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Text and Commentary
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HE M£00dog pntopixn €xdobeloo kotd cOvoywy by

John Italos (XI cent.) has not received much attention

from students of Byzantine rhetoric. The text is not easy

to obtain, and the available editions are neither very good nor

very informative.! As a result, what attention it has received is

largely misconceived—it is not, for instance, a synopsis of

Aristotle’s Rhetoric, as some well-known authorities have
maintained.’

The text and commentary presented here are intended to
make Italos” short treatise more widely accessible than it has
been and to fill out an argument I have made elsewhere that
Italos probably did not have the text of Aristotle’s Rhetoric at
hand when he composed his synopsis for the young

1The text of the Methodos can be found in the edition by G. Cérétéli, Opuscula
selecta 11 (Thbilisi 1926) 33—46 (= C.), collated from three manuscripts: Marc.gr.
265 (XIV cent.), Vat.gr. 316 (XIV cent., both of which he was able to inspect
shortly before the outbreak of World War I; and Vat.gr. 1457 (XVI cent.),
which he examined in 1924. In 1966 N. Ketchakmadze, who lists additional
MSS. (pp.ix—xiii) but clearly did not collate them, republished Cérétéli's text in
loannis Itali Opera (Tbilisi 1966) 35-42 (= K.).

2] made this argument briefly in “Notes on the Byzantine Reception of the
Peripatetic Tradition in Rhetoric,” in W. Fortenbaugh and D. Mirhady, edd.,
Peripatetic Rhetoric after Aristotle (New Brunswick 1994) 217-242, esp.
230-233. The alleged quotations from Aristotle’s Rhetoric seem to have been
gleaned from available commentaries and prolegomena, not from the Rhetoric
itself. For the characterization of the Methodos as an epitome of the Rhetoric,
see, among others, G. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors
(Princeton 1983) 318, who evidently follows P. Stephanou, Jean Italos,
philosophe et humaniste (Orient.Christ.Anal. 134 [Rome 1949]) 82 and 86; this
opusculum as a set of “excerpts” from the Rhetoric: O. Jurewicz, Historia
literatury bizantynskiej (Warsaw 1984) 208.
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Konstantinos Doukas.? Indeed, it is far from clear that he had
even read it. As we shall see, he seems to have drawn instead
on commentaries on Aristotle’s Topics and Nicomachean Ethics
and, it appears, on the last chapters of the Téyvn wrongly
attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus.* What cannot be
traced to such sources is for the most part commonplace
doctrine that is found in various prolegomena and com-
mentaries on Hermogenes and Aphthonios, or which would in
any event have been included in a rhetoric school course.

The organization of Italos’” Methodos makes it quite clear that
he was not following Aristotle’s Rhetoric. The treatise has two
large parts. §§1-10 take up some preliminary matters and a
number of “accessus” questions set out in §3, which, as we shall
see, are not the same as those found in the various prolegomena
to rhetoric that were in circulation before Italos’ time. The fol-
lowing sections, §§11-19, concern the importance of éthos, style,
and the political/ ethical dimensions of the art. In this, it differs
also from, e.g., the verse epitome of Hermogenes composed by
Italos’ master, Michael Psellos (cOvoyig tfig pntopikfig did
otiywv, Poemata pp.103-122 Westerink), organized along the
lines of the traditional order of Hermogenes” works as they
appear in most manuscripts. Perhaps most strikingly, Italos
never mentions enthymemata and has scarcely anything to say
about invention by way of topoi, which of course is of para-

30n the general question of the Byzantine reception of the Rhetoric, see
Conley, “Aristotle's Rhetoric in Byzantium,” Rhetorica 8 (1990) 29-44, and
Conley (supra n.2). On John Italos’ career and place in the Byzantine reception
of Aristotle, Conley, “The Alleged ‘Synopsis” of Aristotle’s Rhetoric by John
Italos and Its Place in the Byzantine Reception of Aristotle,” in G. Dahan and L
Rosier-Catach, edd., La Rhétorique d’Aristote: Traditions et commentaires de
I’Antiquité au XVIIe siecle (Paris 1998) 49-64. Italos (1025?-1089?), so called
because of his origins in South Italy, came to Constantinople in 1049, became a
student of Michael Psellos, and eventually rose to the rank of “leading philos-
opher” (Vratdg 1@V praocéeov , Anna Comn. 5.8.5). His unorthodox beliefs led
to accusations of heresy in 1076/7 (he was acquitted) and in 1082/3, when he
was (unjustly, most scholars believe) convicted and forced into a monastery.

4Text: H. Usener and L. Radermacher, edd., Dionysius Halicarnassus Opuscu-
la 11 (Leipzig 1929) 359-387.
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mount importance in Aristotle.”

The style of the Methodos is throughout almost painfully clear,
with short thought units set out directly, involving at the most
complex some parallel composition or elementary antithesis,
usually organized around pév and &¢. Italos makes his transi-
tions quite mechanically (e.g. §7 init., énet d¢ elpnton mept ToVTOV
tkov@g, Aextéov av €in ... [“Since enough has been said about
these things, it ought to be said that ...”]; ¢f. §12 init.; §8 init.,
OTL ... £k TV EIPNUEVOV QAVEPOV ... VDV Qv €in AekTéov ... [“Since
this is clear from what has been said, now it ought to be said
...”]; 8§13 init., mepi ... eiphobo t¢ tordTO ... Emetan & dio-
LovBwc [“Having said these things, it follows accordingly ..."] ;
etc.); and sometimes actively engages his reader (as at §10 init.,
T 70 ... kGAAoTOV, Avoykoiov eimelv uetd todTo ... [“As for
what is the best, it is necessary to say after this ...”]). Italos re-
peatedly frames his lessons in the “impersonal imperative,”
using -téov constructions, e.g. §4.1, moAMTikd p&v odv éxelvo
pntéov; §7.3—4, xoi ndg xpnotéov T neBodw. In all, the style of
this Methodos is not quite as sophisticated as that of some of his
Problems and Solutions ("Anopion kol AMoerg),® and is more like
that of the short pieces on dialectic by him that appear in the
mss. just before this work. But these stylistic features are com-

5This inattention to topical invention is particularly surprising since Italos
became most famous as a champion of the dialectic taught by “the ancients,”
chiefly Aristotle—as is obvious from his extant works, which include an as-yet
unedited commentary on Aristotle’s Topics. “The ancients,” he wrote in a de-
fense of the art, “fittingly called dialectic a power in itself since it is the medium
(uéon) of demonstrative and sophistic art alike” (K. p.1 §2). “[Dialectic] is
useful (ypioiuog) both for conversation between individuals and for the discus-
sion of beliefs (dokodvtov droréyesBar)” (p.2 §5). If Anna Komnena is to be
believed, he was enormously successful in his role as drotdg: “When he took up
the chair,” she writes (Alexiad 5.9.1), “all the young flocked to him, for he
opened up to them the teachings (8éypata) of Plato and Porphyry ... and
especially the arts of Aristotle.” Anna's portrait of Italos is not wholly
favorable, however; see Conley (supra n.3: 1998) 54-55.

6The most accessible edition of Amopiot kol Aoeig is that of P. Joannou (in
Studia Patristica et Byzantina 4 [1956]).
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mon in the commentary tradition;” and they are, moreover,
completely appropriate, given Italos” intended reader, his
student Konstantinos Doukas.

In short, Italos’” Methodos is more original than a set of crib
notes to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, and more sophisticated than it
might appear at first glance.

100 o010V PrAdcoeov uéBodog pnropikn éxdobeico
KOTO, GOVOYLV

§1 (33.1-34.2 C. = 35.1-16 K.)

‘H pnropikn uéBodoc éotiv €& évéééwv tobd mepl Exaoctov
Bcwpiicar 10 mibavdv, 310 kol avriotpopds o1t 1fj SratexTiky,
O¢ enow ‘ApioTotéAng. dtopepel de TM TNV UEV OV TPOG TOV
avtidikov iomg, GAAL mpog d1kaoTdg Te Kol dfjuov dg €mi 10
nAelotov draréyesbot, Thv 8¢ mpdg pudévov tov mpodialeyduevov,
Kol TV pev €v 1olg moMTikolg {nthuacty €xev thy 1oV, Ty 08
uaAlov év 1oig Bewpnrikolg, kol v uev €€ SAwv dmopavTikdv f
ueptk®dv cvAdoyilecBor, v 8¢ év taic mpotdoectv #xev 10
apoptéverv kol 1 deBécer 10 dmokpivopévov. ovdeutd 8¢
T00TOV APOploTal TOV dvimv (10) Lnokeipevov, kobdmep émi
OV GAAOV TexvadV Srakékprtat. dpBuetikiic uev yap &pbuol

7Such constructions are not uncommon in Hermogenes or in the scholia: see in
H. Rabe, Prolegomendn syllogé (Leipzig 1931) (= PS), Sardianos at pp.354.15,
358.6, 359.12 (iotéov), 355.1 (pntéov); Doxapatres at pp.143.10, 421.22 (iotéov);
Athanaios at p.179.3 (iotéov); Anonymous, pp.169.6 (on Aphthonios) and 239.2
(on Hermogenes’ Peri staseds) ({ntéov), etc. The most striking stylistic com-
parisons can be found in the pseudo-Dionysian Téxvn, which one observer (G.
Theile, reviewing Usener’s 1895 edition), asserts, rather indignantly, was
composed in a manner befitting “ein unreifer unklarer Knabe ohne Talent”
(GGA 1897, 247). Theile’s observation is as unperceptive as it is indignant. If
Italos drew on the Téyvn, it might be asked, and if the only manuscript version
of this work that we know existed in Italos’ time is the famous Par.gr. 1741,
which also contains the Rhetoric of Aristotle, how can we be so sure that Italos
never read the Rhetoric? We should not be quick to assume that 1741 was seen
by Italos, much less to infer that, if he did, he must also have seen the Aristotle
text there. Clearly, some other Mss. of the Téxvn may have been available to him.
All the passages reminiscent of Dionysius are, moreover, from the tenth and
eleventh chapters of his work, the section that appears in isolation in Marc.gr.
508—which is, to be sure, a fifteenth-century manuscript, but which likely was
modelled on an earlier collection.
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kol peyédn yeouetplog xol tdv avBponov iotpikiic couota
Stodextikn 8¢ kol pnToplkN GTAVIOV 0DGOL SuVAUEL TAV
BovAouévav Emiyelpelv TAVIO KOTEIMNQOOL: TOUTOLG YOp OV
UOvov 6o@d¢ Te Kol TEmodevUéVog, GAAL Kol TEKTMV xphiTat Kol
GKVLTOTONOG. €KOGTOG Yop Kotnyopelv merpaton kab’' Fxoctov
npayno. kol Adyouvg Léxey kol épwtay kol dmokpivesBot, G0ev
0pBdc elpnvron duvdpelg kol tOv vodv fudv youvalewy mpog
aAnOetov.

In the title, ottt cOvoyv means only that this puéBodog will not be organized by
lemmata, as is, for instance, Italos’ commentary on Topics 2—4, which draws
heavily on the commentary by Alexander of Aphrodisias. See the preface to
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca [CAG] I1.2 pp. xlvii-l, where Wallies gives
a list of borrowings; and, for excerpts from Italos, M. Wallies, Die griechischen
Ausleger der Aristotelischen Topik (Berlin 1891) 24-27.

Line 1 °H pnropixn ué6odés éotiv ...: C. K. cite as Italos’ source Rhet. 1.2
(1355b25,) but the quotation is clearly not verbatim.

2 dvtiotpopdg éott tfj Srohextikfi: C. K. cite Rhet. 1.1 (1354al) as Italos’ source.
11 &p1Buetikiic pév yop apBuoi ...: C. K. cite Rhet. 1.2 (1355b27ff).

13 Srokextin 8¢ kol pnropiky andvimv odoat duvdyperg ...: C. K. cite Rhet. 1.1
(1354a4).

R. Kassel, Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica (Berlin/New York 1976), includes these
citations in his testimonia ad locc.

Italos begins by quoting Aristotle to the effect that rhetoric is the
counterpart of dialectic. The two arts differ in that rhetoric ad-
dresses judges and the people, whereas dialectic is addressed to one
interlocutor; the one is designed to deal with political questions, the
other with theoretical questions. Whereas dialectic reasons from
universal and particular premisses, rhetoric can argue from flawed
premisses and must take into consideration the condition of the
audience. Both, however, are not limited as regards subject matter;
and both are faculties that can train the mind to get to the truth.

Like others in the tradition who provide the versions of
Aristotle’s definition in, e.g., the prolegomena published by
Walz (e.g. Sopatros In Herm. stat. V p.15.18 Walz, where
rhetoric is called a dVvapig Bewpntikn) and Rabe (PS pp.29.6,
54.19, 103.11, etc.), Italos gets it almost right. His is the only
version that includes Oswpfico, but he calls it a uéBodog
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instead of a dOvauig. While Aristotle does refer to uéfodoc in
the Rhetoric, and explains that rhetoric’s job is 10 miBavov
Bewpelv at Topics 6.12 (149b25-26), a more likely source for
Italos” information is perhaps to be found in Alexander In Top.
(CAG 11.2) p.1.4ff and ad 6.12 (149b25ff), p.484.17ff. This, as
previously noted, Italos knew intimately.

That rhetoric is the dvtictpogog of dialectic and that both can
argue both sides of a question is noted in Alexander In Top.
pp.3.25-26, 5.4ff, 519.23ff, etc.; and the comparisons with
arithmetic and geometry are taken up by Alexander at p.4.4ff.
In general, compare also In Top. pp.9.5-18 and 25.29-30.2.
Noticeably absent in Italos is any reference to enthymemes and
examples, the two chief modes of argument in Aristotle. On
rhetoric as useful to leather-cutters and carpenters, see e.g.
Alexander In Top. p.86.18ff and 227.2ff See also [Heliodoros]
Paraph. in Eth.Nic. 1.3 (1094b13ff), CAG XIX.2 p.4.3ff (of
painters and modellers). Italos’ last observation that “these
wonderful powers” are valuable because “to be able to argue
about everything tov vodv nudv yopvélewv npog dAhBeiov” may
have been prompted by Alexander In Top. p.27.21ff. This claim
is made for dialectic by Aristotle at Top. 1.2 (101a25ff) (as
Italos noted in his 'Epothcavta nepi drodextiktic, dedicated to
Konstantinos” brother Andronikos [C. 1.4, K. 3]), but not for
rhetoric. It does not seem necessary, in short, to look much
beyond Alexander of Aphrodisias for Italos’ information about
Aristotle on these aspects of rhetoric.

§2 (34.3-15 C. = 35.17-27 K.)

émel 88 Adyov duvdpelg eivor oG TotadTag fpapev kol Adyouv ToD
&v Nulv, dtoupetéov 1OV Adyov diydc el Te TOV TPOPOPLKOV GLUOL
kol TOv évdidBetov kol ToVTOV Ekdtepov eig Eviexvov Te Kol
ateyvov. kol THg Hev dravolag TV UepDV £aTEOV MUIV TNV
¢€étaoty, 100 8¢ mpoeoplkod 1O uev dtexvov cvuPoiov ot
dravolog amiidg, 10 8¢ Evieyvov cvuPoAlov Eviexvov diavolag
(S0 poviig, kol ToVTOL T0 PEV TpakTiKOV eivor moAentéov, TO
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8¢ Bewpntikdv. cvuBovAevTiOv pEv Yop kol S1KaviKOV TPoK-
TIKGL BUQm* T Uev Yap TO &k Thig cvuPovAfic aipetdv, olov moALY
teyioot i morepov GpoacBot, dxolovBel, 1@ 8¢ I Twopio AV
kok®dg dakelnévay. Béoig 62 kol éykoutov Bewpnticd - 7 pev yop
Bempiov &xer pdvov eite N0V elte puoucny eite kKol GAANY TIVOL
Top TOOTOG, TO O EYKOULOV TOV TPocOVIOV adEncty KaAdv Te
KOl U7 TO100TOV.

Discourse must be divided into the inner (év8180etoc) and the
expressed (mpogopikdg); and both of them into artistic and inartistic.
Putting aside an examination of the kinds of thinking, the two
species of artistic discourse can be subdivided into the practical and
the theoretical. The practical embraces deliberative and forensic
discourse; the theoretical includes philosophical and panegyric,
which consists in the amplification of the virtues of the subject or
their opposite.

The distinction between €vteyvog and Grteyxvog may bring
Aristotle to mind, but the same is found in the Anonymous In
Herm. Stas. at PS p.209.9-10 and Sopatros at IV p.95.10-11
Walz. The division into logos endiathetos and logos prophorikos,
which C. finds in Doxapatres at II p.116.6-7 Walz (scholia on
Aphthonios), is brought in also at 89.26 and by Sopatros at V
p-1.11-12 Walz; and can be found also in e.g. Anon. In Stas. at
PS p.184.1ff (= VIL.1 p.1.20ff Walz), from Par.gr. 1983 and
2977—both tenth century; and the “excerpta” from Par.gr. 3032
(X cent.) (PS pp.228.24-229.16). It is attributed to Theo-
phrastus by Athanasios (PS p.188.7-8) and was widely
discussed in antiquity (see for instance Nemesius De natura
hominis 14 [pp.71-72 Morani], a work known well to Italos’
master, Psellos); but this distinction is not found in Aristotle
(see Conley [supra n.2] 225-226). It is interesting to note as well
that the division seems to be accepted as commonplace by
Psellos, as in e.g. Epist. 176.8 By contrast, however, even the

8In E. Kurtz and F. Drexl, Michaelis Pselli Scripta minora II (Milan 1941)
451.27-452 4 (the letters published here are not the same as those published by
C. Sathas, Mesaionike Bibliotheke V [Venice/Paris 1876] 219—523;3.
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earlier commentators seem to have been aware of the division of
the “kinds” of rhetoric Aristotle made on the basis of the kinds
of hearers: e.g. Anon. In Aphth. Prog. II p.630.20ff Walz; the
observations by Sopatros In stas. IV pp.51.26-52.25 Walz; the
“excerpta” from Par.gr. 3032 at PS p.235.3ff; and cf. VIL.2
p.1269.14ff Walz, from the commentary on Peri methodou
deinotétos attributed to Gregory of Corinth (XII cent.); but Italos
seems here to follow a “neoplatonic” notion of “intrinsic”
differentia. For this whole section, compare Psellos” cOvoyig tfig
pnrtopikiic (Poemata pp.103-122 Westerink) vv. 4-12.

§3 (34.16-35.6 C. = 35.28-36.6 K.)

1 p&v odv éott pnTopikn kol ti drapépel drokextiiiic, eipnobom éni
1060010V, dkdAovBov 8’ Gv ein Aéyely, nidg uev év tolg moAlTiKolg
£xel TV 1oXVV Kol Tola TODTO, Kol €V Tivl TO YoAemov £xetl kol
tivog mEPULKEV T PNTOPLKN Opyavov Kol pexpt tivog o®letl v
otkelo dOVOULY KOl TIver TpO Tor0TNG €10€val OQetlopey Kol Tig T
t6Eig, Nv év 1alg Aoyikolg €xel EmoTNUaLg, Kol €nl Tootl Tt 10
KGAMOTOV THG TMPOKEIUEVNG OLVAUE®MS, B¢ OV €K TOVTOV
BewpnBein tfic mapodong npoayuoteiog 6 ckomdg Kol TPOG TO
Ao 680V €€ouev Kol Undev Ayvonomopev TV €vOeXOUEV®Y
npOc TV Topodoayv yivwcokesBot uéBodov.

This section lays out the order of discussion down to §11. The
eight questions to be addressed (nd ..., mola ..., &v Tivt ..., Tivog
ceey MEXPLTIVOG ..., TIVOL TPO TOOTNG £10EVaL ..., TigT TAELG ..., éniTl
...) are clearly influenced by the approach used in the
“accessus” sections of the old prolegomena as well as by e.g.
Doxapatres; but Italos’ questions are not the same. Doxapatres
(PS pp.127.24-128.3) lists the traditional headings in his
Commentary on Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata: 6 cxomndg, T0
xpnowov, to yvhowov, N 16l thg avayvmoeng, N oltio ThH
Enrypophc, N elg T uépn daipeoic, 0 ddackoAkog tpomog, and
S 1l mpotetipnton 1OV GAlwv ktAh. Compare also PS ##8, 11,
20, 32, and 33, where the same questions are treated. It should
of course be remembered that these accessus questions were gen-
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erated primarily to assist the student in understanding the work
at hand, 10 napov BiPAiov, not the nature of the art of rhetoric
itself.”

§4 (35.7-15 C. = 36.7-14 K.)

TOMTIKG pEv oDv ékelva pntéov. dco mepl Gpetig xet THY
¢€étacty o0 mdong, GAAL Thic moArtikfig, kB’ fiv kol moAi-
tevesBon elmBopey, §rol tpog dAAAAoVE cuvavootpépesBort kol
oplewv €koota TOV €V T VOU® SloTeTtayuévev, O £V HAAoTOL,
10 Te KOAOV Kol T0 dikoov kKol 060 €V TOVTOIG DIOPYEL TOPO.-
Ao, * OV 81 v axpiPi katavomowv Exev €pyov pev ov
pNToplkiic TANV TOV @V AmoppNTIKDG £YOUEV KOl GV EKO-
tépwbev Tovg Adyoug ioxvpolg eival gapey kol Tlavoie, The 8¢
TV dviov Emiotnung kol mepl to avBpomiva kotoytvoudvng
TPOAYLOTOL.

*C. and K. place a full stop here and give as a source Rhet. 1.4, 1359b6, which
appears to be a phantom reference.

Italos reminds his reader that rhetoric deals with what is
noble and just and accords with the law, explaining what he
means by noAitikd. Such explanations are standard in the com-
mentary tradition: see e.g. the anonymous prolegomenon (from
Par.gr. 3032) at PS pp.39.16-40.10; Athanasios at pp.181.24—
182.9; and Markellinos at p.273.24ff. On Adyovg ioyvpovg see
e.g. Alexander In Top. pp.458.31-459.3, ad 145b11.

§5 (35.16-23 C. = 36.15-21 K.)

énel 88 Siydg Vv &pethv &yyivesBal gactv | yop mpootpéoet
negOKapey &etv adTV i) 1pdmov Etepov, tovtéott Plo, Gv Odte-
pov dyapt kol mpog kakioy dmokAivov, ovk dpyov Edokev eivon
008’ amd Aoyloudv Ady® v toledtny didbectv talg deyouévorg
Yuyoig EUTolely Kol dryelv mpog 10 kKoAdv. &v 0N TovTolg Kol Thy

90n the traditional questions addressed in accessus literature see E. Quain,
“The Medieval Accessus ad auctores,” Traditio 3 (1945) 215-264, esp. 259;
and for a fuller account, J. Mansfeld, Prolegomena: Questions to be Settled
Before the Study of an Author, or a Text (Leiden/New York 1994).
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ioybv I pnropikn kékTnTon, katnyopodoa wév Gv del kotnyo-
pelv, cvuPovAevouévn 8¢ o elkdto (Kol) €k TOV O0KOVVI®MV
£KOGTOLG TOVG AOYOVE TOLOVUEVT (G E1PNTOL.

Rhetoric works its effects not through coercion, but reasoning; and so
it is able to establish the noble, 10 xoAdv, in the souls of the listeners
or lead them to it. Rhetoric’s power enables one to accuse those who
ought to be accused and to deliberate on the basis of what seems to be
the case, 10 eixdro.

This “psychagogic” function of rhetoric is, of course, not
Aristotelian. See, however, Sardianus at PS p.214.13-14. On
virtue, compare the discussions at CAG XX pp.235.6ff and
237.5ff, ad Eth.Nic. 5.10. This would be at odds in any event
with Aristotle as understood by [Heliodorus] ad Eth.Nic. 2.4
(CAG XIX.2 p.32.3-11). Closer to Italos here is the opusculum
by Psellos, “On the Voluntary and Involuntary.”*

§6 (35.24-36.5 C. = 36.22-6 K.)

T0 0& UEYIOTOV KOl WAVIOV YOAETOTATOV GAA®V TO mepl
npakténv OtaAofelv, pEYIOTOV UEV OC GPOVAGEMG E£PYoV Kol
AOYOV €vépyela, YOAEROV OE (¢ TEPL LEALOVIMV UOVTELOUEVOV,
0 0V PAdlov 0TIV elnelv un TEMOOEVOUEVOV TOV AoYLopdv. el O
T1¢ GmopNoete T¢ Te Sikog OHOD Kol TOVG Emoivovg €ivot
Aoyiopod ¢@dokxwv, obk dromog £otor Buuov 1@ Adyw xoi
émiBupiav mpocdmtov.

Explanations of why ¢pévnoig and dealing with future events
are so difficult can be seen in e.g. [Heliodoros] on Eth.Nic. 6.6
(pp-119-120) and 6.9 (pp.123-124); but the idea goes back at
least to Isocrates, e.g. Against the Sophists 2.

§7 (36.6-37.5 C. = 36.23-37.6 K.)

énel 8¢ elpnTo mEPl TOVTOV 1KOVAG, AEKTEOV GV €11 UETO TODTOL
tivog méukev T mopodoa Spyovov, kobdnep elpntar mpdtepov,
Kol g xpnotéov T neBode kol el mavto 10 Thg VroBiceng

10Ed. D. O’'Meara, Michaelis Pselli Philosophica minora 1I (Leipzig 1989)
108-109 #31.



THOMAS M. CONLEY 421

TEPIANTTED TOOTN KoL TToler TPOYUOTIKG | molfntike 1OV Lepdv
Kol Tivoe ToUTOV dvoykolo Kol Tiver evOeyOUevo. TEQLKE TOIVLY
i uebdéde ypficBot koAdg O maviev @V KeAdv €v EmioTN.
YEVOUEVOG KO TL eV TO OlKoV e8¢ Kol TG TV AAA®Y OPeETdY
uecodTNTOg, TL 08 TO UeEYOAOWYLYOV OMoV Kol xodvov, Tl TO
£K0VG10V Kol Tl TO GKOVG10V Kol 00K £KOVGLOV, Tl TE TPOULPESTS
Srapépel PovAfoemg kol dueon Todto émbuuiog o6pod kol d6EnC.
yeholov yop ta THe TEXVNG E€xev Opyovo um Th TEXV. XPOUEVOV
uUNdE TL TAV €Kelvng EMIGTAUEVOV KAADVY. TL Yop O@eAog dvdpog
wh0’ toavt® unB’ etépoig vrmobécBor duvapévov, tig pev dprotdc
£oTt Plog kol Tt Sropépel  evdatpoviag Gpetn kKol TOTEPOV
BovAnta Guem T kol TPoolpeTd TaDTO; £olKe OE 1) PNTOPILKT EK
e th¢ Srodextixiic xal thic mepl ta 110n cvyxeicBon moAitixiig.*
810 kaddc NxOot dvaykoiov Toig e Adyolg Opod kol toig §0eot
TOV TPl TOVTOV OLaAnyouevov: 0g yop Etvyxe duvotog Gvmp
neifewy, g EVpnidng onotv, 8viog kokog yivetar moAitng vodv
oVK ExmV. TOMTIKY LEV 0DV Kol PNTopLkiic xmpic, bg dédetktar,
avoykoilov, PNTOPLKN 08 ywplg €xelvng Gypnotov OHod Kol
avovnov.

*C. cites as Italos’ source Rhet. 1.2 (1356a25-26) and 1.4 (1359b8-9).

Italos now turns to the foundations of the dpyovov being discussed,
how it should be used, and what pragmatic and emotional factors it
should take into consideration. It is from this method that our
understanding of the noble and just grows, and of the means between
extremes that are all the other virtues, of the nature of high-
mindedness and foolishness alike, of the voluntary and the
involuntary, of choice and purpose, desire and sentiment, and the
like. Rhetoric, after all, is comprised of elements of dialectic and
politics; and if detached from the ethical, it is of no use.

It is not immediately clear what Italos means by bnéfeoic
(line 3). He does not seem to be using it in the technical sense in
either rhetoric (see e.g. the anonymous prolegomenon to Her-
mogenes Peri staseds, PS p.254.20ff; Doxapatres on Aphthonios,
PS p.130.16ff) or dialectic (Alexander In Top. p.82.15ff); but in
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the broader sense of “argument,” as in the pseudo-Dionysian
Téyxvn, e.g. 10.12 (p.367.18-19, 25), 10.19 (p.374.2). By vrno-
0é60a1, by contrast, he refers to a rhetorical exercise, as
[Dionysius] does similarly.

Concerns with the overlaps between rhetoric and ethics and
dialectic are hardly peculiar to Aristotle. In any event, many
comparable observations can be found in the commentary
traditions on both Topics and Eth.Nic.: cf. e.g. Alexander In Top.
pp-4.14ff, 183.5ff, 484.4ff (with regard to virtue as pecotng),
also 6.20ff and 95.21ff The differences between peyaAdyvyog
and yodvog, tpoaipesig and BovAnoig, and the rest are drawn
in the Nicomachean Ethics and commented on by Aspasius: e.g.
CAG XIX.1 pp.58.4ff (ad 1109b30ff), 66.35ff (ad 1111b6-7),
108.2-14 (ad 1123a34). But closer to Italos may be the
opusculum by Psellos referred to above (§5), in which Psellos
draws extensively from Nemesios’ De natura hominis.

Cérétéli erroneously gives Orestes 897 as the source of Italos’
“quotation” from Euripides (xokog ... o0k €gwv ), which is in
fact from Bacchae 271. The existence of copies of that play in
circulation in the eleventh century is uncertain (there is no com-
mentary tradition); hence it is more likely that Italos quotes it
from some source such as Stobaeus Anth. 4.4.2 (Il p.185 Hense).

§8 (37.6-38.7 C. = 37.7-27 K.)

OtL pgv odv év tovTolg Exel TV loyLV kol 8Tt Spyovov ToD
TOAMTIKOD OLAOGOQOV, €K TMV EIPNUEVDV QaVEPOV. UEXPL OE TIVOG
o®lel Vv oilkelov ddvaptv, viv av €in Aektéov Kol mpdTEPOV
nepl TpoPANUETOV aDT@V. 00 YOp WOV T PNTOPLKOV £6TOL T
dradextikov mpdPAnuo, kaBdmep 008& cogloTikOv T £mi-
GTNUOVIKOV, GAAL TO PEV Gue® €xel 10 Te QAavol OOV Kol
amogdvol, to 8¢ 10 T Avtipdoeme Bdtepov udplov. oo pev
0OV TOLDTE £0TL, 0 PNTOPIKA TADTO VOULGTEOV, AN  ETépag
EMIGTAUNG kKol TOV elpnuéveov vrepkeluévng, oco O& un,
PNTOPIKAC T StadekTikfg. &V TOVTOIG GpoL TV OTKELOWY SVVOULY (O
kotépmbev duvapévn €myxelpelv, dg eipntot, o0d’ dv 00dE uéypt
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TOVTOG TEIGELEY 0VO €K TAVTOG 1o VGEL TPOTOL €1¢ TEAOG Cryoryelv
10 PovAnBév, GAL’ eav undev tdv Evdexopévev mopaliny,
Kov®G OV Exelv ENOOUEV THG OlKelog GPETHC. PO O TaLTNG
Kol O TEPL AMOPAVoemc AOY0g Kol GYNUATOV Kol 0o €V Tolg
AVOAVTIKOLG TEPL TOVTMV EIPNTOL AVIN GVOYKOLOTOTO. O10 UETOL
TOG ELPNUEVOC TPOYUOTELOG T PNTOPLKT TETOKTUL O EKEIVOV
TPOG PNTOPELOLY XPNOILOV VRaPYOVOOV: Kal yop oVALOYIoU®
xpfiton ¢ évBvuiuatt kol énayoyfi 1@ rapadeiyuott,* 6 ovK
£€e0Tl PNTOPEVELY AYVOODVTA. TPLXDG TOILVLY OVTOG TOV TV
dmodeiewv yévoug xail tod uév nlixod, t0d 8¢ mabnrixod, 10D
0¢ AoyikoD, €k PEV TV AVOALTIKOV TO AOYLKOV €XOUEV, €K O TV
NOkdv 10 Aowd. mepil yop mpderg kol mdBn i ROkN, kol einep
GAlo Tt dvoykoio T® phAtopl. kol yop Bvuodv Eyelpor kol
kotomadoatl opyMv kol tdAlo doo T00T01C maparAfoio wdOn
adovartov av 86Eete Toig um v ROV petiodoy.

*Cereteli sees here a reference to Rhet. 1.2 (1356a2-3).

On rhetoric dealing with “particulars,” cf. e.g. the Anonymous
at VI pp.16-17 Walz (found in Par.gr. 3032, among other mss.);
and on the use of enthymemes, etc—which is in the Rhetoric, to
be sure—see e.g. Alexander In Top. pp.62.6-63.19 and 86.4ff,
Italos” most likely source. The point is, however, commonplace.
See e.¢. PS p.240.22ff. The division tpiy®d¢ into RBixdg,
nofntixde, and Aoywkdg appears at e.g. In Top. p.190.9ff and at
the beginning of Minoukianos Ilept émiyeipeipdtov  IX
pp.601.10-602.13 Walz. See also Syrianos I 57pp..19-58.4
Rabe (and compare Planudes at V pp.506.13-507.3 Walz).

§9 (38.8-39.12 C. = 37.28-38.16 K.)

e1dn 8¢ pnropixiig ol uev BewpnTikdy Kol TPoKTIKOV FPacay, ol
8¢ mpootiBéact kol tpitov 10 €€etaioTiKOY, MOC TO HEv BAAo év
101¢ Sikalopévolc, 1o 8¢ v 10i¢ dikdlovoty dvdykn eivat. 10 kol
avtikelnéveg £xetv dokel £EeToOTIKOV OUOD Kol TPOOoiiov Kol
OAAMA@V QVaLpeTIKG. O¢ Yop £ninmov OlUcTPEPELY OOKETL TOV
koot €€etactikOy un Gvia kol thg eipnuévng Srobécemc
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dALOTpLov, KkdvtedBev Gv ein 8filov dg ovk del mopainntéov
T® PpAtopt 008’ émhéyev del dvaykoiov: xal yop maBovg €otl
KIVNTIKOV Kol GVAUVNGOLS €xov Kol Ty 600TaclY ¢’ dv T
npooipte. 810 mobnticd ugv duem kol od uépn GrAdg, GAAG
neprttdév 1L dokel kol xoxoVpyov mpootutalecBai te xol
gmAEyeLV. xpnolpa O& TadTo 0VK €v "Apelondy® ovd’ Omov
dicootal Pocirelc | dpyrepeic 1 kol tiveg GALol thg dAnBeiog
dvtimolodpevot, o008’ év oig &vavidog 6 Adyos* Sia opikpdTTOL
XPNOUOV TO EmAEyelY. AMyNolg 08 avoykolo Kol TIoTIG: O Yop
av 11g arodeiat melpdro, ToVTo Kol dinynooito (Ov) TpdTEPOV,
el undév 11 1dv dvornictov drnavign. d10 kol dvaykacOicetot
t0lg pépect ypnoocbaot dvdnaiv (xai yop mbBovadtepov) kol
TNV SIYNOLV TIGTOTEPOV AREPYAOETOL. £vioTe € dNyMO1g OUOD
Kol TloTIg cLUPAoeTal Kot HEPOG: TOTG YOp KOLPOTG CUUUETOL
BaAresOon eimbociy ol dyovilduevor xai mpdg Tovg AvTidikovg
viotacBot mopaddEme ov mpog tdAn0éc, dAAL mpOg TO dokoDv
£K00T0¢ AmOPAETOV KOl MG GV TOV BIKOGTNV €K TOVTOC MEICELE
tponov. 810 kol MAatov £oike dtafdAley 00 Pntopikny, GAAN
kokonBetay, 60ev o1 uev dia thodtov, ol 8¢ d1” dAaldverav,™ ot
8¢ 81" dAlag ovx émouvetdg drobécelg pnropiknyv petiévar do-
KOVOLl. HopTLpel 08 kol 1O &v tolg mOAesty LRO TOV T GAot
PNTOPOV YEYEVNUEVOV. GALG TOVT@V PéV GALG, KOl THS TopovoNG
TPOYLOTELOG OVK QAAOTPLOV.

*C. K. (followed by Kassel) see here a reference to Rhet. 3.13 (1414b4-6).
** Kassel sees here a reference to Rhet. 1.2 (1356a29-30).

To the species (£18n) Beopnticdv/mpaxtikdév should be added a third,
¢getacticdv. It is not always necessary to include both a prooimion
and an epilogue, which works on the emotions and is redundant when
it simply repeats what was said in the opening. Such prooimia are
not useful before the Areopagus, however, nor when the judges are
rulers (BaciAelc) or church authorities (dpytepeic). The narration
(d1hynoic) and argument (niotig), by contrast, are always required;
although sometimes the narration itself amounts to an argument.

It may seem tempting here to see Italos follow “Aristotle” in
the Ad Alexandrum by bringing in exetastikos, but the term is
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found all over in Alexander’s commentary on the Topics (e.g. at
pp-28.17, 69.24, 147.18, 157.14, etc.); and see for instance
Doxapatres’ lectures on Aphthonios at II p.118.6ff Walz. The
same lore (understanding political and dicanic rhetoric as
“practical” and panegyric as “theoretic,” i.e., regarded as a
spectacle) can be found in Syrianos as well, e.g. at II p.11.21ff
Rabe, IV p.60.9-14 Walz. It is not necessary to cite Eth.Nic.
1414b4-6 as Italos” source. These matters are standard in the
treatments of 1o €pyo tiig pnrtopikiig, as e.g. Doxapatres In
Aphthonii progymnasmata, PS pp.125.21-126.21.

Italos seems to follow Aristotle Eth.Nic. 1.1 (1354a21ff) on
the practices permitted before the Areopagus, and 3.14 and 19
in pointing out that prooimia and epilogoi are not always
necessary. On the Areopagus lore, however, see the anonymous
prolegomenon to Hermogenes’ Inv., at VIL.1 pp.64.8-65.6 Walz,
from the tenth—century Par.gr. 2977. Aristotle, moreover, cer-
tainly did not believe that a narration was virtually a pistis in
itself (cf., to the contrary, Rhet. 3.13 [1414a30ff]). Italos is
perhaps making an inference from the traditional lore that holds
miavdtng to be one of the virtues of a good narration: see e.qg.
Doxapatres on Aphthonios, II pp.234.1-240.5 Walz, where
Doxapatres also reports the opinions of John Geometres. Nor of
course did Aristotle have anything to say about Booci)eic or
apylepeic; but we do find the same idea—indeed, almost the
same wording—as that here in Italos in the prolegomena to
Planudes’ commentary on Hermogenes Inv. (at V p.365.25ff
Walz), most of which was compiled from much earlier scholia,
mainly, it seems, Par.gr. 2977.

§10 (39.13-18 C. = 38.16-20 K.)

1 8¢ 10 ThHg PnTopikiic KEAAMGTOV, dvoryKolov elmely HeTh TONTC,
TV YOp GpxoloTépmv ol pev cvvBixny dvoudtov ghdncav, ol
8¢ 10 mBavdv, ot 3¢ xal Erepdv 11 doxodv adtolc. paiveron O
00dev TdV elpnuUévov TOOVTOV: TNV Yop VROKPLOLY Ol
xoptéctepot kol ol moAAol Aéyovotv: fboc yop vrepgaivovsa
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1@V npoconmv édyel dg énimov 1OV dxpootnyv.

Some of the older authorities say the best (kdAAiotov) part of
the art resides in composition (cvvOnkn), others in persuasive-
ness (m1B@avov), and so on. But it appears to be none of the
aforementioned. Those with better judgment (ot yopiéotepor)—
who are indeed many—say it is delivery (bnoxpioig), for that is
what enchants (0éAyel) the average hearer (og énimov 1OV
AKpoOOTNYV).

For this peculiar power of delivery, see the similar obser-
vation by Athanasios, PS p.177.5ff (citing Theophrastus: fr.712
Fortenbaugh /Huby /Sharples). One of the “older [i.e. more tra-
ditional] authorities” Italos refers to may be his teacher, Psellos;
cf. V p.598.4-7 Walz, from Psellos” Peri synthekés. Psellos says
elsewhere, however, just what Italos does: see the Peri rhetorikés
attributed to him."" Aristotle, of course, recognizes the power of
urokpiolg, but rejects it as belonging more properly to “the
actor’s art” (Rhet. 3.1 [1403b35-1404a8]).

§11 (39.19-40.14 C. = 38.21-25 K.)

GAL" €redn kol fiBovg éuvnobnuev, épe mepl adTOV einwueyv,
oo 10lg mopodol AOyolg mpoohkel, d1eldvTeg el TOALTIKOV TE
Kol pnToptkdv, GV 1O uev erhocoeiag eivor dokel, 10 8¢ Thg
TOPOVOTG TPOYUOTELNG. TO YOop Oviwg {ntelv xoddv 1e kol
dikonov Gg mpaynoteiog £tépog ndAot npog ‘Epuoyévoug opBag
elpnTo, &v 88 101 TaPOoVGL TEPL ODTAV dlopicot YOAETOV.
“Eneton 8¢ td H0et yvoun kol A&€ig xai téxvn. kol dn kol
Srapetéov 10 MBog kol Gp1Bud Sroprotéov mpdrepov. Srapeiton
toivov kotor £0vn kol yévn kol MAikiog kol mpooipécelg kol
TOxag #11 1 kol émtndedpoto. puelcBon yop €v toig Adyorg v
100 A€yovtog mpoonkel eovnv £1d0ta akpiog, totepov “EAAnV
Al B&pPBopog 6 to10d10¢, "ABnvaiog §j Tnaptidng. aivetotl 88 un
T01¢ adTOlg elvor To odTO, GAAY TOIC pEV dyplov eivor kol

UIn M. Papillon and L. Brisson, Longin Fragmenta. Rufus Ars rhétorique
(Paris 2001) 211.73-76. Psellos’s source was identified as Longinus by P.
Gautier, “Michel Psellos et la Rhétorique de Longin,” Prometheus 3 (1977)
193-203.
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povikov 10 NBoc xal mpdg duvvacBor £totpdtotov, Tolg 8¢ ToAL
Sropépey vobpelg e kol cvvtoplg kol dypig kol detkiq, kobo
M Kol TxvBan Sropépovot Kedtdv xai ®phyec Musdv xai GAlot
b ’ \ /4 e’ ~ ’ \ b 4
aAlov, copla te kol cuvésel, wonep XaAdalol te kol AlybdnTiot
Kol €1 Tiveg GAAOL TOVTOLE TOLPOTANGLOL.

Discussion of the speaker’s yvoun, AéEig, and téxvn comes after some
observations on 76oc. N0og may be divided along the lines of race
(£0vog), lineage (yévog), age (hAikiag), moral choices (npootpéoerg),
fortunes (t0xoc), and accomplishments (énitndevpata). One’s diction
is a sure sign of what sort of person one is (e.g. cruel [dypiog] or craven
[6e1Ldc]) or of one’s native culture.

Italos wants to distinguish betweeen rhetorical/ political con-
siderations about éthos and philosophical analyses of it, recall-
ing no doubt the distinction drawn by [Dionysius] at Techné
p-375.91f or the observations Hermogenes makes at Staseis 1.1
(pp.28.3-29.6 Rabe) (or the remarks by the commentator ad loc.
ate.g. VII pp.114.3-115.24 Walz and the scholia printed by
Walz at p.114).

On yvaun, AéEig, and téxvn and the components of 76og here,
the most striking parallel is again [Dionysios] Techné 11,
p-375.4-5, and the discussions at 377.5ff: the dwipecic—
£0voc, yévog, NAucia, mpoaipeselg, oy, mtndeduoto—is the
same as that at 377.15-16.

The cruelty of the Skythians and Kelts, the cowardice of the
Phrygians and Mysians, and the wisdom of the Chaldaeans and
Egyptians were commonplace even in antiquity. For a general
survey see A. Dihle, Die Griechen und die Fremden (Munich
1994).

In the sections that follow, gnomé is taken up in §13, techné in
§14, lexis in §15, a distribution also based on [Dionysius] at
Techné 11.7-9 (pp.381.11-386.11).

§12 (40.15-41.19 C. = 39.1-21 K.)
émel obv eipntont mepl ToOTOV 1KaVDG, AekTéov Qv €l mEpl TOV
e€fic kol mTp@TOV TEPL YEVOLG, €1 TaTAP €0TILV O AEYOV Kol ToThp
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BapBapog N véog v NAtkiov. del YOp TO TOLODTE GUUTAEKELY
GAAALOLC TAG TE TPOULPEGELS OUOD KOl TOG TVUYOG, Eviote 88 Kol
10 Aowmd dxoroVBwe tolg eipnuévolg otpatnydv §| pnTdpov 1
KOAGK®OV | @LAapyOpov 1j GAA®G yewpydv N Alyveov: £k N
T00TOV 0V pOvov LROKPLoY, GAAL Kol mpdTooly Opod Kol
TLOTIV GYOINUEV GV TKOVOG. KoL YOp €K THG TOV TPOTOV d10popaG
Sdotpifai yivovtor kol dlonton kdk tovtev HOn, kol todtolg
oAy vaddymg ot TpdEelg, G’ Gv ol Adyor kol mepl O.¢ 1 kpioic.
del 8¢ un AowvBavewy dg od pdvov 10d Aéyovtog LrokpivesHou
dvoaykalov TOV TpodTOV, GAAL Tpog Gv O Adyog kol mepl dv. g
YOp TO TPATTELY 0V HOVOV O el KoAOV Kol ¢ Oel, GAAG Kol 0Te
Kol 0oov kol TpOg oVg Tpoofikov £6TL kal &V olg, oVTm Kol TO
AEYELY (PNOIUOTATOV, €L TNV GPETNV DREUPOIVEL TOD AEYOVTOG KOl
myv Lonv averiAnntov kol TV mwpooaipecwy dveondintov.
xpNoov 8¢ 10010 00 pRtopot povov, aAAe kol Boacidedotl kol
vopoBétalg kol oyedov dnoct tolg péAdovowy dpbdc év taig
nohect drotpiferv. 0O yop Mdoviig x&pv 10 Aéyelv ovOE TOV
¢€onatav 10 mpocdlodeyduevov §| kotenoipesBol 1@V dyvdtov
(todto yop evnbeg), dAL: t0D v A&pethv katopBodv kai
auvdvesBor mepl mdrpng, dg enow “Ounpoc [I1. 13.243]. Sl 8¢
koBdmep untpl kol motpidr Ponbeilv dpenv kobdnep tpogeia
To0T. mopexduevov. poptupel 8¢ td Adyo AnuocBévng vmep
‘EAMvov kivduvedoog, el kol IMepdixioc "ABAvnot picBov vrep
10D AEyElV AnNTEL.

Lineage, age, and the rest determine one’s style and delivery, hence
one’s believability, if they are all consistent with one another. One
must keep in mind the mode of delivery of the speaker, to whom, and
about what he is speaking. The appearance of good moral character
depends on these. This is important not only for public speakers, but
also for kings and lawmakers; for they speak not just for the sake of

pleasure or of fooling the hearer, but also to set them on the road to
virtue.

Cérétéli notes the parallels in this section with Hermogenes
Stas. 3 (29.4-5 Rabe) and Id. 2.3 (304.5ff Walz = 321.5ff Rabe);
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and there are also similar discussions in Doxapatres on Aph-
thonios (II p.500.3ff) Walz and in [Dionysius] Techné 6 (p.
380.5ff). For the list of “characters,” compare Theon Progymn. I
p.116.1ff Walz. Once again, we seem to be dealing with mater-
ial shared by many writers on rhetoric.

At the end, both C. and K. print ITpodikog, giving in the
apparatus npdikog as the Ms. reading. This cannot be right. The
reference here may be to the example of Perdikkas in Dem.
13.24 (taken out of context).

§13 (41.20-42.18 C. = 39.22-40.7 K.)

nepl pev ovv HOovg kol wde Srapetéov, eipncbw T ToladTOL
éneton 8¢ dxodoVBwg Kol mepl yvoung einelv xail mpdrepov Ti
£€oTv. 'AploTotéAng Tolvuv Ty 1o €mieltkodg €pnoev axpiPi
Kpilowy, 10 8¢ émelki EAoTTOTIKOV elvol T@V dikoimv. el odv
akpiPelc 6 T émelkng opod kol N xkpiolg, akpiPeiog av €N Kol 1
YVOUN. TOVTO & T0 UNT’ EAMTEG UATE TEPLTTOV UNTE TL EVAVTIOV &V
£00Td £Yov- 10 pev yop dobeveiog Lrdderyua, 10 8¢ tepbpeioag,
10 8¢ anibBovov Opod ki axdlnlov kai oV piKpOV Emi@épov
éviote 1o1g Aéyovot kivouvov. del 8¢ peTpely T01g T€ KO polg OHoD
KOl TOTg TPAYUaoLY, €Tl 08 TOIg TOV JIKOGTOV T EKKANGLUCTMY
d100écect 10 pnropevey OpoV kol Aéyev. 10010 dE YOoAemOV
Sropioot 1@ Adyw (&v yop tolg ko’ Exocto T TolodTOL SO
gumelpiog delton kol xpdvov kol aicOfceng), bnd ¢ 10D Adyov
BonBeicBon mdvv dvaykoidtotov: pétpov yop 100 Aéyelv
dprotov 10 exatépmBev pedyey to¢ eipnuévog koxiog kol undév
11 10V E€ayoviov évBvuelcBat. dAL’ €4v 11 to0dTov cvuPain, €&
AVAYKNG Ol KOTaPEVYELY €L TO TPAYUOTO | €L TOVG dIKOGTOG T
€Ml TOVG GVTIOIKOVG ODTOVG KOl TPOQPOIGLY EYelV eVAOYOV, O
ékeivoug Gvrog aitiovg 100 oVtw SroAéyesBon.

As for yvoun, we may ask what it is: it is the good judgement (céuxpi3n
kpioig) of a reasonable man (érnieikng) that neither falls short of or
exceeds what is appropriate. Compare [Dionysius] at Techné
pp-382.15-17, 384.17-21. The main consideration here is the ability
to size up the situation and stick to the point.
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The definition of gnomé comes from Eth.Nic. 6.11 (1143a20-
21). The discussion here should be read against the background,
perhaps, of the materials collated by Eustratios on Eth.Nic. 6.11
(CAG XX pp.371.15ff, 373.21-22); and on epieikeia, see Alexan-
der In Top. p.225.8ff. The “mean” appealed to here is cast in
commonplace terms, but compare [Dionysius] 382.15. There is
an echo of Italos’ analysis also at In Top. pp.183.5ff (citing
Eth.Nic. 2.8 [1108b5ff]) and 432.2ff.

§14 (42.18-43.4 C. = 40.8-16 K.)

UETO 0N TODTO TPENTEOV TOV AOYOV €L TNV TEXVNV KO OEIKTEOV,
®¢ £1M TP TNV YVOUNY, EXeldn ToOTOV £00EE TIGL: TO YOp UETPOV
xexktiioBon kol doedrelay év 1@ Aéyey téyxvng Gv ein kol téxvng
aploTng. d1oeépetl 8g 0O UIKPOV TM THV UEV YVOUNV KPIVELV 100G
Kol EMUTATTEY TO elpnUéva, TV O TéxvnV motelv. tdyo (&) av
T1¢ 0pBdc Kpivewy épel Ty yvouny, el kotd Téxvnv kpivewv. og
Yop TO Kpivewy oD motelv £Tepov, 0VT® KOl YVOUN TEXVNG. GAAXL
npootutdoocBar pev opBadg kol dimynoacBor dxpifdg ol
éniyeipfioot mboavde téyvng av #n anide, 10 88 ufte mepLTTd
unte AR e0éyEacBon yvaoung.

It is important to keep in mind the difference between gnomé and
techné. The former provides the basis for judgment (xpivewv) and the

latter for production (rotelv). The soundness of a speaker’s yvaun lies
mainly in his respect for the mean: ufte teprrta pite EAARR.

At p.382.15ff of the Techné, [Dionysius] lays down the same
criteria, adding un évavtio. Mastery of the techné, Italos says
here, enables one to begin rightly (6p8ag), lay out the narrative
precisely, and argue (ényeipfican) persuasively.

§15 (43.5-15 C. = 40.17-25 K.)

myv 8¢ Aé€v Sievkpivntéov 1Y THV PEV TOMTIKNY eivol 1§
TPOYIKNV, TNV O& SKOVIKNY T 16TOPLKNV, KOl €1 ZEVOQOVTOG T
Ocondumov 1| "ApiototéAovg 1| "ApxlAdxov. TPOG YOp TOVG ToL-
AOOVG GQO.C EOVTOVG GVOTEUTOVTEG KOl TOVTOVG OGOV dVVOTOV
éxpipovpevor Boppelv Exouev mepryevésBor 100 mpdynotog kol
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Inlotol maot kabBeotnkévar. év yap éxeivolg ov 1 Aéer
dovAevel & vonuota, GAAL to &v T @wvii T®V &v TH wuxi
noOnudtov kobéotnke cduPolro. 10 & dvdmaty e¥nbeg OpoD
Kol drexvov mpog 1® dovlompendc v kai Gvdpdv dryopoiwmy -
dovAompeneg yop 10 (TOV) KPELTTOV DIOTATIEV TM YELPOVL KOL
0B¢yyecsBon um voodvta kol um aideicOor doynuovodvra.

Varieties of Aé€1g may be distinguished by genre (poetic or tragic and
dicanic or historical), or by reference to individual authors (Xeno-
phon or Theopompus, Aristotle or Archilochus). The ancients did not
let their choice of words determine their thoughts (vonuarta), but
what is set out orally (év tfj ¢ovfij) are symbola of what they felt in
their souls. One must be careful not to seem lowly.

I know of no comparable analysis of Aé€ig except for that in
[Dionysius] Techné p.386.12ff, where we get Swavikov,
16top1kov, dradektikov (1), and xouikov. Italos’ remark about ot
noAatol as models for imitation is reminiscent of observations
made by [Dionysius] at pp.373-374; and see also the scholia
minora from Marc.gr. 433 (XI cent.) printed by Walz at VII
p-868 n.28.

§16 (43.16-44.21 C. = 40.26-41.8 K.)

oDt pEv yop ovte* drwpicbm, Aeyécbw 8¢ petd Todta mepl
npoPANudtov Kol TOoo YEVN oDTAV Kol Tivo TodTo Kol Tolo
LEV TOVTOV PNTOPLKE, TOlo. 08 GOELoTIKA 1) OLOAEKTIKA. £6TL
totvov mpdPAinue {Rtmotg €€ évoEmv mpog mpav 1 Bewplov
cvvrelvovoa. mepl Nig avTipatikdg So&dlovotv ot dymvilouevor.
810 kol 6TAC1C ToPQ TO1G MOANLOTG KEKANTOL. TO Yop “AvTi-
POTIKAG” ToTOV Qv £ Td “oToc1oeTIKdG,” KavtedBev dHlov,
®¢ 00 mov TPOPAnUE oTAolg, GAAT OGO KOTO PNTOPLKNV
Toyydver péBodov | drohextikhy AuPoTépov AVTIoTPOGOV LTOP-
XOVo®V - TO Yop apluntice B yeouetpieo {ntAunoto Tuyydvel
00 6Tao1C.** émel 8¢ mowv mpoPAnua Adyog £€6Tiv AmOQOVTIKOG,
nav OF TOLOVTOV VTOKEIUEVOV EYEL KO KOTNYOPOUUEVOV, OVEYKT
TO KOTNnyopovuevoy N &¢ £lddv f| ¢ 0pov 1| @¢ 101ov 1 (OQ)
ovuPePnrog katnyopeloBot, kol 10 uev pnrtopike €k cuvuPe-
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Bnxotwv €xer v dpynv, T0 0& GoPloTIKG T OlaAekTike €&
andvtmv: mepl yop mdvtog 1o mpotebéviog eici mpoPfAfuato.
Sopépet 8¢ ) cogrotikn ThHe uev pnropikiic 16 kaBdAov eivau, Thg
8¢ SrodexTikfc T elvol pnToplkH- PNTOPLKY Yop £6TL GLho-
coeovon. 10N 8¢ mpoPAnudtwv Og HEV AmO Yévoug, £lpnTon
npodtepov, w¢ O¢ yoapoxthipec £§ 10edv ovykelpevolr €v Tolg
EMOUEVOLG, (g OE Told dvta év T mapdvTL pnBfoetat. €0t 8¢ T
Tola¥Tor f| movnyvplkny £€xovio moldTNnTe. 1 Otkaviknv, 7
roOntuchv i MOy § wiktAv. Soa puev odv péyeBog Exer kol
Aaurnpdmta kol kotopBopdtov denymoi, TadTo. TUVNYLPKO.
av €m 1® oyxnuott. ooo 0 mepl WIAfg Oikng €xel TV Gu-
proPimoty, dikavikd. e 8¢ ndbovg elci kivntikd § 10dY Eupoacty
éyovta, 0 toadTor moOnTike | MOka kokelton, to & EE
ONAVTOV €(OVTIO TNV 16DV, WIKTH. EKOAGTOV 08 TOLOVTOV TPOCH-
mov &xov &v £ontd kol mpdynato Ev8oEa Ev8o&ov eivar Aéyeton
KOTO T0 TpOcmnov, €1 & aueo £vdoa. kol O TpOnOg ®oULTOG, £l
8¢ 10 uev oVtwg €xet, T 88 dAAwG, dpeidoo. £l 8¢ Topd TV TOV
oAV d6Eav LmdpyovTa, elkdtog v kAnBein mopddolo..

* So both C. and K.., but tadto uév odv ... seems preferable.
** C. K.: tuyybvovio ob otdoerg.

Now we should say something about the kinds of npofAnuarto that
are proper to rhetoric (as opposed to sophistical and dialectical). A
npoPAnuo is an inquiry bearing on theory or practice based on accepted
opinions (£€ évd6&wv) on an issue about which—as is not the case in
arithmetic or geometry—there seem to be contrary propositions that
give rise to a stasis. A rhetorical probléma is like a dialectical one in
that, since every probléma is a logos apophantikos (i.e., an assertion,
not a question), we need to proceed by defining and dividing the
issues to be addressed (compare Alexander In Top. pp.36.28-37.23).
Rhetorical problémata involve particulars (compare Alexander
p-37.20ff), and all the different kinds of discourse are marked by
different qualities. Sophistic differs from rhetoric in being universal,
and from dialectic in being rhetorical, for sophistic is rhetoric
“philosophizing.”

Compare also the lore about rhetorical problémata with e.g. PS
pp-208.4ff, 256.3ff. This subject is, in any event, of considerable
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concern to commentators on the Topics: see e.g. Alexander at
pp.82.12-83.2, etc. Italos’ explanation of otdoig is
commonplace (cf. Syrianos at II pp.48-49 Rabe, Sopatros at IV
p.199.5-6 Walz, and e.g. PS pp.211.9-10, 292.22-23, 330.3f).
Interestingly, this is the only place in the MéBo8og where Italos
mentions 61401g, a topic he discusses in one of his “quod-
libetical” questions, #61 in ’Anoplat xoi Avoelg (pp.83-84
Joannou). Perhaps even more interesting is the fact that Italos
says nothing about torot in his synopsis, which would be sur-
prising if he was in fact trying to epitomize Aristotle’s Rhetoric.
As an expert dialectician, he would certainly have recognized
the importance of, and functions of, tonot in rhetorical ar-
gumentation.

The notion of a pntopikn erAocopodca goes back at least to
Philostratos (VS 480), but see also Psellos Epist. 174 (V
p.442.15-16 Sathas) and his Chronographia 6.197, where he

says that rhetoric can taig ... évvoioug @LA0coPEl.

§17 (44.22-45.17 C. = 41.9-25 K.)

énel 8¢ macov néBodov dmoderktikiv €k Tvev eival dvaykalov,
xkoBdmep év 10lg dvalvtikoig eipntot, el umn pdvov €mi TV
GA OV, GAAS Kol éml THe pnTopikfic opoimg #xetv. €ml pev odv
TV GAA@V Eémiotnudv eipnvial ol &pyol kol Ov Tpomov
AapBdvovoty ol kaf’ Ekactny émothuny Kol 6o’ GOv, ént 8¢ Tig
pnropikfic Aedé€etor viv. €01t yop AaPelv ta ToadTOL €K TOV
gmopévav tolg Aéyovowy §| ko v O Adyog €otiv | vmEp GV
duoyvpilovtal exatepol: £€kacTog Yop TMV €ite Aeyoviov 1
TpoTTOVTIOV TOLdC TiC 0Tl KaTd Te TO THC WuxfAc NBog kol Thv
£KTOG EVEPYELOY. O EMICKOTETY Ol O TV AAA®V oiTior Kol Tepl
OV O Adyoc. éml pev odv TV Aeydviov pdriov f0kdc 7
nobntikde, fNTtov 88 Aoyikdg €mixelpntéov, €ml O TOV
npattoviov f| mpafdviov § Tt TolodTov HeAAOVI®V TOLElV
AvamoAy. TO UEV YOp AOYIKDG Emiyelpely 1oyLPOTEPOV TWC OC
Blotov kol wpOg T0Vg Ady® vmepéxoviag mpoteivesBou
dvarykondtatov, 1o 8¢ mabntikde f| NOkdc Hrtov pév 11 ioyder tf
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TEXVN, €viote ¢ kol peylotnv évdeikvutat Ty dOvouly Og GV
amAodv 1L Kol Gmepiepyov kol dokodv pdAAov i dAnBelq
OTOLYEIV KT {TOVS) MOAAOVG.* ToVTO O yiveTo diydc: N yop
000ve 1dv TOAA®V Tpodg TOLg v pmTopely TLYXAVOVTOG T
broAyel T mepl odTOV ToVTOV ©g droedoyopuéveov mbavdg kol
KOKOLPYOUVTIOV €V TG TOAESY.

*kato, toAAovg C. K.

As it is necessary to look into the argumentative method in any
branch of knowledge, so too in the case of rhetoric. One must take into
consideration who is speaking, about what, and what each side is
declaring about it, for speakers and actors have their own particular
qualities, either because of inner character or outside influences. In
speaking (rhetorically), it is more necessary to argue with character
and emotion than with logic, whereas in acting it is the opposite.
Character and emotion are less weighty technically, but sometimes
arguing forcefully and seeming closer to the truth arouses the ill will
of the many toward those who have the floor or the impression that
they may be acting badly in civil affairs.

Italos here betrays a dialectical bias, but conveys some com-
mon sense about rhetorical argumentation. Unlike dialectical
arguments, his point seems to be, rhetorical arguments are
determined by particular circumstances and intentions; and
rigorous, unemotional arguments are likely to put audiences off.

§18 (45.18-26 C. = 41.26-32 K.)

AopBdvetan 8¢ o £€ Gv ol Adyor £k e ThH TdV AeyovTov vroyiog
N TPaTTOVIOV, (¢ €1pNTOL, T} €K TAOV TPOYUATOV COTDV QOVEPDY
GVTIOV 0V) OG KOKDG TEXPUYUEVOV VI’ o0T®V 1| KOADS, GAL™ g
Kok®d¢ | koaddg § kperttovag f| xepdvog Exatépwbev dvvo-
uévav SelcvuoBat. ovto uev odv éotat dndderéig pntopixh, el Tig
elg 0 mpoelpnuéva GmoPAéyog émiyelpnoetey eV Kol bg Ov
déyorto, KOV un moAAdkic neloele mbavdg drodeyduevog ovdEV
diotoet, PpOviIHog MV Kol akpPNg Kot TV TEXVNV.

The materials for speeches are drawn from the assumptions of

speakers or actors, or from the actions themselves when their
evaluation is not self-evident, but can be argued (“with difficulty or
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elegantly” or “done well or poorly”) on both sides (¢xatépwBev).
Anyone who has paid attention to what has just been said will be
able to argue persuasively, being of good sense and technically
accurate.

Italos’ point is similar to that which Hermogenes makes at the
beginning of On Invention—that one must tailor the prooimion to
the particular inclinations and judgments of the audience ad-
dressed. If that is right, however, one might expect to see here a
reference to VnoOAny1g, as in Hermogenes and Italos at §17 end,
not vroyio as in line 1. It might make sense to read here some-
thing like “the materials for speeches are drawn from [the aud-
ience’s] ‘supposition of wrongdoing’”—i.e., “suspicion”—which
is how Ammonios, e.g., defines vroyia (De adfinium vocabu-
lorum differetia, p.126 #486 Nikau); but that does not seem to be
supported by the examples Italos gives at lines 2-5. Instead of
hazarding an emendation (for which there is no manuscript
evidence), we might take vroyia in the general sense of “mental
uneasiness”’—uncertainty about whether a deed was performed
“well or poorly,” for instance. But I think Italos is thinking here
of something very close to vnoAnyig, which refers in Her-
mogenes to the audience’s “presumptions” or “impressions”
about what is good or true or not, which the rhetorician must
take into consideration. The other term in this passage that
should be remarked upon is éxatépoBev—there must be argu-
ments on both sides of a question.

§19 (46.1-21 C. = 41.33-42.11 K.)

¢mel 8¢ Tp1TTOV elvon 10 Thg dmodeifemg papey Yévog Kol TO pev
MOV, 10 8¢ mobnTcdy, TO 8¢ Aoyikdv, Tepl pev odv 1O NOIKOV
ikavov £ote 10 100 pATopoc dyaBov Ov kol kot @OoV Kol
QOVEPOV £V TRV, MG OVOETOTE AWM KOKOLPYDV €V 1@ Aéyetv. d10
kol TV dAlov a&loniotdtepog av d0Eete kol amodoyfic d&loc,
KOV UM Aoyik®dg Emiyxeipnoeiey O 10100TOG, OOTEP Kol O
AVATOALY ERLXELPOV O1KOLOG EMITIUNCEMS. UOAGTO. de TOVTO
ovuBaiver év tailc edvopovuévalc OV moOAewv,* olo mepl
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Altyortiov kol Aoakovev. év yap AlyOmte ol TapdvIeg
npoétetvov, GAAL ExatépmBev ypooli Tovg Adyoug mapeldovv. O
(uév MBucOV)** g pnoxBnpov éxkAivovte, kol v 100 d1koGTOD
TOAAGKIC Topdttov didvotayv, tO 0 mabntikov (bg Oti) ™
gME0Vg £€0TL KIVNTIKOV Kol UM €0V GdékaoTov elvort T0 dkaothv
und’ dxpoacbor éniong dupotépav, dg alxudrotov 1 ndbet
kol Shov Botépov pépovg, G’ ob oM kol to mdbog xekivnto, TO
de Aoywkov (w¢) ™ Ploov Gpo kol EvIexvov Kol DO TAVIQV, MG
eipnton, Bovpalduevov. 810 kol vroylay {cwg Topéyov OC un
novTn aAnBég, GALG dmot®v T TéxV. Mg yontelg ypdUEVOV Kol
pevoxilov Tovg moAhovg. 810 HBovg EmueAntéov kol Adyov Gg
dvtog dypnotov Batépov ywpic. 6 yop éx poyxOnpog dravolog
npoevnveyuévog Adyoc dmiBavog v 86&ete xbv mbBavig
Srelhextot.

*udMota ... tdv néAewv: C. K. find an echo here of Eth.Nic. 1.1 (1354a20).
** Supplevit C.

On the three rhetorical “proofs” (apodeixeis)—the ethical, the
pathetic, and the logical—let it be observed that if the speaker has
a good ethos, he will be more worthy of belief (¢&loniotétepog) than
one who does not, even if he does not argue logically (kv un Aoyikdg
¢myephoetev), especially if he seems to have the interests of the city
at heart.

While it might be argued that this echoes Rhet. 2.1, Aristotle
does not go quite this far. And see Alexander In Top. p.
224.2-23, concerning ot a&lonietotepot.

I have not found the source of the information Italos relates
about Egyptian legal procedure.

Conclusion

The chief impression one takes away from reading this work
is that it is extremely cerebral and schematic. Italos’ main
interests are largely limited to the relations between rhetoric and
dialectic, which makes sense once we recognize Alexander of
Aphrodisias lurking in the background—especially at the
beginning, on the dvtictpogog question, and in his relatively
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long disquisition on npofAfpato in the middle of the work. All
of this is, of course, consistent with Italos’ broader concerns
with dialectic. As a result, even in those parts where he seems
to depend on pseudo-Dionysius” Téyvn, the ordinary concerns
of writers on rhetoric are overshadowed. One of the shortest
sections (15), for instance, is on style—and “style” restricted to
considerations of diction, it would seem. And while it is true
that this uéBodog is presented xatd cOvoywv, the almost total
absence of examples and of models for imitation is surprising
—especially if we are right in seeing pseudo-Dionysius as one of
his chief sources.

In short, young Konstantinos would not have learned much
about how to be a persuasive speaker from reading this short
work. But then again, perhaps Italos himself did not know much
about that, either. As Anna Komnena remarks, Italos tod
pntopikod véxtopog ovk éyevoato (Alexiad 5.8.6).12
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12] wish to express my gratitude here to the anonymous reader for GRBS and
to Prof. D. M. Schenkeveld, both of whom have been enormously helpful.



