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Aristotle was the first ancient philosopher to draft a manual of rhetoric containing the definition of rhetoric,
its relation with dialectic, the norms of rhetoric, rhetorical techniques, the presentation of the orator’s
personality, the psychological and logical persuasion required of an orator, as well as his communica-
tion skills, both verbal and non-verbal. The content of Aristotle’s rhetoric, despite the harsh criticism of
Byzantine philo-Platonist Theodore Metochites, constituted a source of inspiration for the Byzantines,
who wrote few commentaries on Aristotle’s rhetoric, but adopted many elements from his manual in order
to express their socio-political ideology through the perception of the aesthetically verbally beautiful.
Particularly significant is the fact that the Byzantines inherited from Aristotle the first communication
model that was based on the threefold use of language: the theoretical, the practical and the produc-
tive or artistic. Frequently, Aristotle’s theory about language in relation to that of Isocrates is found in
Byzantine manuals of rhetoric. Aristotle’s rhetoric had a significant impact on the Byzantine perception
of the aestheticality and practicality that must imbue the orator’s speech in order that the communicative
interaction with his audience be improved. In this way, communication in its modern form was polished by

the Byzantine’s contemplation on aesthetically beautiful speech in style and verbal forms.

Introduction

Rhetoric rapidly occupied a significant position in Byzantine literature and in the life
of the Byzantines, because the Byzantines used rhetoric to externalise their spiritual
world and manifest their aesthetic perceptions of art.!

Some Byzantine scholars drew up manuals of rhetoric based mainly on
Hermogenes’ rhetoric, as well as that of Aristotle. Many commentaries were written
on Hermogenes’ rhetoric, which was the most basic source for the Byzantines. From
the fourth to fifth century, interest in Hermogenes™ rhetoric was strengthened by
commentaries written by neo-Platonists, such as Syrianos. The representatives of the
Alexandrian School displayed particular interest in Aristotle’s rhetoric.?

! Hans Georg Beck, “The Byzantine rhetoric as an expression of the Byzantine spirit, Journal of Re-
search in Philosophy 9 (1965): 102.
? George L. Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric (Thessaloniki: Patriarchal Institute of Patristic Stud-
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In Byzantium, flamboyant rhetoric became the most thriving form of rhetor-
ical art. Already from the third century B.C., this kind of rhetoric had become
very popular in Christian circles, with the main representative being Gregory the
Miracle-Worker (Gregory Thaumatourgos). The panegyric speeches of Eusebius of
Caesaria, Gregory Nanzianzen, St Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, St Athanasius
the Great, and John Chrysostom were also of great importance. The Fathers, with
their speeches, were the model of Christian eloquence, and they elevated rhetoric
to the level of high rhetorical art.> At the same time, they had a great effect on
subsequent Byzantine scholars, who drew on the speeches of Christian fathers and
composed flamboyant speeches referring to emperors and members of the imperial
family.

Rhetoric went through a gradual expansion, which the Byzantines considered
primarily as ‘paideia, adopting Isocrates’ view.* From the early Byzantine period
through to the tenth century, manuals of rhetoric did not exist. However, the art of
reason and the effects of ancient Hellenic, Hellenistic, and Christian rhetoric on the
works of the Byzantines were intense. From the tenth to the thirteenth centuries,
many commentaries on rhetoric were written, mainly on the Progymnasmata
of Aphtonius and Hermogenes, as they were considered to be authorities on the
formation of rhetorical speech regarding the technique system.

Furthermore, Plato’s Gorgias and Phaedrus were known, as well as Aristotle’s
rhetoric.® Rhetoric attracted more Byzantine interest than did Aristotle’s Poetics*—
which did not have a prominent position in Byzantine literature, something that is
demonstrated by the fact that the Byzantines did not write commentaries on it.” The
fewest commentaries have been written on Aristotle’s rhetoric.

Commentaries on Aristotles rhetoric

The only surviving commentaries on the rhetorical art of the great philosopher
is a fairly extensive anonymous commentary, and one attributed to an unknown
person, Stephanos. Both commentaries are dated back to the second half of the
twelfth century.®

ies, 1973), 7-8. Kustas also mentions that there were Byzantines who commented on Apthonius’ Progym-
nasmata, who was a student of Libanius (second half of the fourth century).

> George Kennedy, Iotopia 716 kAaooikris pyropikys, trans. in Greek by Nikog NucohoOdng (ABrva:
IManadnpag, 2000), 414-20.

* George Kennedy, “The Byzantine rhetoric as an expression of the Byzantine spirit, (1965): 106.

> George Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1983), 291-2.

¢ Aristotle, On poetics, trans. Zitog MevdvSpov, ed. Iwavvng Zikovtpng (ABnva: Eotia, 1995).

7 Regarding Byzantine poetry, see Norman H. Baynes and Henry St.L.B. Moss, Bu{dvtio, Eigaywy
o710 Bu{avTivé moditiopd, trans. in Greek by Anuntprog N. Zakkdg (AOnva: [Tanadnuag, 1986), 340 et al.

8 Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors, 318. Cf., Kennedy, Iotopia 1HG kAaooikis
PHTOPIKHG, 356.
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In the first commentary (1126 AD), the anonymous commentator wrote, prefer-
ably, on passages from all three books of Aristotle’s rhetoric. Specifically, he started
from the point that links rhetoric to dialectic, which constitutes the most important
purpose of both arts. He clarified that neither rhetoric nor dialectic examine what
is credible in certain persons, but they examine rather what appears credible in
persons in a particular situation. This fact implies that both employ syllogisms for
matters that should remain under the control of logic. At this point, the commen-
tator indirectly wanted to separate and distinguish the role and purpose of rhetoric
from dialectic. He laid stress on the function of rhetoric, that deals with those issues
that defy technical solutions. This indicates the involvement of rhetoric with issues
that apply to the general public and for which issues public argumentation is carried
out in front of a popular audience.

Consequently, the issues under discussion have two opposite solutions, that
are analysed through syllogisms that are sometimes easily comprehended by the
commentator and sometimes are not.” The anonymous commentator analysed the
available means of rhetoric and its kinds. In the second book, he commented on
morality and passion as a means of persuasion and entered into the analysis of two
types of logical arguments: conclusion gathering, which is accomplished by the use
of example, and secondly abduction, which is the use of rhetorical syllogism, which
Aristotle named enthymeme."” His commentary was completed by the anonymous
author, who commented on the style and layout of rhetorical speech.

In the same line as the anonymous commentator, Stephanos (1151-1154)
commented fragmentarily on all the books of Aristotle’s rhetoric, selecting specific
passages. Stephanos extracted a proposal from Aristotle’s text and attempted
through combined syllogisms to interpret it. Stephanos started his annotation with
a significant argument referring to the direct relation of rhetorical art with philo-
sophy. Stephanos considered there to be similarities between the structure of philo-
sophical and rhetorical speech. In philosophy, syllogism, which constitutes a form
of argument, corresponds to rhetoric with enthymeme. The distinction of philoso-
phical reason in proving and in dialectical reason, which results from the creation
of necessary and possible syllogisms, applies to rhetoric as well." Stephanos indi-
rectly took a stand against the timeless problem of the contrast between rhetoric
and philosophy,'? and supported the reconciliation and coexistence between philo-

° Anonymi in Aristotelis Rhetorica, CAG, vol. XXI (Berlin, 1896), 12, 1 [Arist. P. 1356b34-1357al].

1% Anonymi in Aristotelis Rhetorica, vol. II, 20-24 [Arist. P. 13931-1402A16].

" Etepa ox6Aiax Tov kUpov Zrepdvov, CAG, vol. XXI (Berlin, 1896), 12, 263 [Arist. P. 1357a22]: Eneid’
éativ SAiya T dvarykaio. Anad einwv & katd TV prTopiKnv mapeotkévar T pilocogia (cALoyLopds e yip
éxel oy, dALG kol mapi 17 priTopixi] EvOiunua. énaywyn éxel, kAAL& kol mapd Ti] prTopiki] mapdderypa)
vOv mahy kol EAARY TIVE Qidooogiag kovwviay kol prTopikis modvmpayuovel ki Aéyer ‘©omep mapi ToIG v
pirogopia cvALoYIUOIG 1] Yéveais avT@v éoTiv 1) €€ dvaykaiwy kol yiveTau 0 dmodeikTikog 1 €€ évieyouévwy
Kol yivetar 6 SiadexTikds, oUTwG 0pRoels Aowmmdv kol mapd T PyTopIKs| TPOTAOELS 0iov Evieyouévas Td
eikoTa, olov 8¢ dvaykaiag T& Tekpunpiwdny onpeio’. TPLYWS pip TO onpEiov.

12 Kennedy, Iotopia 116 kAaooikic pnropikts, 18. Kennedy points out that the enmity between rheto-
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sophical and rhetorical speech by identifying their similarities. In his annotation,
he highlighted the issue of independence or dependence of rhetoric from dialectic.
Moreover, he did not consider philosophy necessary for the formation of rhetori-
cal speech and likely expressed his opposition to Hermagoras, who supported the
autonomy of rhetoric on stasis-theory, establishing it as antagonistic to philosophy.'*
In the epilogue of the commentary, Stephanos referred to the verbal and specifically
to the phrasal modes of speech.!

According to G. A. Kennedy, both the anonymous commentator and Stephanos
tried to combine Aristotle’s thought with Hermogenes’ teachings.' Besides the above
two commentaries, a Byzantine scholar of the eleventh century, John Italos, wrote
a concise manual on rhetorical art, titled: Tov ad100 @piloodpov uébodog pnropikn
éxdoleioa katd avVOYIY.1

The impact of Aristotle’s rhetoric on John Italos

Italos was a student of Michael Psellos and an adherent of Plato. Italos was
tamiliar with dialectic and he wrote his manual, based on Aristotle’s rhetoric. He
used Aristotle’s rhetoric attentively as a guide and/or as a draft in the formation
of his thought and the writing of his treatise.”” Through study of his brief manual,
it becomes clear that Italos in many parts reconciled Aristotle’s with Plato’s views
regarding the character and the art of rhetoric, which Plato analysed thoroughly in
Phaedrus and Gorgias dialogues.' Italos probably wanted to write and deliver to his

ric and philosophy existed during the entire period of the Roman Empire. Furthermore, he mentions that
some contemporary readers support philosophy in its dispute with rhetoric (see p. 19).

B Tlavtehng Mnaodkog, Emyeipipata keu kpion (ABrva: Nrjoog, 1999), 46-51. Basakos mentions that
the Hermagorian model died out as a general theory of the use of speech. However, it sealed the Roman,
post-Hellenic and Byzantine theory of forensic argument, and from there, the entire tradition of forensic
thinking.

" Erepa oxoMia Tov kVpov Zrepdvov, IIT 9, 321 [Arist. P. 1410al17-26]. Regarding the verbal part
see AnuntpLog Ztapoving, Baoikoi kavoves pnropikis ko prropeias opdiog xou emaroloypagiog (ABnva,
1972), 84 et al.

'* Kennedy, Iotopia 1116 kAaooikic pyropikis, 356. Specifically on his book f.n. 239.

16 John Italos, Tov avtov pilodogov uébBodog pyropiks exdobeioa kard avvoyry (ed. G. Ceretell, Tphi-
lislis, 1924), 33-46.

'7 Regarding the life and work of John Italos see: Wolfgang Buchwald, Armin Hohlweg, and Otto
Prinz, eds, Tusculum. Ae&ikév EAAijvwv kou Aativov ovyypagéwy s Apyatdtntag ke Tov Meoaiwve, vol.
1, trans. in Greek by ABavdoiog ®ovpAag (ABnva: ABavaoiog Povplag, 1993), 256-7. See IoTopia Tov
EMnvixov ‘EBvoug, vol 9 (ABrva: Exdotikn ABnvav, 1980), 350-1. Cf. Baciletog Tatakng, H Bulavtiviy
Dihooogia, trans. from French by Eba KaAnovpt(r) (AOnva: Etapeio Znovdwv NeoehAnvikov TToATiopov
kat Tevikng TTadeiag, 1977), 201-7. Furthermore see Xwtnpia Tpavtapn-Mapd, ‘H pnropikr oto
Q60090 Iwdvvn Itald, Bulavtivés Adpog 13 (2002-2003): 13-25. In Zwtnpia Tpravtapn-Mapd, Oéduara
pirogogiag: Apyaia, BulavTive kot vedtepn pilooogia. Koouoloyia, Aoyixs, aiofntixy, moditiks, pyropixt),
exnaibevor (Oecoalovikn: ZrapovAng, 2007), 372-387.

'8 Plato’s Gorgias or Ilepi pnropixis avatpentikog ke Tov 1diov Paibpog, trans., research, and com-
ments by ITavayidtng Adikog (Beooahovikn: Zntpog, 2001).
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students a concise manual of rhetoric equal to that of Aristotle, in which he high-
lighted the Platonic background of his syllogism as well.”

Italos defined rhetoric, stressing that this definition derived from Aristotle
himself, according to whom rhetoric is the most glorious and important of all other
methods, because it can find the perceived probable on the topic under discussion,
namely convincing arguments. Italos reconciled Aristotle’s with Plato’s view, and
he illustrated that there is a relation between rhetoric and dialectic. This relation is
founded on the cooperation between persuasion and teaching. His view is contrary
to that of Aristotle, who attributed the above definition exclusively to the method
of rhetoric.?

Italos points out the differences and similarities that exist between rhetoric
and dialectic. He mentions the kinds of rhetorical speech and briefly referred to
forensic speech. Italos paid particular attention to the content of political rhetoric,
which deals mainly with issues that concern political virtue, as it is the foundation
of political life, cohabitation, and the society of citizens among themselves, as well
as the preservation of law and obedience to it. The political orator, who must have
the appropriate verbal style, undertakes the dissemination and comprehension of
issues of political virtue, which are discussed in public, and he aims at the prosperity
and affluence of the state, as well as at the common interest of the citizens.?! Italos
adopted Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought, and he considers the orators’s skill in rhetor-
ical art to be made apparent in the communication with his audience. Italos stressed
that the foundation of this communication is the combination of perfect knowledge
of the issue under discussion, the listener’s psychology, and the orator’s verbal skill.?

¥ Tpravtdpn, ‘H pnropikr oto ¢thdcogo Iwdvvn Italo] 372-373.

2 John Italos, Tov avtov @idoadpov uébodos pnropiky exdobeion katd avvoyr, 33, 1-3: 'H pnyropixi)
uéodo¢ éomv €& év8o&wv 10D Tepl Exaotov Oewprioar 10 mbavdv, Sio ki &vTioTPSPWS E0Ti TH SiadekTIK,
¢ pnow Apiototédng. Cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric A, 1355b, 32-34 and Plato, Gorgias, 453e, 454b. For the thor-
ough analysis of this subject see Tpravtépn, ‘H pnropikn oto @thdcoo Iwévvn Itald, 374-375. Regarding
the power of persuasion in Plato see XAon MndAla, Aatwviky Ietfw (ABrva: TIoA, 1997), 111-12.
Mnaodaxog, Emyeipruata kot kpioy), 49. Regarding the relation between rhetoric and dialectic in Aristotle
see Amélie O. Rorty, Aristotle’s Rhetoric (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 7 et al.

2! Twdvvng Italdg, Tov giloadpov uébodos pyropixy exdobeion katd ovvoyny, 35, 7-12: TTohitikdk pév
o0V ékeiva pytéov, Soa mepl apetiic Exer v éEéTaaiy 00 mhong, AN Tii¢ moAiTikFig, kK’ fiv kol moditeveatau
eidBapev, fitor mpog dAMIAovs cvvavaotpépeaBuu ki o ey EkaoTa TOV Tw VoUW SlaTETAYUEVWY, G Vi
péhiota [...]. Qv 61 v &icpiBiy katavonor Exery Epyov puév o prTopikiic TANY TOV OV TOPPHTIKWGS EXOUEY.
Cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric A 1357b, 39-40 kot 1359b, 19-23.

2 JTwavvng Itahdg, Tov pirooopov uébdodos pyropixkyy exdobeioa katd avvoyry, 35, 16-23: Emel Sy
Y &petnv Eyyiyveabou pdowv [...] 0dk dpyov éSokev eivau 008’ &mo Aoyiou@v Aéyw v ToidTny Sidbeary
100G Oeyopévaus Yuyaic éumorelv kol dyetv mpog 10 kaAdv. Ev 01 ToUTOIG Karl TV iOY DV 1] pHTOPIKT] KEKTHKAL,
KaTHyopoioa pev @v Oel katnyopel, avpfovdevouévn 6¢ T eikdéta kai ék T@OV SokoUVTWY EKAOTOIS TOVG
Abyovgs morovuévy we eipntau. Cf. Plato, Phaedrus, 269d-272b and Aristotle Rhetoric A, 1356a, 21-26. Re-
garding the necessary knowledge of the technical norms of rhetoric from the politician, as it is presented
by Plato see Alfred Edward Taylor, [IAdtwv, O @vBpwmog ko 1o épyo Tov, trans. in Greek by Iopdavng
Aployrov (ABnva: Mopewtikod I8pupa EOviknig Tpamélng, 2000), 364-5. Regarding the art of rhetoric and
orator’s verbal skill in Aristotle see Ingemar Diiring, Aptototérns, Ilapovaiaon kot epunveia T7G okéYNS
70V, trans. in Greek by ITapaockevr) Kot{id-TTavtelr (ABrva: Mopgwtikd Tdpupa EOvikng Tpamnélng, 1994),
233.
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Italos appropriated the Aristotelian view regarding the inseparable relationship
between rhetoric and politics and he stressed the points that prove this relationship.
He pointed out the importance of political speech, illustrating that rhetorical art
can be a useful tool for a genuine political orator, who seeks the most direct way of
communication with his audience. In Italos’ syllogism, a politician without orator-
ical skill seems passive and helpless. Italos emphasised political speech, on the one
hand to serve the political ideology of each era, on the other hand to constitute a
significant communicative factor, which inseparably links philosophy and politics to
the personality of the political man.*

The fourteenth-century Byzantine scholar, humanist, and erudite, Theodore
Metochites, who in his voluminous work Ymouvnuatiopoi ke Znpeiwoeis yvwurkal,
which contains a small chapter titled: Ot du& T7jv mpog I dTwva pdynv omovddle:
néiwoev ApiototéAns mepi Tanv pyropikhv,* strictly criticized Aristotle’s personality
and treatise on rhetoric.

Theodore Metochites’ criticism in Aristotles rhetoric

Metochites, in a small chapter preceding this chapter, pointed out the aversion the
great philosopher of ancient times, Plato, showed to rhetorical method. Specifically,
he pointed out that even Plato himself as an orator, even though his speech was
considered to be sufficiently enlightened, avoided the orator’s method from the
beginning, refraining from rhetorical wiles in parliamentary and judicial games, and
at the same time accusing other orators of concealing the truth.> Metochites indi-
rectly highlighted a highly significant issue, which Platonic criticism touched upon:
the division and distinction between truth and plausibility. The roots of their causal
connection are found in Plato’s cosmological system, and specifically in the division
and reduction of the perceptible from the conceivable world. However, Metochites
considered the Platonic position extreme, regarding the interest of rhetoric in
the knowledge of the truth—if we take into consideration the fact that in Plato’s
Phaedrus, the deception of the audience does not constitute the basic touchpoint in
the Platonic criticism of rhetoric. Moreover, according to Plato, the knowledge of

# Regarding John Italos’ views on rhetorical art, as well as the views he drew from Plato and Aristotle,
see Tpravtapn, ‘H pnropikr oto ¢thdécogo Iwdvvn Italo’, 377.

**Theodore Metochites, Ymouvyuartiopoi kot Znueiwoers yvwuikai [Miscellanea Philosophica et His-
torica Graece] (Amsterdam: M. Th. Klessling, 1966), 155-59, 167-73.

» @eo6dwpog Metoxitng, Ot Six v mpog pyropiknv modepov ei Sikroyos 6 IMAdrwv ypijTau, 167:
Oavudoar 11§ &v fows €0 pdda Evvvovuevog Tov €is Too0vTOV 10D Bavpaoctod TIA&TWVOS TIPOS PyTOPIKRY
néAepov, kai TV K1pUKTOV, G eimelv, kabdmal damovdov udyny, 8t kaitor prTopikds WG 6 avhp [...] kai
NV YAOTTAV €iG dkpov memaudevuévos Sk THY KATX THG PHTOPIKTG EKTONWGS ém” avTOD IPOBeadty kpaToDoay
navtanao &réotn To0 kal 011 0dv & 6phod ovyypdyacOar katd 10 T@V PrTdpwv 00¢ TOTAdHV Oik0OEV
ovvexd kai &bidxomov Tov Spdpov motovuevos. 167-68: Kai gpevyerv (sc. IIA&Ttwv) & prropixd uixy, kel
100G S1VA0VG TV &ywviaTIKOY A6ywy, €€ v év T0i¢ BovAevthpiois Te kel Sikaotnpios evdoKIuel, paAlov
¢ @ éo1v, WG adTOG PovAeTAL, TVOTPEPELY TOVG GKPOWUEVOUS KAl CUYXEIV Kol KAETITELY TRHY TOV TPAYUETWY
&AnOeiav.



ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC IN THE MANUALS OF BYZANTINE RHETORIC 89

the truth does not oblige the orator to avoid techniques that contribute to audience
deception.?

The reader, through the study of the subsequent chapter that concerns us here,
will understand the reason why Metochites presents, in an exagerrated way, Plato’s
acute criticism of rhetorical art. Metochites, known for his erudition and philo-Pla-
tonism,” laid the appropriate foundations to show the reason for Aristotle’s engage-
ment in rhetoric. At the same time, he attempted to illustrate the verbal weakness of
the Stagirite philosopher, as well as his lack of rhetorical skill.

Metochites claimed that Aristotle clearly engaged in rhetoric, wrote his treatise
on rhetoric, and, as its master, used to receive money for his engagement in it. Thus,
he really showed himself opposed to the negative attitude his teacher Plato displayed
to rhetorical art.”® In a masterful way, Metochites demonstrated® Aristotle’s spiritual
inferiority to Plato. In particular, he pointed out that Aristotle went forward to his
self-demotion through his actions and his immeasurable behaviour, which he char-
acterised as ‘anti-praxis’ against Plato.*

Metochites contrasted the noble and gentle language that Plato used in his
arguments with the rhetorical method and the improper handling of language from
Aristotle in his conflict against social criticism on rhetoric. Metochites character-
ised the Aristotelian speech as untrue and unpracticed. It is obvious that Metochites
was also trying to belittle the tone and style of Aristotelian speech, and the quality
of Aristotle’s rhetorical writing, perhaps even indirectly, using as a weapon the—
directly hostile—argument of the ‘Stagerite’ against Plato, which diverged from the
technical norms of rhetoric. Metochites pointed out that, although Aristotle studied
rhetorical art, with his misuse of language, he appears incapable of learning. On
the contrary, Plato, who strictly criticised rhetoric, used its weapons, such as elo-
quence.’

*Regarding platonic criticism in rhetoric MmdAAa, T atwvikr IetBw, 98-99.

7 Zwtnpia Tpravtapn-Mapd, ‘O “okentikiopds” otovg Bulavtivodg Stavontég tov 14 at.: ®eddwpog
Metoyitng - Nikngopog Ipnyopag, Bulavmivé 20, n. 1 (1999): 45.

% @eddwpog Metoyitng, ‘Ot did t4v mpog IINdTwva pdyny omovdaler Héiwoev ‘Apiototédns mepi Thv
propikhv’, 170-71: Kai oi To0 avpog Sikdoyor motovvtal, kol modd ye undev Arrov, 8T pi) kol pdAdov
ws &An0as 10 katd 100 ITM&TwVOG Kl Adyoig miot, Kl Tpomoig m&ot, Kai xproer modéuiov ApiotoTélous,
06 ye kel un meQukwg mepl THY YAOTTAV, €0 und ¢ Eoikev, Aoknoag eDTTOUING EVEPYEIXY PHTOPIKOG TIG Eivau
Povdetal, kai mepi prTopikiic €0 udd’ W¢ PedtioTov katd TOV Piov yphpatos, avTéOey d&ior Sdokadog eiva,
kol Bifria i) T@v Adywv Téyvy ovvidrter [...]. Mnd é5ov iows avtd kdAhiotr éviaifa omovddlerv kai
Oeixvvotat, &AL 1) uovov 81° évavtiotyra ki modepov mpog I dTwva.

» See @0dwpog Metoyxitng, 170: Kai moAA@ ye mAéov Bavudlery Eyopev Apiototédovg kel Thv petpiov
a0T00 kot 700 Oavpaotod ITA&TwVOG, TOD ThoHS THS ToPiag Nyeudvos adT@, kai Sik mavtwy dvtimoliteiory
7pog adTov IMAdrwva ki dvrimpaliv Evvopav Povdoueba maviws, kal yvauns od xpyotiis kai giloadpov
T10¢puela.

0 @eddwpog Metoxitng, Ot Sid v mpds IINGTwvae pdynv amovdaler Héiwaev ‘Apiototédns mepi Thv
pnropikhy’, 170: Kai modd@ ye mAéov Oavudlerv Eyopev Apiototélovs kai v petpiay avtod katd TOD
Oavpaotod IIN&TwvoG, TOD TAONS THG 0OQPING NYeUdVos avT®, ki Si mhvTwy dvTimohteiay mpo§ adTOV
I éTwve kai avtimpaty Evvopav Povdoueba mavTws, xai yvauns o xpnotiis kai irogopov Ti0éuedu.

31 @eddwpog Metoyitng, Ot dik v mpds IAdTwva udynv omovdaler néiwoev ‘Apiototédns mepi
v pnropikv’, 171: Kai 10 uny xapiev ékeivog (sc ApioToTéAng) uév kat 170 epnTopIKi|G E0YEVADS TH PWVI]
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From the arguments above, it becomes clear that Aristotle’s rhetoric was not read
sufficiently by the Byzantines. Moreover, it was subject to harsh criticism, particu-
larly from Plato’s adherents, such as Theodore Metochites. This criticism applied to
both personality and Aristotle’s work. In addition, as previously mentioned,* the
Platonic dialogues Phaedrus and Gorgias constituted a subject of study at schools of
philosophy more so than Aristotle’s rhetoric.

Despite Theodore Metochites” harsh criticism about Aristotle’s way and method
of writing, certain Byzantine scholars, such as John Doxapatris (first half of the
eleventh century), specifically in his work on Ilepi 10 evpéoews Eppoyévouvg Biffdiov,
may have infrequently used Platonic and Aristotelian elements in their commen-
taries, drawn from subsequent Alexandrian commentators of Aristotle, such as
Olympiodorus, David and Elias.*

The influence of Aristotle’s rhetoric on the Byzantines is revealed through the
correlation of language with rhetoric. Four theories of language have been formulat-
ed to highlight this correlation and the most prevalent among Byzantines scholars
was that of Isocrates and Aristotle.*

The Aristotelian view of language and the effects on Byzantine rhetoric

Language is a significant factor in the discussion process. It is the means of
rhetoric, the instrument of communication, as well as the motive for action. Rhetoric
cannot exist without language. According to Aristotle, all linguistic practices have
a fundamental place in the discussion process, (i.e., in the social activity of forming
opinion and making collective choices). Regarding language, there are four theories,
that highlight its correlation with rhetoric.*

According to the Sophists, language is the orator’s weapon, he wields it to
influence human souls, to lead them to good or evil, and to persuade.* The Sophists
tried to establish their rhetoric on the empirical and autonomous use of language.

XPOUEVOS Kol cvyypdowy, 00ToG 8 Umép THG PrTOpIKAG Sik TAVTWY ppHTOPEVTOS THY YAQTTAV KAl TOU
Méyew dvaokntog. 172: O uév yap &dik@v (sc ApiototéAng) uév iows, npoomoteitar 8 Suws KAToAywpeD,
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Plato claimed that knowledge of things precedes language. In his work ‘Sophist,
he observes objects and researches their essence, regardless of language and without
its contribution.” He does not acknowledge the autonomy of language, because
its dynamic, unbreakably linked to his idealistic view, is based on the rise of the
metaphysical reminiscent truth. The ensuring of moral and gnoseological points of
rhetoric is based on the uniqueness of truth, given by philosophical speech.*

Isocrates, in his theory about language, understood this as a fundamental
element and power that is considered necessary for the foundation and consolida-
tion of human civilization. Isocrates presented the general perception about rhetoric
as a reason that leads to coordinated activity for the benefit of the city. With this
perception about the art of rhetoric, he stood out from other orators. Isocrates had
the temperament of the practical orator, making rhetorical art an art of public con-
versation regarding city issues.*

Aristotle, on Pytopik#, created a strong bond and a strong relationship between
speech, morality and passion. He considered the linguistic and syllogistic skills of
the orator as a source of projection of his morals and as an effect on the passions
of the audience. Aristotle understood language as a natural phenomenon, as a tool
of knowledge, as an exhortation to action and as a means of artistic expression.
According to Aristotle, language has three uses: a)- the theoretical that serves as an
instrument of knowledge, b)- the practical that functions as a means of communica-
tion, and c)- the productive that appears as a form of artistic expression. Language
functions as a material, with which the artist builds words, aiming at the audience’s
pleasure.®

Aristotle stressed the practical use of language at the level of communication. He
understood, on the one hand, consensus as a common semantic definition of a word,
which concerns its esoteric mental state, and, on the other hand, the differentiality
in language, which regards its exoteric state. A fundamental element in communi-
cation is the point, concerning the exact meaning of word, which makes language
the basic instrument of communication.” Language is the orator’s weapon, that he
should be able to handle it with ease, in order to conquer the psychology and accep-
tance of the audience. It is not enough for the orator to be eloquent, but the right
use of language is required as well: a clear articulation, a strong and pleasant voice,
appropriate pacing, being neither too loquacious nor too brief.*
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Aristotle defined the semantic purpose of language, concentrated his interest on
the common semantology of words, and introduced the basic purpose of language,
which is communication.®

The theories of Isocrates and Aristotle prevailed in Byzantine rhetoric. Michael
Psellos (1018-1072), in his concise treatise about rhetoric,* considered rhetoric as
a tool of the politician and politics. Rhetoric, with its aesthetic quality, achieves
through the variety of shapes, words, and sentences the formation of argument as a
result of the free personal expression of the orator, who constantly changes masks to
persuade, through the alteration of content and style of his arguments. Psellos seems
to have adopted the Aristotelian notion that ‘rhetoric appears with the clothes and
masks of politics.** Psellos adopted the Aristotelian view about the productive use
of language and highlighted the aesthetically high through the modes and stylistic
and verbal forms, such as modesty, roughness, and brightness. The aesthetic dress of
sound, style, rhythm, and content embellish and prettify every political speech, that
stands out for the specific style and is characterised by morality, truth, abundance,
swiftness, clarity, roughness, vigour, modesty, brightness, skill and methods.*

Michael Psellos’ thought is dominated on the one hand by the aesthetic percep-
tion of a self-made speech, which is distinguished for its beauty and artistic value,
which appears in the selection and variety of beautiful words and phrases, with the
orator’s main goal being to attract the audience. On the other hand, it becomes clear
that the syllogistic proof, which substantiates the arguments, is more stable and by
no means questionable with respect to political speech. He advises to put the words
with relevance to political style at the end of arguments, in order to highlight the
inspiration and autonomy of the artist-orator, seeking to embody the ideal orator.”
In his rhetoric, Psellos conspicuously supported the Aristotelian productive use of
language as a condition of a dynamic self-made and inspired speech.

John Tzetzes (1110-1185) wrote a concise manual of rhetoric with the title
Emtoun pnropixic.* The technical use of rhetoric was fundamental for Tzetzes, par-
ticularly when it serves the interest of the city and is defined by the city’s laws in
force. The practical use of rhetoric is made indisputable when the orator argues and
obeys his city’s law, thus simultaneously accomplishing the one and basic gift that
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Aristotle had already stressed with regards to rhetoric, namely the orator’s moral
through his character.” Tzetzes tried to define a stable, strong, and communicatively
practical rhetorical speech.” The originality in Tzetze’s thoughts is revealed in his
mixing of forensic with panegyric speech, consultative with panegyric, as well as
with the mixture of three kinds of speech, the forensic, consultative, and panegyric.*
With the mixture of three kinds of speech, Tzetzes emphasised the second basic
principle, that provides the orator with the capability to create his speech and the
character of his style autonomously, exercising his synthetic ability as well.

In this way he combines the speeches, while simultaneously altering them
according to the circumstances, which are associated with persons. Tzetzes wanted
with the mixture of three kinds of speech to make the sensibility and practicality of
speech possible, considering that both elements strengthen the orator’s verbal skill.*

Joseph Rakendites (1280-1328) attempted to highlight the self-reliance of speech,
which pervaded the relativistic perception of the Sophists, through the Aristotelian
perception about the practicality of speech. Rakendites wrote the Xdvoyig 77
pnropik#s,>® which is included in his extensive work Eyxvxlonmaideia. It is a concise
display of rhetorical art, in which he sought to highlight the value and importance
of rhetoric for the Byzantines.* Rakendites stressed the power of persuasion, which
he subordinated to the orator’s self-reliance of speech. He made rhetorical political
speech communicative, and placed it at the level of the orator’s psychological com-
prehension of the audience’s emotions. The public’s acceptance of an argument relies
basically on its nature, which is psychology. As such, amongst two means that render
an orator’s argument acceptable by the public—intellect and will—he emphasised
will. Consequently, the good orator and politician base the persuasiveness of their
speech on what is likeable, and not too much on what is proved. The formation
of speech is attributed to the orator’s will, who appears as a thinker of the time of
‘oToxa0THG Yap TOD KaipoD éaTiv 0 pHTwp;> and he influences the public in order to
express the views, ideas and feelings of his people.

The most important element in Rakendites’ manual is that it combines all
three uses of language: a)- The theoretical, where language functions as an instru-
ment of knowledge transfer, which the orator should have in order to compose the
reasoning processes, arguments, and evidence. Thus, the knowledge of history con-
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stitutes an inexhaustible source of evidence that the orator uses as an example in
his speech.* b)- The practical, which is communicative with the help of verbal and
stylistic forms.” The orator’s speech takes into account the psychological state of the
audience, following the Aristotelian combination of the psychological and logical
persuasion. c¢)- The productive use of language, consisting of the artistic style of
speech and highlighting its aesthetic perspective, Rakendites pointed this out, deliv-
ering along with the preamble in epitome and written in iambic verse the content of
rhetoric, which he then analysed in prose.*®

The post-Byzantine philo-Platonist George Gemistos Plethon (1360-1452)
attempted to invoke the practical and productive use of language. Plethon borrowed
many elements from Aristotle’s rhetoric. Despite the fact that in a large part of his
thought he disapproved of the Aristotelian philosophy, he adopted positions of
Aristotelian rhetoric, with the ultimate goal of raising rhetoric to a kind of political
consciousness.®

Plethon adopted the division of Aristotelian rhetoric and separated speech into
forensic, which is based on the category and plea with a purpose of ensuring the law-
consultative, which is based primarily on exhortation or dissuasion, with common
interest as a goal, and into panegyric or rigorous, which moves towards praise and
blame, with good being the ultimate goal.®® Plethon indicated that the orator must
be trained: a) in how to use the rhetorical forms, in order to persuade, communi-
cate with his audience and to contribute to the progress of rhetorical art and b) in
how to correctly express with words his thoughts, feelings, arguments, morality, and
passion. Plethon presented the rhetorical method by which the aesthetic element in
language formation is projected, in order to responsibly achieve political oratory,
which is determined by the practical separation of rhetoric in the above three kinds.
The orator is obliged to know the content and purpose of each kind. The orators
are trained in a system of cultural communication, which is directly related to their
personal benefit and their need for fame and glory. This was proved by Plethon’s
emphasis on the purpose that each of the three kinds of speech serves.®’ He pointed
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out the degree of psychological encouragement and political communicative speech
with the masterful use of verbal forms, which were subdivided into categories.*

In Plethon’s thought, the Isocratic and Aristotelian view of speech was estab-
lished, which seems to serve many purposes, such as: to renew the ancient form
of rhetorical art, which was graced by elegance, beauty and accuracy—to train the
youth at the time of Plethon in a rhetoric free from any religious evidence—to incite
the orators to highlight the social and political role of rhetorical speech, in order
to be instructors towards a democratisation of the institutions, which, at that time,
were being subjected to the divine right of kings, which was often equivalent to the
profound esoteric and exoteric oppression of human personality.®

Conclusion

Aristotle’s rhetoric was a source of inspiration for the Byzantines, at times
demanding their interest and at other times inciting their criticism. The Byzantine
rhetoric inherited from Aristotle the first communicative model, which was based
on the threefold use of Aristotelian view about language that the Byzantines often
adopted with respect to Isocrates’s theory. The present historical-philosophi-
cal review constitutes a brief deepening of the degree of influence of Aristotelian
rhetoric in Byzantium. The Byzantine interest in Aristotelian rhetoric is highlighted
in many ways, either by the Byzantine commentaries on his rhetoric, the adoption
of elements, that concerned mainly verbal, stylistic forms and basic points of the
orator’s personality, which should characterise the emperor as well, or the combined
use of Aristotle’s tripartite perception of language. Aristotle’s rhetoric created a fa-
vourable ground for the development of the social and political role of rhetoric in
Byzantium. In this context, Byzantine rhetoric emphasised the communicative role
of the orator, and, through the aestheticality and practicality underlying the orator’s
speech, significantly contributed to the evolution of communication, based on the
two-way relation and interaction of the orator with his audience.
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