515 194; 19821; 202; 2514 2,101 26888 

127 17g60; 17g61 1,87-89 8114 2,102 16919; 200 
128 215; 21tJ9S; 2515 1,92 338 2,102-103 25429 

128-133 214-215; 220; 323 1,98 151186; 151187; 17024 "2,104 200 
130 25215; 25641; 262 1,104-105 17s61 2,104-113 200 
131 219110; 31140 1,108-109 11438 2,107 273-214 
132 25215; 262 1,109 11335 2,107-109 275 
162 2]593 1,125 3383 2,108-109 3037 

167 18176; '1fIY7 1,137 ß946 2,113-114 2OQ29 

172 181; 181-182; 18176; 1,138-145 89-90; 9ii1 2,114 222; 224; 232; 234; 
18177 1,142 2OtJS3; 324 236 

174-175 123 1,145 197 2,114-115 201-202 
174-176 18176 1,146 11438 2,115 16@; 21383; 21t;96; 
175 18176 1,158 16~ 234; 2J6S8 
171 219110 1,165 19821; 2514 2,115-117 128-130 
183 11438 1,169 2(j()58 2,116 141 
190 18176; 18177; 182 1,187-189 11335 2,117 9475; 9576; 133 
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(eie. De or., continued) 2,185 237;238;252;254~; 2,208 24487; 286; 338-
2,119 19412 283; 30725; 31033; 340;3~ 
2,120 19412 340 2,209 95; 114-115; 288; 
2,121 202; 213; 2J6S8 2,185-211 298-299 289-290 
2,122 11438 2,186 11232; 19515; 25218 2,209-210 286; 289-292 
2,123-128 . 30622 2,186-187 252-151; 280 2,210 244; 24487; 289 
2,124 252; 261; 27199; 274- 2,188 216; 254; 274112; 2,211 115; 2)5'JS; 21()96; 

275; 275 277126 21699; 217100; 237; 
2,124-125 '}fj(fiS 2,189 11232; 19822; 1ST- 292-294; 294184; 
2,128 236 258; 262; 263; 340 3022 

2,128-129 202; 21383; 2J6S8 2,189-196 1ST-1DJ; 280 2,211-212 301-302 
2,129 21486; 217100; 25324 2,190 258;340 2,211-215 303 
2,130 9516 2,190-191 21~ 2,211-216 269 
2,132 2(J()31 2,191 258; 25~3; 26889; 2,212 21383; 2)5'JS; 21()96; 
2,133 9576 311'41 21699; 217100; 
2,133-142 19412 2,192 258-260; 26889 238-240; 23~ 
2,145 12899;19412 2,193 21()96; 259; 26161; 2,213 2]594; 24074; 3039 

2,148 256 26889 2,213-215 2502; 276; 280; 299; 
2,150 19412; 197 2,193-194 260-261 302-304 
2,152 134; 143-144; 147- 2,194 26164 2,214 303-304 

151 2,194-196 252; 261-262 2,215 2514 

2,155-161 1~ 2,195 26164 2,215-216 304-305 
2,159 8221 2,196 21~; 23fr3S; .26164 2,216 21383;217100; 'Zn; 
2,160 134; 143-144; 146159; 2,197 21~; 262; 27095; 244-245; 283; 307; 

147-151; 155; 158; Z12-274; 279132 30724; 308-309 
178; 19412 2,197-201 269-282; Z12-277; 2,225 3Q929 

2,161 16919 281 2,Zlb '}fj(fi8 

2,162 193-194 2,197-203 277126 2,227 239; 308; 3Q929 
2,162-163 132-133; 134; 148 2,198 272; 273-274; 274 2,228 23972 

2,163 134114 2,199 Zl4-Zl5; 275; 276; 2,229 308; 309-310 
2,163-173 133-134; 134113 280 2,229-233 30722 

2,164 27095;275 2,199-200 21~;272103 2,232 8114; 11439 

2,167 275 2,200 111-112; 217100; 2,233 30622 

2,175 19412 2J866; 276; Z17; 2,234 306; 30722 

2,176 165-166; 16(J5; 280; 280136 2,235 31141 

202; w 8 2,200-201 23139 2,236 11332; 307-309; 310 
2,177 wl2;303 2,201 80-81; 8114; 195; 2,237 30826 

2,178 128; 16(J5; 23448; 23111; 24073; 269; 2,238 30827 

236; 24073; 310J3; 272102; 275; zn 2,245 310J4 
340 2,202 11~2; 280 2,247 30826 

2,179 149;202 2,202-203 ZlO; ZlI-ZTl:, 281 2,248 3Q929; 31141 

2,179-181 8114; 166; 194-195 2,203 Zl4; 276; 281; 287153 2,249 3Q929 
2,181 19514; 307 2,204 195-196; 281 2,253 31141 

2,182 16(J5; 21383; 2)5'JS; 2,205 297193 2,254 30826; 31141 

216'6; 219109; 2,205-211 282-296 2,257 310J4 
224-232; 233; 234; 2,206 . 11332; 217101; 2,285 310J4 
239;24176;245;277 283; 285-286; 336- 2,290 30618 

2,182-184 215; 215-216; 217100; 338; 339-340 2,291 203; 21383 

224-D3;234 2,206-207 2J866 2,291-306 203; 26888 

2,183 2)5'JS; 216'6; 21~; 2,206-208 285-288 2,292 203; 21383 

217; 230; 24176; 302 2,206-211 243; 282-283 2,304 286; 30412; 30826 

2,183-184 245 2,207 336;3~ 2,304-305 20340 

2,184 2)5'JS;217;~232; 2,207-208 286 2,305 277126 

24073; m 1D; 302 2,306 20340 . 
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fl (eie. De or., continued) 3,32 25213 3,212 2148S; 21()96; 306 
~ 2,307 30725; 324 3,37 18072 3,215 198; 204; 262 

I~ 2,307-314 20>208 3,53 23()3S 3,216 26SSO 
,~ 2,307-332 115-117 3,54 193 3,217 20444 
I~'~ , ,e 

2,308-309 206; 1JJ7 3,55 2514; 26683; 197 3,218 21()96 -''';' t 
i; 

'r 2,308-314 85 3,59 150178 3,222 258"9 
, -~ 2,310 ' 203; 21383; 218; 3,62 150178 3)Z1 21()96 
~'; 231; 23J61 3,63-64 18384 

"f 2,310-312 206-207; 305 3,65-66 26683 Parad. stoic. 2 16~ --c:"~~ 

-~- : 2,311 25<P 3,67 1()78; 150178; 16814; Part.or.2 139131 
IS 

-r-Y 2,311-312 250 1~ 3-4 3244 
~ 2,313 2ffP8 3,67-68 16919; 16~; 1'1tf!O 4 173 .!ti 

~f I 2,313-314 207-208; 25640 3,68 17545 5 173 
~~} I 

2,315 85; 90-91; 193; 3,69 258"9 6 141142 ;-;j:. I 

~':!f I 
208;324 3,70 193 7 138-9; 139131 

~~ 2,315-319 208 3,71 17()24 9 139131;283144 \1_ i 
~~. I. 

2,316-317 u,s88 3,72 150178; 19821 10 17235 J)\:' 

·1 2,317 258"9 3,75 9Q49; 170ZS 13 17235 

~~ 2,319 203;208 3,76 19821; 2514 15 256 
Tl'>-' 2,320 115-116 3,78 1~ 'l:1 17340 j; 

& 

~h 2,320-324 208 3,80 16919; 16~; 17()24; 28 339 

1'1 
2,321 11~ 23972 38 11~ 
2,321-323 209-211; 220113 3,102 26160 47 17340 

2,323 116;210 3,104 20237; 203; 203-204; 70-82 17235 

11 2,324 208-209; 304 21383; 31141 74 11~ 

,; I 

2,325 208 3,104-105 217-218 83 11'P7 

,1\ 2,326-328 116 3,105 2514 83-97 17235 

~~ 
2,326-330 211 3,106-107 217102 104-105 275; 278127 

2,331 116;211 3,107 17()24· 17'P3· 1'1tf!O· 109 2O()lO 
2,332 20447; 211-212 17s&1; 218UM ' 139 172;324 

J,~? 2,333 204; 2fM47 3,108-119 218104 139-140 173 
.'4 2,333-340 20548 3,109 17()24; 17'P3; 17s60 Phil. 1,27 136120 
;~ 
3i',* 2,333-349 204-205 3,109-110 Ins]; 17PB; 17g61 Q·fr· 1,4,3 30724 

i~ 2,336 117 3,110 17()26 3,1,19 158223 

,~ 2,337 117-118; 20548; 2514 3,115 11~ 3,4,2-3 1f:i:P7 
.-~. 

2,339 20s48 3,118 2514 3,5,1 161238 

t 2,340 205; 308-309 3,121 151 Hab. Pud. 1 2UJS6 
i~ 2,342 119 3,141 146160; 149173 Rep. 1,16 151182 
~ 

2,343 12173 3,145 16913 6,17 22615 ,J! 
~~~ .. 2,343-344 119-121 3,145-147 17g61 Rosc. Am. 59-61 257 
jJ 2,344 12173 3,147 17()24 SesL 118, 136120 
'Ci/. 

2,346-347 12071 3,148 18173 TIm. ° 2 17g61 il 2,348 12174 3,173 123 Top. 1 0" 136119;143150 

2,350-351 3Q622 3,175 11332 1-5 135-137 
~ir, 2,360 16?9; 17()28 3,177 2148S 3 137125;157222 
.. \; 

3Q622 258"9 134114;138127 
~I 2,364-367 3,178-181 8 

2,365 17OZS; 2tSJ4 3,179 11437 25-26 138129 
':.:t 3,19 ~; 306; 30622 3,182-183 121-126; 183 34 9576 
'-:'l 
~ 3,23 31141 3,184 1~;1JJ7S8 50 30724 

j 3,25 2tSJO 3,193 12278; 12379 53-57 138128 

,'tc 3,25-37 26891 3,195 258"9 72 138127 

f 
3,28 2tSJS 3,199 21485 73 141143 

3,29 23972;308 3,200 258"9 73-78 141144 

3,31 2J.59S 3,210-212 21,.ss 79 138 
i 

,', . 

,~ -
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(Top.) 79-100 137-138 Lysias 6,1-3 12383 T 6-7 (Matthes) 9Q49 

89 1]963 7;3 64271 fr. 22a(Matthes) 8117 

100 138 8 58 
Tuse. 1,1 '1fJP6 17,2-4 2(J96S Herodotus 

2,9 168; 169Z2; 18,5 57231 l,23 3229 

170; 17024; 19 SI-58 1,S7,l 3229 
17g61 19,1 130103 1,76,1 3229 

3,11 287153 1,80,1 3229 

4,14 283 Dissoi Logoi 1,172,1 3229 

4,16 22615 90 (O.-K.) 16917 1,192,3 3229 

4,21 287153; 295; 
340 Eudemus Hesiod 

4,43 266 fr. 25 (Wehrli) 140136 Op. 25-26 11546 

4,47 266 fr.25-29 (Wehrli) 140137; 17649 

4,48 267 Ps.-Hippocrates 
4,55 7tJ6..'1G1 Euripides Dearte 4 11437 

5,63 m-228 Ale. 785-786 11437 

Ve1T. 11,1,15 25536 Hipp. 1031 2894 Horatius 
ß,1,98 '1fJP6 1055 2894 An P. 101-102 31143 

ß,2,98 22613 1309 2894 102-103 26S 
ß,2,135 25425 rr 89 11437 104 26579 

11,5;3-4 297193 108-111 1Jj5f!IJ 

11,5,8 1:1199 Eusebius Epist. 1,2,58-59 289162 

11,5;32-33 25214 Pr. Ev. 14,4,15 16919 Odes 4,4,22 22824; 22826; 

14,7,15 16919 22~1 

Oitomachus 
fr.8 (Mette) 16814 Fortunatianus Isoaates 

3,1-2 99100 Antid. (15),122 51203 

Critolaus 1:18-280 51203 

fr. 11 (Wehrli) 17ß63 Fragm. Trag. Adesp. 280 silo5 

fr. 32 (Wehrli) 16~ 80 (NauckfKannicht-SneU) 11130 Paneg. (4),13 34123; 51203 

547,12-13 (Nauck) 11545 14 51203; 52205 

-Demetrius· Phil. (5), 24-26 63266 

Eloc. 41 17!Pt Galenus 26 51203; 52205; 

PIoc. 5,5,2 .. 31143 63 
Demetrlus Phalereus Evag. (9),45 11~ 
fr. 74 (Wehrli) 17648 Gellius 
Cr. 156-173 (Wehrli) 17648 20,5,5 1215 Martianus CapeUa 

5,473 5fjl37 

Diogenes Laertius GL S,502-S05 5fjl37 

4,29 16711 IV ,529,2-530,17 152201 5,506 59D7 

4,43 16711 5,506-S07 99100 

5,46 8222 Gorgias 
5,48 Tr4 HeL 8-14 63265 Menander 
5,52 153195 14 283144 Cr. inc. 538,6 (Koerte) 289162 

7,42-43 ~1; 18489; Pol. 28-32 51203 

325-326; 326 32 42159 Minucianus 1 59J38 

Dionysius oC Halicarnassus Heraclides Ponticus Nepos 
Comp. verb. 25,14 57227 Cr. 10 (Wehrli) 17648 Alt. 15,1 23972 

Dem. 2,S 64271 fr. 33 (Wehrli) 17648 Hann.11,5 31141 

.3,1 12383 

43,2 64271 Hermagoras Panaetius 
Ep. Gd Amm. 1,8 57227 T5 (Matthes) 8012; 9Q49 fr. 14 (Van Straaten) 284148 
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f IlEpt iJ-po~ Sul/a 26,1-2 153193; 157221 3,6 186-187 

1 see De sublimitate 3,6,29 187106 

Ps.-Plutarch 3,6,33 S012 
~~ 

Persius Lib. et aegr. 1 283144; 288157; 3,6,57-60 131106 
-~ 

I' 
1,90-91 26578 289159 3,7 9363 

,I 7 283144; 289159 3,8,6-12 9363 
'-

Philo Plac. phi/os. 874F uo69 3,8,12-13 53212 

[ Cr. 2,43-44 (Mette) 17027 De vita et poesi Homeri 232 3,9,6-9 187108 
I 26475 4,pr.,7 9156 

Philodemus 4,1,5-7 2()965 

[nd. Ac. col. 17,4-16 16711 Posidonius 4,4 21172 

col. 23,8 16~ Cr. 155 (E.-K.) 288157 4,5 21172 

col. 23,24 16~ Cr. 164 (E.-K.) 283144 5,1,1 1.30-131 
col. 25,21 16~ Cr. 169 (E.-K.) 31143 5,7,29 11437 

col. 35,35 16~ Cr.253 (E.-K.) 154197; 157218 5,10,17 5~ 
RlIet. I p. 200 (S.) 6()245 5,12,9 5~ 

I p. 370 (S.) 56; 64270; Protagoras 5,12,14 20653 

8114; 156 SO A 20 (D.-K.) 16917 6,1,7 8221 

II p. 19-20 (S.) 11861 SO B 6a (D.-K.) 16917 6,2 58-59; 88; 241; 316 
6,2,8-9 64-{i5 

Pindar Quintilian 6,2,9 5 
Nem. 8,21-22 11545 2,15 187 6,2,25 8114 

2,15,4 187106 6,2,25-36 26577 

Plato 2,15,5 187106 6,5,10 3156 

Gorg. 448c4-9 11437 2,15,10 187106 10,7,30-31 25534 

484e6-487b5 42162 2,15,13 187106 11,2,3 25534 

513b8-c2 42162 2,15,16 187106 12,pr.,3-4 327 
Loches 191d 283144 2,15,18 187106 12,1-9 327 
Leg. 888e4-6 11437 2,15,24-31 187106 12,10 327 
Meno 71c5-72a5 42158 2,15,33 187106 12,10,39 2&5 

Rep. 3,395-396 72304 2,15,34 187106 12,10,59 220 
Phaedo 70b2 2894 2,15,37 186101 12,10,59-60 2J.595 

83b 283144 2,17,5-6 11(J2S 12,11,8 186101 

Phaedrus 261a7-8 62254 2,17,9 11438 

261b-c 62254 2,17,14 149174 RlJetorica ad Alexandrum 

265c9-d1 11437 2,17,42-43 11437 1: 1422a4-11 11~3 

266d 1667 3,1,2 797 7:1428a16-23 130104 

270b5-6 11437 3,1,14 1215 7:1428b29-32 51201 

Philebus 2Odl-21a2 12()68 3,1,15-16 79; S012; 82; 168 14:1431b10-19 51-53 
46-48 67279 3,1,19-20 797 14:1431b10-32b4 130104 

48bl1-12 11546 3,1,22 186101 22:1434b28-31 51201 

4ge-SOa 310J8 3,3 186 22-28:1434a33-36a12 9261 

3,3,1 772; 91-92 29: 1436b17-38a2 51198 

Plinius 3,3,4 186104 35:1440b15-41b14 11~ 
Nat. 12,9 152189 3,3,4-10 92 35:1441a15-18 42158 

3,3,5 186104 36: 1441b37-42a5 51199 

Plutarch 3,3,8 186104 36:1442a6-14 51199 

eic. 4,1 .17130 3,3,9 186104 36: 1442a12-b28 51199 

24,3 ISO 3,3,10 186104 37: 1445b3-4 51201 

27,3 16()231 3,3,11 186104 37: 1445b17-20 51201 

Luc. 42,1-2 156208 3,3,12 186104 38: 1445b32-34 51201 

42,3 17130 3,3,13 186104 38: 1445b33-34 52205 

Pomp. 42 S012; 9Q49 3,3,15 186104 38: 1445b39-46a2 51199 

Reg. et imp. apopht. 205C 1wn1 3,5,2 17338 38: 1446a4 51199 

"I 
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Rhetorica ad Herellnium 3,18 207-208 Strabo 
1,1 79 3,22 9898 13,1,54 (C608-609) 153193; 17753 

1,3 9578 3,23 21696 13,1,55 (C609) 17028 
1,4 88; 89"3; 90 3,27 26475 

1,5 8636; 25532 3,33 102113 Strato 
1,6 11651 4,9 7c;6 fr. 19-31 (Wehrli) 140137 

1,6-8 2Q96S 4,11 21696 fr.3O (Wehrli) 140136 

1,8 9787; 9788 4,13 21696 

1,11 gas 1 4,14 21696 De sublimitate 
1,14 22613 4,24 9898 9,2 21698 

1,17 21172 4,25 9898 38,S 310 
1,19-23 131106 4,32 9898 

1,24 27095 4,34 9898 Suda 
2,3 99101 4,37 9898 '1T 1707 p. 141,22 (Adler) 16~ 
2,4 102113 4,39 9898 

2,5 9785; 102113; 102117 4,41 9898 Suetonius 
2,6 102114 4,50 9898; 102113 Gramm. 4,6 797 

2,7 102114 4,51 9898 Rhet. 1 799 

2,8 102114 4,52 9898 

2,9 95; %81; 102114 4,52-53 9898 Sulpicius Victor 
2,9-12 131 4,55 9898; 26475 4 2O<P1 

2,12 102114 4,58 9898; 22613 

2,13 102114 4,60 9898 SVF 
2,13-18 131106 4,62 9898 (This is only a small selection 
2,14 102114 4,63-65 9898 from the fragments cited: see 
2,17 102114 4,65 9898 Subject index, 'Stoics') 
2,19 102114 4,66 9898 III,38-48 1.2068 
2,20 102113 4,69 9898 III,418 11545; 11546 

2,21 95TI m,447 289159 

2,21-22 102114 Scholia in Horn. 11. III,451 8221 

2,23 102114 3,57 64268 

2,24 95TI; %81; 9785; Tacitus 
102115 Seneca Dial. 19,3 9576 

2,25 102115 Cons. adPol. 2,1 22g32 23,11 11545 

2,25-26 %80; %81 Ep. 116,5-6 284148 40,1 11545 

2,26 102114 De ira 2,2,5 31143 

2,28 3026 2,22,1 288157 Theophrastus 
2,29 25g49 2,31,1 288157 titles X-XI (Graeser) 140137 

2,31-46 30514 fr. 38-41 (Graeser) 140136 

2,33 102114 Seneca Maior 
2,43 102113 Contr. 7,4,6-8 26891 Valerius Maximus 
2,47 99; 279133 7,3,5 260 
2,47-50 9891 Sextus Empiricus 8,5,2 277126 

2,48-49 98 Adv. Matll. 2,12 16~ 
2,50 102114; 23657; 292178 2,20 1669; 16814; Vergil 
3,1-9 9263 16815; 17443 Aen. 6,733 283144 

3,10 11c;63 Pyrrll. hypo 1,220 16~ 
3,10-15 9263 Vita Mellagialla 
3,11-12 210ns Speusippus 9 (Düring) 17757 

3,13 12174 Tl (Tarän) 16814 

3,16 8g43; 99 Xenocrates 
3,16-17 11651 Stobaeus fr. 13-14 (Hcinze) 6814 

3,16-18 87 3,38,48 289162 (Diog. L. 4,13) tille 4116814 

3,17 99; 21171; 279133 (Diog. L. 4,13) lilie 6016814 
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a. Worles not mentioned in Bibliography or list of Abbreviations 

This selective index lists worles only mentioned in the footnotes; only those with 
which I agree or disagree on essential points are included, and those relevant to 

. rhetoric and other subjects touched upon in this study. As such it may supplement 
the bibliography. "Personal communications" are also indicated. 
Different worles by the same author appear on different lines. 

Adam 21380,21486,220115 Gaines 18384, 2()()30 
Adamietz 186102 Gelzer 24SSS 

32716 274114 

Allan 156213 Gilleland 17233 

Badian ~9 Glaser 61249 

27093,278-279 Glucker 17130 

27097 Gohlke 106 
Barwick 131105 Gotoff 12383 

Van derBen 1634, 6!)288 Graeser 140136 

Bemays 63 Grayeff 153192 

Birt ?c;6 Greenidge 25535 

Bon 274113 Grube 510, 136117, 137124 
Braet 9471 12383 

23554 17648 

Brandis 107,36133,39142 Gruen 27093,98,27199,279130 
Brink 284149 Hauser. 1630 

Brunt ~8, 27093, 279130 Hendrickson 17338 

Buchheit 2998,35129 Hengst, Den 20342 

Bühler 614 Holtsmark 187105 

Calboli 271100 HubbeU 56223,224 

Calboli Montefusco 9469 136117,12°, 138127 

Crawford 16()231,~7 Huchthausen 298197 

Dihle 20238,220115 Ipfelkofer 5i207, 53210 

Dillon 17130 Jaeger 10 
Dirlmeier 64267 Jakobson 615 

Döring 64267 Jentsch lQ922, 129101 

Douglas 8635 Kantelhardt 1<P 
Düring 3335 Kassel 35124 

Else 63263 61249 

Erbse 1943 Kennedy 200J0 
Fantham 19412 Koller 61249 

21485, 219107 Kroll 30619 

Forster 52'1J1J Lebreton 22614,15 

Fortenbaugh 3099 Leeman 3132 

67278, Tr' Lengle 27095,96 
Fuhrmann 2154,36132,61246 Lintott 274113 

36132 Lossau 3211,3,4 
51197 Luck 1641, 17029, 17130 

52209 McBurney 2683 
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Marx 
Meier 

Mitchell 
Moraux 
Münzer 
Neuhauser 
Norden 
Pahnke 
Philippson 
Pinkster 

102 36132 l301O3 
27093 219130 . 
27093: 27199, 279130 

27093 273106 279130,131 
91' , 

16()230,231 

'lH.P9 

. 3'lb-327 
1064 tz796 
1361i7 137125 

3397 ' 

22830 

Pohlenz 8221 18487 

Prlmmer 123~ 
Rabe 154201 33410 

Regenbogen 146161' 
Rist 283143 

Rocca 10710 

Van Rooijen-Dijkman 3132 

Ross 3229 

Roth 24177 

Rudd 26371 

. Ruijgh 322-323 
Ryan 71~ 
Schmidt ?cf> 
Schoeck 11546 

Segal 
Solmsen 

Striller 
Stroh 
Stroux 

Tessmer 
Thiele 
Thompson 
Usener 

Usher 
Vablen 
Verdenius 
Voit 
Walcot 
Wallies 
Wehrli 
Wendland 
Walkinson 
Van der Woude 

61249 

10, 1213, 19,2154 

36132 

72304 

17aso 
278128 280139 

9467 ' 
3~ 
9576 

180 
106 322!1,12 
~i 11130 'l1:f.fo 
279130 ' 
1Q79 12175 154201 

i57221 '33413 ' 
160232 ' 

58233 

102 2473 36132 40152 
64267 ' , 

24177 

11546 

1641 

lOS 
52204,206 

12276 

274113 

b. Wodes mentioned in Bibliography or Iist of Abbreviations 

Qnly discussions and evaluative statements that may be useful to the users of tbe 
works in question are included. These references, tberefore, are mostly to my 
dis agreements with others. Hence, rny debts to and agreements with otber autbors, 
however numerous, cannot be inferred frorn this index. 
Where relevant, different worles of tbe same author are distinguished by year of 
appearance, as in tbe bibliography. References preceding these indications of year 
are to general remarks or to a number of works together. 

Angermann 56222, ~~, 12175, 12'fNi, 146160, 
17cf>4 

VonArnim 79, 11g61, 1641, 16!)20, 17P3,314 
Barwick (1922) 103, 19, 2154, 2682, z:I18, 

36132, 47178,180, 8429, 8~7, 9052, fJ1!il, 
9364, l301O4, 17648, 2OQ29, 3211, 323-3Z7; 
(1963) 134113, 136117, 138129, 1668, 16816, 
17028, 17544, 217111Z; (1966/67) 19, 2682, 
21J8, 53211, 147162 

Braet 1~, 21, 2158, 1:lf>2, 2514, 39144, 60242, 
72?1J6 

Brink (1963) 2154 36132 37135 21379. 3'lb-
327; (1971) 265s0' , , 

Conley 2682, 2..,ss)r1)!8, 6f71S, 68286, 72?n5 
Cope 10 1737 2154 34120 36133 40146,151 

542tS, 00.61, cJ.yA5, 70, 11232, 129101: 
150176 322!1,10 

Courbaud '12486 2()Cji4 22612,16 26992 
274110,3]32: 3385 ' , , 

Douglas (1957b) 21379,219107,220115; (1973) 
1923 

Düring 152, 157222, 33413; (1950) 136117, 
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154201, 18279; (1956) 3348; (1957) 154197, 

157221, 3347; (1966) 107, 2QS2, 2154, 

3098, 34120, 40146, 46177, 47180, 63263, 

10']9 109 11232 12']96 147161 148169 
1542(1l 33520 ' , , , 

Fantham 32113 34120 20237 21379 223 
2248 '125:227 ~37' 232, :z3s-~ 
239i 237-239 '2J866 2AO' 24176 276119 

Flashar 1~1 2154 309s,lOi 35i29 48182 
71297 nl 153194 ' , , 

Fortenbau~ (1979) 7Cf19S;l96, 7i»S, 73307,308; 
(1988) 34, 223, 2392, ~-66, 23971, 
24179, 2~, 24896, 276119; (1989) 11024, 
12276 12381-83 12487 12?l 136120 

137124, 149175, t51183, 1Bi81, 18491 ' 
Freese 2370 34120 45168 6Q243 6~ 
Gill 34120 '40146' 652-n.).73 , 66275 21379 

2~: 2233,4, n14O, 23552: ~;, 26sBl ' 

Gottschalk 154197 

Grant 30827 3Q93O 
Grimaldi 1~ 19, 2371, 26-28, 37136, 39144, 

u'P8 129101 

Hagen 52:206,208,64271 

Held 31104,106,107 
Hellwig 615 1527 1943 1~ 2997 30101,102 

33115 34120 35128 '36130 ' 38140 42159,160' 

48183: 52207, 6124\ 68286, 6~, 7om: 
71297 74313 3211 3227,12 

Immisch 'l35-Dt;, 13722 

K.-St. 12722 

Kassel 36131 6~ 11333 m 77 146160 3nB 
Kennedy 41is2; (1959) 020; 0'963) lOs, 2154, 

32113, 34120, 527m, 58233, 6Q1A2, 61248, 
7cfl92, gg41, 11~, 16~, 17232, 17442, 
21485; (1968) 101, 1248, 23J44, 257; (1972) 
gg41, 108, 129101, 136117, 15~, 161234, 

21379, 1A176, 2HY7; (1980) 2154, 34120, 
1311116, 21379, ~, 24176; (1985) lOS, 
11-12, 19 

Kroll (1903) 12173, 12']96, 1641, 169, 16']9, 
17CfZ9 17647 1923• (19180) 61249 64268 

65273 '; (1918,,) 32i13, 26578; (194iJ) 2154: 

36132 61246 18488 21379 323 3243 

Kum. 147164, '19411.' 19514, ~, 25851, 
JOii,336 

L.-P 316; Band I 89-90, 9153, 108-109, 
148166,169 15~ 17232 19822 2ü@3 
21379 24i76 26ff>8. Band ill12899 129101' 
19616' 1r.r/18 2ß79 2,2932,34' 24074' 
26z6S: 26992: 273107, 287153: 289164: 
336-337, 337, 3399, 34010 

L.-P.-Rabbie 30619, 30828, J0929,30, 31033, 
311-312 

Lausberg 129101,1A176 

Leeman 17647 1923 21379 
Leighton 672.,8;279,68284 

Lienhard 2370,2471,2683,2891,48149 
Lord 334-335 
Lossau (1974) 149174; (1976) 2367,2574 
LSJ 6Q245 
Macmullen 26373,26'f'1 
Martin 40146 129101 24176 

Matthes 8012 gg41 '9z60 9471 20553 ~" , , , , ,~, 

323 
May 34120 2233,4 233 23552 23656 :ng6S-

67, 24iBO, 315 ' , , , 

Merklin 12379, 12486, 20'P8, 22717, 24074, 
26992,3039,3132,338 

Mette 16814 17027 

Michel 2079,263,26684,271100,284-285 
Mills 68286 

Moraux 152; (1951) 3331, 334; (1973) 101', 
]54201 156210 157222 ITP7 1J9li6· 
(1975l1Q921, m79, 124M, rn%, 1321119: 

18491, 2392 

OLD 2J037, 26992 

P.-H. 11232, 12379, 12899, 129101, 149172, 
20756,.58 22612,16 336-338 

Peters 11s&, uo69 ' 

Quadlbauer 21379, 21~ 
Rabbie: see L.-P.-Rabbie 
Rackham: see Sutton & Raclcham 
Radt 36132 41152,156 61248 

Rhys Robe~ 45168 ' 
Riposati 130103 136117 138129,130 139134 

Roemer 102 36132 6~1 3211 3118 

Sandbach (982) ß612O: 137;' (1985) 10919, 
]54200 

Sattler 34120, 6Q242, 223, 23552, 24176 

Schenkeveld 1634 

Schottländer 21379, 219111, 2247, 23450, 

26163 297193 

Schrijvers '~, 26161 
Schütrumpf 31104,106,107,11°, 34120, 38140, 

64,6SD3 
Schweinfurth-Walla 34, 817, 2574, 34120, 

39144, 61248, 9890,95, 11130, 11439, 

149172, 151183, 20756, 223, 2J037, 2392, 
1A176 24689 25218 284149 289161 ' 
2931Si, 297193: 33s4' , , 

Shackleton Bailey 15~, 16()231, 161233 

Solmsen 2, 129101, 223, 23552; (1938) 8114, 
11332; 136117, (1941) 1317, 36132, 61246, 

70, 81-83, 88"1, 89''', ~3, 21379, 1A1, 
318; (1976) 19 

Spengel 36132, 47178, 3211,3; (1852) 102, 
2154,21379; (1867) 30101, 32:zB,10 
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Sprute 1632, 19, 2154, 2369, 2574, 34120, 
39144,7(J292 

Stump 136119, 137124, 139133, 140137, 
142147,148 

Süss 34120 36m 40146,147 42158,160 48184 
52204 ' 6()242 '61-64 66275 682B6' 6()291' 
3211) , • • '. • 

Suttan & Rac1cham 11'P8, 12379, 12486, 147165, 
20447 20']56,58 22612,16 '}2717 25216 

25319' 26z.6S 16992 274ito E5 3039' 
31033: 3132, 338' , , , 

SVF 289159 

Sz. 286152 

Taran 153195 157221 3332 

Taylar ·15~7 ' 
Thielscher 136117,119,120,141144 

TI.L 30724, 338 
Valkmann 9467, 129101, 131105,24177 

W. 12899, 129101, 20758, 21379, 22612,16, 
25216,274111,286152, 31oJ3, 336-337 

Wehrli Schule 17648, 17s63; (1959) 17@~ 
Wikramanayake 1~5, 2369 

Wömer 2370 2682 2788 34120, 72305, 
73307,311' , , 




