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Abstract

This dissertation examines the relationship between literary speech in the
Homeric epicé and ancient rhetoric as a theoretical and practical discipline. Since the
inception of literary theory in the works of Plato and Aristotle, the realms of poetry and
formal rhetoric have been treated as separate. My dissertation addresses this disconnect
by contending that rhetoric—even in its delimited definition as speech employing
specific, learned techniques of persuasion—arose out of poetry, specifically Homeric
poetry. Based on a close analysis of persuasive speeches in the Iliad, I argue that
Homeric epic displays a systematic and technical conception of rhetoric—a possibility
acknowledged by several ancient critics, although neglected by modern scholars. Tliadic
speeches, in fact, display specific techniques that closely resemble the theorized system
found in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, as I demonstrate in my central chapter. Recent scholarly
accounts of the history of rhetoric (e.g. Kennedy, Cole, Schiappa, and Pernot) dismiss
Homer’s attention to the characterization of speech in his epics as “native eloquence”
(Cole 1991:40). They identify the invention of rhetoric as occurring much later: in the
fifth or fourth centuries B.C.E., when the practice of speech-making was first given the
technical label rhétoriké (ih Plato’s Gorgias) and instructive handbooks on the subject first
appeared, a formalizing process that culminated in Aristotle’s authoritative treatise in
the mid-fourth century B.C.E. The discrepancy between a diverse but often overlooked
collection of ancient sources that credit Homer as the first practitioner of rhetoric, and
the modern dismissal of this idea, is the subject of Chapter 1 of my dissertation.

The icentral Cléim of my project—that a latent theory of rhetoric exists in
Homer—is supported by textual data that I present and analyze in Chapter 2: direct
speeches in the Iliad which are intended to persuade. These speeches bear the closest
correspondence to the oratory of Aristotle’s time, and to the narrowest usage of the
word “rhetoric” in modern parlance. I do not include in my analysis speeches which
solely consist of commands in the imperative, but rather those which bring some type of
strategy to bear on the desired outcome, such as logical reasoning, shaming, flattery, or

incentives, for example. Using the detailed categories of Aristotle’s Rhetoric as a
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definitional framework, I’ have unearthed 45 “rhetorical” speeches in the Iliad. The range,
complexity, and combination of persuasive techniques (including logical argumentation)
employed by Iliadic speakers lead me to conclude that a rule-governed system of
persuasion was understood and represented by the composer(s) of the Homeric epics.
Chapter 3 of the dissertation traces the “literary lineage” of rhetoric between
Homer and Aristotle. It examines where else in Archaic Greek literature rhetorical
sophistication comparable to Homer's is in evidence, and proposes the notion of a
cultural transmission of rhetoric—that is, the example of represented persuasion in
certain Archaic poetry (Homer above all) filtered down to and informed rhetorical
theory in the Classical era. I have found that on the few occasions where complex
rhetoric does occur in non-Homeric Archaic literature, it tends to be in works that bear
an affinity to Homer in genre and/or in narrative content. Thus certain Homeric Hymns,
and the military exhortation elegies of Callinus and Tyrtaeus, are the Archaic works that
I found to most closely resemble Homeric speech in terms of rhetorical sophistication. It
is these works that propagate rhetoric from Homer down through tragedy and certain
sophistic works, and thence to the theories of Plato ar}d Aristotle. Chapter 4 discusses
Aristotle’s treatment of Homeric material in the Rhetoric. Aristotle’s failure to
acknowledge Homeric roots for rhetoric can be explained, I argue, by larger trends in
the Classical era towards locating authoritative discourse and technical knowledge in
philosophical and scientific prose treatises, rather than in divinely-inspired poetic forms.
Aristotle himself is the greatest ancient proponent and practitioner of separations
between genres and disciplines, which I believe has contributed to the neglect, even in
modern times, of the possibility that poetry can inform and embody rhetoric. Finally, in
a coda to the dissertation, I explore one example of the potential implications of
Aristotle’s genre-compartmentalization with regard to rhetoric and poetry: direct speech
Apollonius’ Argonautica, a work that provides the most obvious post-Aristotelian
counterpart to Homer. In the Argonautica, the quantity and quality of rhetorical speeches
are dramatically reduced from their Homeric levels—a phenomenon due in part, I

argue, to Aristotle’s delimitation of rhetoric within the boundaries of oratorical prose.
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Introduction

We encounter it frequently in our everyday existence: “If I'm old enough to go to
war, I should be old enough to drink.” “With great power comes great responsibility.”
“I've never done anything like that before. Why would I start now?” “Wheaties:
Breakfast of champions.” Rhetoric—that oft-maligned and vaguely-defined mode of
communication—has long permeated the discourses of polities, advertising, -law,
education, entertainment, and interpersonal relations. In modern-day parlance, it
possesses three major connotétions: it may refer disparagingly to the polished,
superficial appeal of the diction of set speeches (such as those of a politician or lecturer),
implying that this appeal masks vacuous or deceitful content; it may refer to a narrow,
‘ossified set of stylistic tropes found in literature, bearing little relevance beyond the
high-school English or composition classroom!; or it may be broadly applied,
particularly in academic contexts, to the type of discourse peculiar tc a subject (e.g., “the
rhetoric of economics,” “the rhetoric of reggae music,” “the rhetoric of freedom”). While
the numerous ways of defining rhetoric make it impossible to posit a universally-
accepted understanding, rhetoric has historically been credited with much broader
significance and power than it possesses in modern usage: the power to achieve change
in a listener’s actions or attitudes through words—in short, persuasion. Although this
project focuses on the ancient origins of rhetoric, and in particular its relationship to
poetry, I believe it is worth keeping in mind what insights the traditional, “technical”
sense of rhetoric (discussed below) can offer to modern society and scholarship—
namely, an awareness of the nuts and bolts of persuasive speech, rather than the mere
varnish that the term “rhetoric” now commonly denotes.

In speaking of a traditional, “technical” sense of rhetoric, I am attempting to

distance my use of the term from one of its academic definitions, the broad sense of

1 As Vickers (1988) observes, rhetoric in the modern understanding has been drastically reduced from its
ancient compass: the modern tradition “has reduced rhetoric not just from a primary to secondary role—
from oral to written communication —but to elocutio alone, now detached from its expressive and persuasive
functions, and brought down finally to a handful of tropes.” (26)
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communication in general that Kennedy calls “mental and emotional energy” exerted
towards others,? and to assume the narrower sense of consciously-exercised arguments
or techniques aimed at persuasion—a sense that can be traced back to Aristotle’s
Rhetoric. I intend to examine in particular the origins of this phenomenon and its early
relationship to literature, a perhaps unexpected locus for rhetoric in this strict sense. I
begin with a simple question: when, exactly, did such rule-governed crafting of speech
arise? Where do we see rhetoric first occurring in literary and social history as an
identified practice? In my investigation, I shall leave aside manifestations of rhetoric-
type phenomena in non-Western traditions for the most part. Kennedy has ably treated
this material in his Comparative Rhetoric, and has collected enough comparative data to
observe that, while ancient China, India, and the Near East all have literary traditions
that represent persuasion, these rely for the most part on commands, aphorisms, and the
speaker’s authority (éthos), rather than venturing into logical argumentation; in this,
Greco-Roman rhetoric is unique. Kennedy also concludes that none of the ancient non-
Western traditions has transmitted a “fully developed system of rhetorical terminology”
to modern culture in the way that Greco-Roman rhetoric has done.? It is thus assumed
that the invention of rhetoric, as defined and deployed for the purposes of this project,
can be traced back to ancient Greek society.

It is not my aim in this dissertation to rewrite completely the history of rhetoric;
but it is my aim to consider (or to reconsider) a different starting point than is usually
identified by historians of rhetoric, and to examine the implications of that difference.
Therefore, 1 find it worthwhile to summarize the generally agreed-upon account of
rhetoric’s beginnings. Already in the works of Plato and Aristotle, the invention of
rhetoric as a technical, taught discipline was being attributed to the fifth-century

Syracusans Corax and Tisias (possibly one and the same person, according to Cole and

2 Kennedy (1998) 3.
3 Ibid, 5. Outside the Western tradition, Kennedy particularly recognizes and analyzes rhetoric from ancient
Chinese and ancient Indian literature.



Kennedy (1994, 2007b)).# Corax and Tisias initiated the discipline of rhetoric, according
to the standard account, by identifying “the parts of forensic speeches and the theory of
the ‘argument from probability.””> The craft of persuasive speaking through instruction
and performance of set speeches began to be popularized when another Syracusan,
Gorgias, introduced it to Athens in 427 B.C.E. Handbooks with instruction in persuasive
techniques (so-called Tévxvm A0ywv) began to circulate in this period, later to be
subsumed under the exhaustive Aristotelian treatise on the subject.® The term rhétoriké is
first attested in Plato’s Gorgias (449a5), written around 385 B.C.E., and it is this term that
is seen by most scholars today as indicative of the invention of rhetoric as a techné.”

But this account is the product of a modern reconstruction of the discipline,
drawing on a narrow range of ancient references to rhetoric, and neglecting what is in
fact a richer tradition that does not so strictly demarcate boundaries between the literary
and the critical, or indeed even between poetry and prose. In fact, many ancients saw
poetry and rhetoric as having symbiotic relationship—a. phenomenon that Struck
discusses in his work on ancient literary criticism. “Many in the ancient world thought
rhetoric and poetry share a great deal,” Struck observes; the prime example of this is
Quintilian, who “produces literary commentary nearly always within the context of
rhetorical investigation.”® This notion of a close relationship between rhetoric and poetry
is one that has been gradually lost since antiquity —a tendency instigated by Aristotle,

with his fondness for division and categorization.

4 On Corax and Tisias as the traditional inventors of rhetoric, see Kennedy (1963) 58ff. and (1994) 11ff.;
Pernot (2005) 10 ff..

5 Schiappa (1999) 4.

¢ Kennedy (1959 and 2007b) provides a survey of the early development of rhetoric via these semi-legendary
figures and the technical handbooks that preceded the rhetorical works of Plato and Aristotle. Cole (1991)
argues for Plato and Aristotle as the true founders of rhetoric, because of the “radical clarity” with which
they established the philosophical/theoretical underpinnings of the discipline (28-9). Ford (2002) treats the
rise of rhetoric as part of a broader movement in the fifth century —linked with textualization—that began to
see both poetic texts and persuasive speech as objects for interpretation and analysis (155, 161, et passim).

7 See e.g. Schiappa, 11ff.; and Nicholson, who in his work on Plato’s Phaedrus comments that “the term
rhetoriké does not just mean the practice of making speeches—we saw speech-making in Homer, for
instance, and of course we know that people made speeches in the assemblies and courts—but rather the art,
the techne, of fashioning speeches consciously according to norms. Likewise, the rhétor, the practitioner of
the art, is not merely someone who happens to be able to speak well, but one who has the mastery of a
conscious art, who can explain what constitutes eloquence, and who can teach the art to others.” (36)

8 Struck (2004) 11.



My first task, then, is to revisit the diverse body of ancient testimony on the
subject of rhetoric that identifies Homer as its first practitioner —even when “rhetoric” is
defined not merely as natural eloquence, but as a learned and deliberately-practiced skill,
involving the deployment of tropes and techniques, and aimed at winning an audience’s approval
or assent (which will be the operative definition of rhetoric for this project). Among the
ancient sources which attest to rhetoric in Homer are Antisthenes (a contemporary and
associate of Socrates), Plato, Eratosthenes (late-third—early second-centuries B.C.E.),
Philodemus (first-century B.C.E.), Longinus (first-century C.E.), Pseudo-Plutarch (late-
second-century C.E., according to Keaney and Lamberton), and other Greek critics of the
Hellenistic period and the Second Sophistic; on the Roman side, Cicero and Quintilian
also recognized Homer as the first explicator of rhetoric. It may be tempting to brush
aside such a notion as romantic or anachronistic; indeed, this is what most modern
scholars have done.’ But when these ancient scholarly claims are examined in
conjunction with my primary investigation—comparing persuasive direct speech in
Homer with the theory of rhetoric as propounded by Aristotle (see Chapter 2)—they
gain a new credibility. In what follows, I trace a persistent ancient attitude that may tum
out to have possessed significant insight, and that provides corroboration for my
argument: that Homer’s poetry constitutes the earliest representation of rhetoric,

including both its practice and its underlying theory.1

? See, for example, Kennedy (1957): “Grammarians and scholiasts were the first to note the existence of
formal rhetoric in Homer, since they would have training in rhetorical systems and quite likely would be
lacking the historical sense which might have told them that Homer was innocent of the rules which he
seems to illustrate.” (23)

10 Of the following passages, several are gleaned from Radermacher’s edition of the Artium Scriptores, a
collection of ancient accounts of the foundations of rhetoric, many of them dating to before Aristotle; others
from the Prolegomenon Sylloge of Rabe, which focuses on works of the Greek grammarians and rhetorical
commentators primarily from the fourth and fifth centuries A.D.. All other sources will be individually
noted. On the topic of Homer's reception in antiquity (of which my investigation is a subset), much work
has been done and there is much still to do. A sampling of relevant scholarship includes J.F. Kindstrand,
Homer in der Zweiten Sophistik (1973); D.A. Russell, Criticism in Antiquity (1981); Keaney and Lamberton,
Homer’s Ancient Readers (1992); essays by N.J. Richardson and A.A. Long in Laird, ed., Ancient Literary
Criticism; and Kim's recent dissertation, Supplementing Homer (2001).
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Chapter 1: Re-thinking the Origins of Rhetoric

/

I. Homer as Rhetorician: Ancient Opinions

The most extensive and detailed ancient claims about the existence of rhetoric in
Homer come from the Essay on the Life and Poetry of Homer, a work erroneously
attributed to Plutarch by manuscript tradition. This well-preserved text has only
recently received scholarly attention, primarily through the editions of Kindstrand
(1990) and Keaney and Lamberton (1996). It was preserved as part of “a large body of
ancient Homer interpretation that has defied analysis and is largely impossible to date,”
according to Keaney and Lamberton, who postulate a composition in the late-second
century C.E." Pseudo-Plutarch argues for Homer’s priority in the discovery and practice
of various philosophical notions and literary devices (the latter including “tropes”
(toomor) and “figures” (oxfjpata)). Among the claims of the Essay are that Homeric
characters display irony and sarcasm in their speeches (e.g. Achilles in 9.391-2, 9.346-7;
Achilles in 9.335-7), as well as allegory and hyperbole (sections 68-71). Most pertinently,
a considerable portion of the Essay is devoted to demonstrating Homer’s awareness and
employment of rhetoric:

6 0& MOALTIKOG AOYOC 0Tty v 1T) ONTooLKn TéXVT), NG évtog ‘Ounpog mewrtog

véyovev, wg daiveral. el yap oty 1} onTopkt) dvvauis tob mibavawg Aéyerv,

tic paAAov Ounpov év 1) duvdpuel tavTn kabéotnkev, 6G ™ e peyaropwvin

nidvrag UmeQaigel €v e 1olg dwxvorjpact v lonv toig Adyows iloxivv
érdeikvutal

Political discourse is a function of the craft of rhetoric, which Homer seems to
have been the first to understand, for if rhetoric is the power to speak
persuasively, who more than Homer has established his preeminence in this? He

11 Keaney and Lamberton (1996) 2.



surpasses all others in grandiloquence and his thought displays the same power

as his diction.’? (161)
Significant here is the author’s recognition of a connection between Homer’s “thought”
(dtavénua) and “diction” (Adyoc). Homer is credited with not merely eloquent diction,
but also intention—suggesting a systematic understanding of the “power to speak
persuasively.” From the level of general praise for Homer’s rhetorical abilities, Pseudo-
Plutarch quickly moves to the specific, and in particular highlights his ability to adapt
speech patterns to the individual character speaking:

TIOAAQ D¢ 1wV eloayouévwy DT adToL TMEOCWTIWV Aéyovia TOWWV 1) TIROG
oiketovg 1 didoug 1) £xBpoug 1) dpoUG EkATTW TO MEEMOV €IdOG TWV AOYwV
Amodidwav. :

Many of the chéracters he introduces he causes to speak, whether to relatives or

friends or enemies or to the people, and he gives to each the appropriate form of

speech.’® (164)
He follows this observation with an analysis of the speeches of Chryses, Achilles, and
Agamemnon in Iliad 1 according to their calculated effect on the audience: Achilles, he
says, affiliates himself with the rest of the Greek soldiers in his diatribe against
Agamemnon “in order to make the others feel well disposed (evvovotégoug) toward
him as they listened” (164). Such an attempt to put the audience in a favorable frame of
mind is one of the three primary techniques identified by Aristotle as the “proofs” of
persuasive speech in his treatise on rhetoric, composed in the mid-fourth century:

Of the proofs [rtioteic] provided through speech there are three species; for some
are in the character []0oc] of the speaker, and some in disposing [dlaOeivai]
the listener in some way, and some in the speech [Adyoc] itself, by showing or
seeming to show something.* (Rhetoric 1.2.3)

12 Text of Pseudo-Plutarch from Kindstrand (1990); translation from Keaney and Lamberton (1996).

13 The language Pseudo-Plutarch uses to describe Homer’s speech-craft here resembles (whether consciously
or unconsciously) Thucydides’ famous statement that he represents the characters in his history as saying
“the things that were necessary/appropriate for the circumstances” (wg &' dv £ddxovv Euot ékaotol Tegt
TOV alel MAQOVTWV T SE0VTa PAALOT elTtELY...00TwE eipnTan) (1.22.1).

14 Translation adapted from George A. Kennedy (2007), Aristotle: On Rhetoric (Oxford).
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The act of “disposing the listener in some way” —achievable through a variety of means,
but hinging on a knowledge of and sensitivity to the particular audience addressed —is a
key rhetorical technique for both the Homeric characters (as Pseudo-Plutarch
recognized) and Aristotle. I will henceforth refer to it as diathesis, a term derived from
the verb that Aristotle uses in this passage; the concept and its deployment will be
discussed at greater length at the beginning of Chapter 2.

In addition to claiming that Homer is an expert in all manner of rhetorical
devices, Pseudo-Plutarch credits him with creating nuanced characterization through
speech, even borrowing the term ”prosopopoeia” from oratorical terminology to
describe this phenomenon:

€0t maQ” aVTQ TMOAD KAl MOKIAOV TO TNG MEOCWMOTIOLAG. TTOAAX UEV Yo Kal

dadooa MEOCWTa elodyel daAeyoueva, oig kai 1N mavroia megrtiOnoty.

The figure prosopopoeia (“character-making”) is abundant and varied in Homer,

for he brings in many different characters to whom he gives all sorts of qualities.

(66)
Keaney and Lamberton observe that Pseudo-Plutarch makes a characteristically
idiosyncratic critical move by attributing this technique—“one of the most broadly
exploited ornaments in oratory” —to Homeric poetry. “That the Iliad and Odyssey should
be thought of in these terms underlines the oddness of this presentation of Homer-as-
rhetor,” they note.”> However “odd” such a presentation may be, though, Pseudo-
Plutarch supports it with examples from the text. He does not elaborate further on
Homer’s prosopopoeia at this point in the Essay, in the midst of a section (7-73) that
summarily lists the rhetorical tropes to be found in Homer’s “diction” (Aé£ig), such as
neologism, metonymy, pleonasm, paronomasia, etc. But he returns to the concept later,
in the more analytical and example-based section (161-74) on rhetorical “discourse”
(A6yog) in Homer, from which I have drawn most of the passages cited above. In 172,
Pseudo-Plutarch provides further insight into his earlier claim about Homer’s

prosopopeia:

15 Keaney and Lamberton (1996) 133.



ovK NuéAnoe d¢ oLDE xaparTNELoal Tovg OrTogas. Tov pév yao Néotoga
NOLV k&l TEOOTVT] TOIG AKOVOVOLV elodYEL, TOV D& MevéAaov BoaxvAdyov kail
eUXQQLV KAl TOU TIQOKELUEVOL TUYXAVOVTA, TOV 0& OdLoTén TIOAAT) kKol LK VT
<KQL> MTANKTIKT T OELVOTNTL TWV AOYWV KEXONUEVOV.

He was concerned to give each orator a particular character and makes Nestor
sweet and saying things pleasing to the listeners, Menelaus brief and winning,
coming right to the point, and Odysseus using many complex ingenuities of
language. (172)
This trio of characters is commonly cited among ancient critics as representing the three
registers or styles of rhetorical speech, with Odysseus traditionally illustrating the grand
and complex style, Nestor the middle and balanced style, and Menelaus the plain style.!®
This sort of retrojection of Hellenistic and Imperial rhetorical categories onto Homeric
speakers is certainly anachronistic; but Pseudo-Plutarch avoids such terminology,
merely observing that Homer creates and distinguishes his characters, at least in part,
according to their modes of speaking. What is of more import is the way that he fits this
observation into his larger matrix of argumentation for Homer’s awareness and implicit
articulation of rhetorical theory. To this end, Pseudo-Plutarch devotes sections 167-170
of the Essay to characterizing and analyzing the speech of Nestor, Diomedes, and the
three members of the [liad 9 embassy to Achilles. “[Homer] shows the orators in the
embassy itself using various techniques” (¢v avtn d¢ 1) moeoPetla TokiAaug Téxvaug
ToLEL Xowpévoug tolg ortogag (169)), he claims. He then identifies these techniques:
Odysseus aims to evoke pity in Achilles for the suffering Greek army (169)—a clear
instance of Aristotle’s notion of pathos as rhetorical device, though Pseudo-Plutarch
never mentions Aristotle in connection with his Rhetoric, here or elsewhere.
Additionally, Odysseus appeals to the authority of Peleus (recalling Aristotle’s
argument from éthos); and in general he tries to downplay Agamemnon’s role in the
negotiations in order to placate Achilles, displaying mindfulness of his audience’s

disposition (Aristotle’s notion of diathesis). Phoenix, in Pseudo-Plutarch’s analysis, takes

6 For earlier statements of this opinion, D.A. Russell (1981) 137, fn. 21 has catalogued the following
occurrences: Cicero Brutus 40 (ALC 222); Quintilian 12.10.64 (ALC 414); Gellius 6:14.7; Radermacher, Artium
Scriptores 6 ff. (some of which I will be discussing subsequently).
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the “kitchen-sink” approach: “as he proceeds he leaves out nothing that might persuade
him, rhetorically summarizing all the main points” (169), including appeal to his own
fatherly relationship to Achilles, argument for the nobility of yielding to persuasion, and
presentation of the cautionary example of Meleager. Ajax takes the route of directness,
employing “tactful rebukes (eVkaipwg émmAnttwv) mixed with polite requests
(evyevawg magaxkaAwv) ...appropriate to one who had military prowess” (169). Having
made his case for Homer’s prosopopoeia, Pseudo-Plutarch caps his larger argument that
Homer had a conception of rhetoric by appealing to the passage most commonly cited
for this purpose among ancient critics, namely Iliad 9.440-43 (in which Phoenix claims to
have taught Achilles to be a uvBwv entnE). “In Phoenix” speech Homer also indicates
that fhetoric is an art” (¢v 0¢ Toig ToL PoiviKog AGYOIG KAKEIVO TaQIoTNOLY, OTL TEXVT
gotiv 1) ontogikr] (170)), concludes the critic.’”

The Essay on the Life and Poetry of Homer is admittedly a biased source, one which
doggedly pursues its project of tracing all contemporary intellectual pursuits
(philosophy, rhetoric, politics) to Homeric origins.!® As such, it does not propound a
coherent ideology, but rather presents a litany of examples and arguments for an
encomiastic purpose—it is a highly didactic instantiation of the epideictic tradition, as it
were. There is little evidence that Pseudo-Plutarch favors any of the competing
philosophical schools of thought prominent in the Imperial milieu; as Buffiere puts it, “la
Vie est presque une doxographie: on y résume a larges traits 1'opinion d'une école ou

d’un philosophe sur une question, pour montrer aussitot l'accord avec Homere. Or, le

7 Buffiere’s (1973) comment on passage 170 of the Essay recapitulates in more explicit terms Pseudo-
Plutarch’s contention that Homer recognized rhetoric as a téxvn: “Homere est un incomparable professeur
de rhétorique. Et son art n’est pas purement intuitif, il est conscient et étudié. Homere sait que la parole est
une science qui s’apprend : Phénix était chargé d’en instruire Achille, il devait faire du fils de Pélée, selon sa
propre expression, « un bon diseur de paroles ».” (352)

8 See Keaney and Lamberton (1996) 10ff. for elaboration of this insight. For further discussion of the
philosophical contributions of Pseudo-Plutarch, see De Lacy (1948); for general but less exhaustive
overviews of the Essay than that of Keaney and Lamberton, see Buffiere (1973) 72-77 and Kindstrand’s
introduction (1990). What little scholarship exists on this work has focused heavily on the identity of the
author, perhaps because of the difficulty of pinning down its content in a way that sustains comment (e.g.
Bulffiere, “[L’auteur] combat Aristippe et Epicure, énonce souvent les positions stoiciennes sans rien blamer
ni louer, mais donne en maint endroit la palme de la vérité a Platon et a Pythagore, notamment pour la
croyance a l'immortalité de l'dme...Ces données composent un portrait assez flou; et I'on comprend
I'hésitation des critiques sur le nom de I'auteur.” (74)).
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style doxographique ne permet guere a un auteur d’affirmer sa personnalité.”? Its value
to modern scholarship, I would argue, is not in its broad, “doxographic” project (which
is common enough in this and later eras), but in the flashes of idiosyncratic insight that it
provides in the course of analyzing certain Homeric phenomena—in particular, its
astute observation of the aspects of téxvrn present in Homeric characters’ speech. The
Essay is remarkable for the range and detail of its presentation of rhetoric in Homer, in
close reliance on the text of the Iliad (very few of its examples come from the Odyssey). Its
assertions on the subject can be summarized by this characteristically enthusiastic
statement:

Kat 6t pév texvitng Adywv ‘Oungog ovk av dAAws Tig eimot €0 povav:

dNAa ya kal T dAAa €€ a0TRG TS AVAY VWO EWC.

No reasonable person will deny that Homer was an artificer of discourse, for

this much and more is clear simply from reading him. (171)

The Essay on the Life and Poetry of Homer is not unique in its claims; it is merely the
most sustained treatment of the question of rhetoric in the Homeric poems. As early as
the fourth century B.C.E., ancient critics of Homer had been making similar arguments.
One of these was Antisthenes, a philosopher, rhetorician, and associate of Socrates,
credited with founding the Cynic school?? He also produced some of the earliest
attested critical interpretations of Homer. In one of the surviving fragments of his work,
Antisthenes tackles a controversy over whether the epithet polutropos—as applied to

Odysseus in the Homeric poems—had a positive or negative connotation:

1% Buffiere (1973) 75; cf. Keaney and Lamberton (1996): “His is an unpretentious but voracious intellect,
unencumbered by any commitment to a particular philosophical school, engaged in a work that is
essentially a popularization—a doxographer who focuses his doxography on the glorification of Homer.”
(12)

20 Antisthenes’ work survives only in fragments, collected in a modern edition by Caizzi (1966). Although
only limited critical attention has been bestowed upon Antisthenes, Navia's Antisthenes of Athens: Setting the
World Aright (2001) offers an extensive and contextualized view of the philosopher in what Navia calls his
“various stages of intellectual development, beginning with a Sophistical and rhetorical stage, from which
he moved on to come under the influence of Socrates, until eventually he turned himself into a Cynic.” (vii-
viii) A more specialized treatment can be found in Pépin’s article “Aspects de la lecture Antisthénienne
d’Homere” (1993), which discusses the role of Antisthenes’” Homeric exegesis in laying the groundwork for -
later non-literal and even allegorical interpretations of Homer.
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el 0¢ ol oodol kai <avOpwmolg ouvvelvar> dyabol eigl, dux ToLTO PnoL Tov
Odvooéa ‘Oungog gohov dvra moAvtgomov eivat, 6tL dn 1ol AvOowToLg
Nrioctato MoAAolg TEOMOIS ovvelvat. oUtw kal [TuBayopag Aéyerar mEOg
nadag aélwbeig momoaocBar Adyovg dwxBelvar mEOg avtovg  Adyoug
Todkovg, kAl TEOS yvvalkag yuvaléiv aguodiovg, kal TEOG AQXOVIAG
apgxovtkovs, kai mog £pnPouvg €pnpPkovs 1oV yap fxdotolg mEdoheQov
OOV TG Tgoding éEevplokely codlag éotiv.

If the wise are also good at “dealing with men” (&vBpwmoig ouveivar), by this

Homer says that Odysseus, being wise, is “polutropos,” because in fact he knew

how to deal with many types of men. Thus also Pythagoras is said to have been

esteemed for crafting speeches for children, to set childlike speeches for them;
and for women speeches appropriate to women, and for leaders, leader-like
speeches; and for ephebes, ephebic speeches: for it is a characteristic of wisdom

to discover the proper type of wisdom for each.?! (Antisthenis Fragmenta 51

(Caizzi), Porphyr. schol. ad Od. ], 1)

Antisthenes highlights Odysseus’ and Pythagoras’ use of the rhetorical technique of
adapting their speech to fit the particular audience in order to gain favor—another
instance of diathesis, the technique that Pseudo-Plutarch also noted in the speech of a
Homeric character (Achilles, in that case; see above, p. 6).

The suggestion that Homeric characters practice oratory can be found in several
of Plato’s works as well. In the Cratylus, a middle-period dialogue concerning the nature
of language and naming, Plato makes an indirect comment on the subject in the way that
he frames his speculative etymology of the term “hero.” Although he does not
specifically name any Homeric characters in the following passage from the Cratylus,
Plato surely takes into account the most extensive literary depiction of the heroic age,
the poems of Homer. The name “hero,” Socrates asserts, may derive from the heroes’

evident skill in speaking;:

6t godot foav kai grjrogeg dewvol Kal daAextiol, £QwWTAv kavol OvTeg To
Yoo “elpetv” Aéyewv éotiv. OmeQ o0V &QTL EAéyopev, €v T ATtk Pwv)
Agyopevol ol floweg ONTogés TIves kal fowtnrikol ovpBaivovow, ©ote
ONTooWV Kol COPLOTWV YEVOG VLY VETAL TO )QWIKOV GUAOV.

21 Text of Antisthenes from Caizzi (1966); translation my own.
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[It is] because they were sophists, clever speech-makers and dialecticians, skilled

questioners—for ‘eirein’ is the same as ‘legein’ (‘to speak’). And therefore, as we

were saying just now, in the Attic dialect, the heroes turn out to be speech-

makers and questioners. Hence the noble breed of heroes turns out to be a race of

speech-makers and sophists.?? (398d-e)
Plato leaves this tantalizing suggestion un-elaborated in the remainder of the work, but
he does seem to take for granted that the heroic age had produced orators, dialecticians,
and sophists—a curious mixture of skills for Plato, considering that elsewhere (most
prominently in the Gorgias) he disparages rhetoric and sophistry, while promoting the
activities of dialectic and questioning (see Phaedrus 276e-277a). Plato’s Phaedrus also
attests the influence of Homeric characters’ speech on the rhetorical handbooks that
were popular in the fifth and fourth centuries: in response to Phaedrus” assertion that
artful speaking is found primarily in the lawcourts, Socrates asks,

aAA’ ) tag NéoTogog kot Odvooéws Téxvag HOVoV Tepl AdYwV AKNKOAGS, AG v

TAtw oxoAaCovteg ovveypapatny, twv de [MaAaurdovg avijkoog yéyovag;

Well, have you only heard of the rhetorical treatises of Nestor and Odysseus—
those they wrote in their spare time in Troy? Haven’t you also heard of the works
of Palamedes?? (261b)

Once again, it is Nestor and Odysseus who serve as the prototypical representatives of

rhetorical speech (along with the non-canonical figure of Palamedes, renowned in

legend as a clever trickster).? Plato even characterizes their supposed “rhetorical

22 Text of the Cratylus from Duke et al. (1995); translation from Reeve (1998). For critical treatment of the
Cratylus, see among others Barney (2001), who provides a broad interpretive (re-)reading of the dialogue,
addressing the question of Plato’s seeming oscillation between conventional and naturalistic accounts of
naming; as well as Baxter (1992) and Sedley (2003), both of whom focus more particularly on the extensive
section in the dialogue devoted to etymologies (often viewed as incongruous with the rest of the dialogue),
in order to defend it as important to and consistent with Plato’s larger philosophy of language.

2 Text of the Phaedrus from Burnet (1903); translation from Nehamas and Woodruff (1995). For
commentaries on the Phaedrus, see de Vries (1969), and Rowe (1986); for treatment of its themes, and
especially of the interplay between philosophy and rhetoric, see Ferarri (1987). For discussion of the
Phaedrus specifically in connection with rhetoric, see among others D. White (1993), whose concern is to
bring together the elements of love and rhetoric in the dialogue under a unified heading, as “a concentrated
discourse on metaphysical considerations, both in substance and method” (3); and Nicholson (1999), 35-55.
2 Palamedes, though not mentioned in the Homeric epics, is a figure connected by tradition (beginning with
the Cypria in the epic cycle) with qualities of linguistic cleverness and inventiveness. He was the subject of
plays by Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides, and of a defense speech by Gorgias (DK Blla). Hyginus'’
Fabulae, a second-century A.D. handbook of mythology, reports Palamedes’ two most well-known
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treatises” as téxvag megl Adywv, the contemporary terminology used for instructional
handbooks on the subject (Aristotle makes reference to ta¢ téxvac twv Adywv at the
beginning of the Rhetoric (1.1.3)). Phaedrus, nonplussed by Socrates’ question, responds
by attempting to interpret the figures of Nestor and Odysseus as contemporary orators
(Gorgias and Thrasymachus or Theodorus); Socrates then abandons the point and
moves on. But White sees significance in Socrates’ seemingly offhand reference to the
Homeric characters:

Why then did he name Nestor and Odysseus as producing such treatises when
there is no evidence in Homer that they ever contemplated doing such a thing?
Recall, however, that both Nestor and Odysseus were extremely eloquent. Thus,
their treatises on rhetoric are their speeches. Socrates is pointing to the fact that
skilled rhetoricians—even mythic ones—must have some sort of theoretical
glimmer of what they are doing before they speak. So in their idle moments, i.e.,
when not actually speaking, Nestor and Odysseus are envisioned as reflecting
on, and writing about, how to be eloquent. Whether or not they were ever
depicted as actually doing so is irrelevant....Nestor and Odysseus are no less
theoretical for being only expert rhetoricians than those rhetoricians who have
studied, and written about, this art.2s

This hint of recognition by Plato (via Socrates) that the speeches of Homeric heroes
could constitute “rhetorical treatises” ties him into a strain of thought that continues

throughout antiquity.?

achievements: he was responsible for revealing Odysseus’ true identity when the latter was feigning
madness to avoid the Trojan expedition; and he was credited with inventing the letters of the Greek
alphabet. This reputation for cleverness, reflected in the etymology of his name, is likely what made
Palamedes a natural candidate for the tradition of putting rhetorical speeches in the mouths of mythical
figures, to which Plato here refers (on which see note 27 below). (Nightingale (1996) 149-54; Nehamas and
Woodruff (1995) xi, n.1 and 56, n.139; OCD (1996) entries on Palamedes and Hyginus (1099, 735).)

% D. White (1993) 195-6.

% A tradition of placing exemplary speeches in the mouths of mythical figures arose in the rhetorical
instruction of the fifth century, for example Gorgias’ Defense of Palamedes (spoken by Palamedes) and
Antisthenes” Ajax and Odysseus. This suggests that actual Homeric speeches may have been viewed as (or, at
any rate, adapted into) instructional treatises (technai). Even earlier, the lost poem Xelpwvog YmoBnkay,
attributed to Hesiod, purportedly contained the centaur Chiron’s wisdom and instructions for Achilles.
Kurke (1990) explains that the Xeipwvog YmoB1fkat belonged to a genre known as hypothékai in Archaic
Greece (at times treated as synonymous with the later category of parainesis); citing the work of P.
Friedlander (1913), she writes that “The genre of hypothékai would be characterized by a proem, an address
to a specific addressee, sometimes by mythological material, but mainly by a collection of injunctions and
traditional wisdom, loosely strung together with gnomic material.” (90) (The connection between Greek
wisdom literature and the development of rhetoric will be further explored in Chapter 3 below.)
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While Aristotle cites a number of Homeric passages in his Rhetoric, he does not
recognize Homer as a rhetorician or participant in the development of the discipline that
he is describing in the treatise. I will discuss Aristotle’s relationship to Homer with
regard to rhetoric at length in Chapter 4. For now, it must suffice to say that Homer is
included in Aristotle’s account of rhetoric primarily to illustrate minor figures of speech,
such as metaphor (Rhetoric 3.11.2-4), asyndeton (3.12.4), and emotional gestures (3.16.10).

Proceeding chronologically to the Hellenistic period, we next find the testimony
of Eratosthenes, a literary criticc mathematician, geographer, philosopher, and the
successor to Apollonius as head of the Library of Alexandria in the third century B.C.E.
Eratosthenes continues in the tradition of identifying rhetoric in Odysseus’s diction,
observing that

N ¢ Enrogkt) Ppeovnols eott dymov mept Adyouvg, v Erudeikvutatl ma” SANV
Vv moinotv {Odvooevg) év M) diameipq, €v taic Altaig, €v 1) meeoPein, év 1)
dnowv: dAA” Gte O Oma Te peYAANV &k omBeog el kat émea vipadeoov
gokdta xewepinoty, ovk av énert’ Odvoni vy’ épicoete Bpotog dAAoG.

Rhetoric is knowledge concerning speech, which Odysseus demonstrated
through the whole poem in the trial, in supplications, and in the embassy, in
which [Homer] says: “but when indeed there was a great voice from his chest
and words like wintery snowflakes, then no other mortal would quarrel with
Odysseus [Iliad 3.221-23].”% (Eratosthenes apud Strabonem A 2.5 (C. 17))

- What emerges from this passage is the notion that the Homeric characters were self-
conscious about speech—that they possessed specialized knowledge and intention
(pobvnoic) about the craft. This strain of thought is also evident in the Homeric
commentary of Philodemus, a first-century B.C.E. poet, criticc and Epicurean

philosopher whose work on a broad range of literary and philosophical subjects

survives only in fragments.® The first two books of his work On Rhetoric focus primarily

2 Text of Eratosthenes from Radermacher (1951) 6; translation my own.

** For further scholarship on Philodemus’ rhetorical work, see Chandler’s (2006) translation and exegetical
essays on the fragments of On Rhetoric, and Blank’s (1995) article “Philodemus on the Technicity of
Rhetoric.” Chandler notes that one of Philodemus’ aims seems to be to refute the view —common in his time
among both Epicureans (to whose philosophy he subscribed) and others—that Epicurean philosophy was
incompatible with rhetoric. (13-17) He also observes that, in keeping with the Epicurean approach,
Philodemus believes that of the three branches of rhetoric laid out by Aristotle, only epideictic (which he
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on the question of whether rhetoric is an art.? In a fragmentary discussion on whether
rhetoric is possible without the existence of formal training, Philodemus invokes the
heroes of the past and refers intriguingly to an “account” (Aéyoc) of their grasp of this
skill:

oV kpelvw d& maAwvAoyelv avaykalov eivat TG amodelfews katd ye TNV
duvvauy ovbev dladepovang Tov ddokovTog Adyov owag Htot [Wlwt]ag; un
naboévtag v enropikr)v duvlalto[vs Onrogevely yeyovéviat

I do not judge it to be necessary to deny the proof, differing not at all in its force

from the account teaching that the heroes—although they were non-

professionals, not having learned rhetoric—became capable of speaking

rhetorically.® (ITepi Pryroowknig II)
What is this A6yog that Philodemus mentions? Is it a strand of tradition attending the
canonical legends, otherwise unattested? Or does it refer to the Homeric poems
themselves, which “teach” through their narrative and representation of the characters’
speech that the heroes possessed skill in rhetoric? In either case, this passage seems to
fall in with the pattern already established by Antisthenes, Plato, and Eratosthenes that
attributes either conscious persuasive techniques or explicit use of “rhetoric” to the
Homeric heroes.

A further indication of Philodemus’ support for the notion (evidently much
debated by “critics and philosophers” of his time) that Homer was the inventor of
rhetoric comes in the following statement:

AAAX” oVtwg aovvetol Tvég Eopev, wote Groocodiag pEV abTOV eVQETNV
AEYOUEVOV AKOVELY, OUXL TE TWV KOITIKWV HOVOV aAAx Kat twv GLAoocodwv
avT@vV, OVdE UIAG HOVOV alQéTews AAAX mMao@v: 10 O& ONTopikng evE[eTnV
vou{]CeoBat tépag [OmoAapBaverv].

But some of us are so unintelligent that we hear this man being called the
inventor of philosophy—not only by the critics but by the philosophers

calls “sophistic”) counts as a Téxvn: “Philodemus systematically and repeatedly denies that forensic and
political rhetoric have any efficacy at all.” (16) Various essays in Obbink’s (1994) Philodemus and Poetry
(whence Blank's article comes) provide a view into Philodemus’ thought on other subjects, in particular the
relationship between poetry and Epicurean philosophy.

2 See Chandler, 13ff.

3 Text of Philodemus from Radermacher (1951) 5, following and emending Sudhaus (1896) 71-2; translation
my own.
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themselves, and not of one school only but of all—and yet assume that it is a

monstrosity for him to be considered the inventor of rhetoric.3 (ITept Pnrooixrig

II)

Although the fragmentary passage is somewhat ambiguous, Philodemus seems to be
taking a position similar to that adopted by Pseudo-Plutarch: that Homer is the source of
both philosophy and rhetoric. At the very least, he argues that critics cannot claim to
find a philosophical foundation in Homer’s works without acknowledging the presence
of a rhetorical foundation as well.

The Greek-speaking world of the Roman empire produced its own
representatives of the Homer-as-inventor-of-rhetoric school, most prominently Pseudo-
Plutarch, as detailed above.®? But other literary critics touched on the theme as well.
Pseudo-Longinus, whose On the Sublime dates to the first century C.E., finds multiple
examples of the rhetorical device of “sublimity” (O{oc) in Homer. Although most of
these examples come from the narrative voice rather than from the direct speech of
Homeric characters, there are some of the latter. Pseudo-Longinus quotes a desperate
battlefield prayer of Ajax (Iliad 17.645-7), for example, to illustrate a familiar rhetorical
technique: Homer’s ability to craft speech appropriate to the individual character.
“These are the true feelings of an Ajax” (éotwv wg aAnBac 10 mdBog Alavrog), he
observes;

oV ya (Nv evxetal (v Yo to altnua oL fowos TametvoteQoy), AAA” Emeld)
€V ATQAKTW OKOTEL TNV AVOQEIAV €lg 0UdEV Yevvaiov elxe da@éobal, dux tavt
ayovakt@yv 0Tl TEOS TNV HAXNV AQYEL PAS OTL TAXI0TA alTelTa, WG MAVIWS
TG AQETNG EVENOWV EVIAPLOV AELoV.

3 Text from Radermacher (1951) 9 and Sudhaus (1896) 111.

%2 The Second Sophistic movement drew on Homer, but more for his themes, plotlines, and even
philosophical implications than for rhetorical instruction, according to the findings of Kindstrand in Homer
in der Zweiten Sophistik. Kindstrand looks at three major authors of the Second Sophistic—Dio Chrysostom,
Maximus of Tyre, and Aelius Aristides—and examines what each has to say on the subject of “Homer als
Philosoph, Lehrer und Rhetor.” Of Dio, he remarks: “Wenn es sich um Homer als Rhetor handelt, kann man
die Zuriickhaltung Dions bemerken, da fiir ihn andere Aspekte seines Homerbildes erheblich wichtiger
sind.” (128) Maximus acknowledges no rhetoric in Homer whatsoever, which Kindstrand postulates is due
to the conflict that Maximus perceives between viewing Homer as a philosophical exemplar (for which he
makes strong claims), and as a rhetorician (171-2). Aristeides, on the other hand, acknowledges the
rhetorical ability of Homeric characters, but presents this as a natural gift or divine inspiration—an attitude
which Kindstrand summarizes as follows: “a) die Rhetorik ist bei Homer vorhanden und b) sie ist nicht eine
téxvn, was jedoch ihren Wert nicht verringert.” (200-201)
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He does not plead for his life: such a prayer would demean the hero: but since

the ineffectual darkness robbed his courage of all noble use, therefore, distressed

to be idle in battle, he prays for light on the instant, hoping thus at the worst to

find a burial worthy of his courage.® (9.10)

In this passage, Pseudo-Longinus offers a refinement of earlier literary analysis: he
highlights Homer’s strategic manner of representing speech to reflect the way Ajax is
elsewhere characterized. It is an aspect of Homeric invention that Pseudo-Plutarch will
explore further. In a broader sense, Pseudo-Longinus’ contribution to the increasingly-
sophisticated préctice of ancient literary criticism is a lack of prejudice about the.
capacity of poetry to display rhetoric, at a time when categorization of and
compartmentalization between genres was already well on the way to general
acceptance. “Longinus cuts across traditional distinctions of genre and style to analyse
and show how we too may attain one particular quality,” observes Innes.*

The tradition of attributing rhetoric to Homer continued throughout later
antiquity, although critics of this period —like Aristotle, Longinus, and to a lesser extent
Pseudo-Plutarch before them—were more concerned with the “rhetoric” of Homer’s
narrative voice and its illustration of stylistic tropes such as metaphor and “sublimity”
than with the rhetoric of Homer’s characters and their persuasive argumentation.
Treatments of the latter do exist, however; they can be found in the rhetorical theory of
Hermogenes, a critic of the late second century C.E., as well as in later commentaries on

Hermogenes’ influential work.® In his treatise On Types of Style (Peri Ideon Logou),‘

¥ Text of Pseudo-Longinus from Russell (1964); translation from Fyfe (1927). For Longinus’ place in the
history of literary criticism, see Russell (1981). For discussion of the structure of On the Sublime and a
detailed commentary, see Innes (1995), who argues that the structure of Longinus’ “five sources most
productive of sublimity” discussed in section 8.1 (i.e. solid thrust of conception, intense and enthusiastic
emotion, molding of figures in a certain way, noble phrasing, and dignified and lofty composition) “is
subverted in ways which emphasise a view of sublimity as an organic whole” (114).

3 D.C. Innes, “Longinus’ and others” in Easterling and Knox (1989) 86.

3% For more on Hermogenes’ place in the history of ancient criticism, especially his position at the
culmination of ancient theories of style, see Russell (1981). “[Hermogenes] comes as near as any ancient
author ever does to giving articulate expression to his sense of stylistic nuance and colour,” Russell observes

(143).
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Hermogenes estimates Homer and Demosthenes at the top of their respective genres in
rhetorical ability.? While acknowledging the differences between poetic and prose
categories in the following passage, he nevertheless articulates the transcendence of
formal distinctions that Homer achieves with his speech-craft:

Omep yap NV 0 AnpooBévng Mulv kKatax TOv MOAlTkov Adyov €V Te TQ
ovpBovAevtikg kot dikavike kal 0 [TAdtwv év 1o mele mavnyvok, Tovt” av
‘Ounoog ein kata v moinoty, fiv &M mavyvowov Adyov év pétow Aéywv
efvad TiG oK ofpat el dapaQTiTETAL. ..AQIoTN Te Y&Q Tomoewv 1) Ourjgov, kKat
‘Ounpog momtwv &orotog, dainv & av OtL kat ENTOwWV kai Aoyoyeadwyv,
Aéyw & lowg Tavtov €met YaQ éotv 1) moinoig Uipnog anaviwy, 6 8¢ peta
e TEQL TNV ALV KATAOKELNG  AQLOTAX  MUHMOVUEVOG Kal  QrTooag
dnunyopovvtag Kai kilBagwdovg mavnyvpiloviac womneg tov Prjutov Kal Tov
Anuodorov kal T dAAAx MEOCWTIA TE Kal MEAYHATA ATIAVTX, OUTOG &QLOTOG
£0Tt oG, €medn) ovv tavl’ oUtwg €xel, TdY AV TAUTOV elonkwe &Ny,
EIMWV Elval oMtV &QLoToV, WG €l Kal Onrdpwv dplotov kai Aoyoypddpwv
EAeyov. OTQATNYWV HEV YAQ T TEKTOVWV T} TWV TOOVTWV (Owg ovk
&0L0TOG...00 AGYOg €Kelvolg 1) Téxvn ovde év Adyols: oig & éotv &v Abdyw 10
£oyov, olov grtoot Aéyw kai Aoyoyeddols, 6 ToVTOUG AQLOTA HIUOVUEVOS Kal
Aéywv, OOTEQ AV O EKElVwV AQLOTOG LMoL, TTAVTWG AV Eln Kal avTtdg ékelvwy
AQLOTOG. &OLOTOG ODV KT TAVIA AOYwvV €dn kal moumtwv Amdvtwv Kol
oNToewV Kat Aoyoypadpwv ‘Ounpoc.

What, in our opinion, Demosthenes is to practical oratory, both deliberative and
judicial, and Plato is to panegyric oratory in prose, Homer is to poetry. If anyone
says that poetry is panegyric in meter, I cannot say that he is mistaken...The best
poetry is that of Homer, and Homer is the best of poets. I would say that he is
also the best of orators and speech-writers, although perhaps this is implicit in
what I have already said. Poetry is an imitation of all things. The man who best
imitates, in a suitable style, both orators delivering speeches and singers singing
panegyrics, such as Phemius and Demodocus and other characters engaged in
every pursuit, this man is the best poet. Since this is the case, perhaps by saying
that Homer is the best of poets I have made a statement that is tantamount to
saying that he is also the best of orators and the best of speech-writers. He is
perhaps not the best general or craftsman or other such professional...Their skill
does not reside in the use of speech and words. But as for those whose business
is with the use of speech, such as orators and speech-writers, the one who
represents them best and describes how the best of them would speak, is surely

% Peri Ideon 1.260 (Rabe).
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himself the best of them. Thus of all poets and orators and speech-writers Homer

is the best at using every kind of style.>” (PI 2.374-75)
Hermogenes does not simply and glibly call Homer the most knowledgeable figure in
every field of expertise—he admits that the poet is no general or craftsman. But he does
identify Homer’s representation of speech as the supreme paradigm for oratory, citing
Homer’s diversity of styles. For Hermogenes, Homer puts into practice the rhetorical
handbook.

The commentators on Hermogenes add further to such a rhetorical reading of
Homer. Sopatros, writing in the fourth century, declares in his commentary that

dalvetal d¢ Kal 6 TOMTIG TTAVTOIX EDWS ONTOPIKNG TAQADEYHATA. TOV UEV
YaQ TaxLV Kal CUVIOMOV KAl ATODEIKTIKOV OrjTtoQd dnot Aéyewv vibadeoowv
Spola, Kal TOV TMUKVOV KAl CUVTOHOV, OVDEV & 1)TTOV ATIODEIKTIKOV T
HEV, GAAX HaAa Ayéws. oidev d¢ v dtallav g dnuaywylag kat tolg
AdLakITWS KAt EVIExvws Aéyovtag, omolol moté elowv, womeQ Tov Oepaltny,
6 ¢ émeat ppeatv )ov dxoopud te TOAAA e f)det. [Iliad 2.213]

The poet [Homer] reveals that he knows all sorts of paradeigmata of rhetoric. For
he says that the one [Odysseus], a swift and concise and demonstrative speaker,
says things like snowflakes, and the other [Menelaus] is both compact and
concise, and says few things no less demonstratively, but with great fluency. But
he knew the disorder of demagoguery and those speaking indiscriminately and
artificially, what sort they are—such as Thersites, “who knew many and
disorderly words in his mind.”*® (Commentary on Hermogenes’ 11epi Ztdoewv,
Walz V.6)

Again we see the theme of certain Homeric speakers being singled out as exemplary,
and as is often the case, Odysseus and Menelaus are cited. Sopatros draws on the
vocabulary of rhetorical theory when he describes Odysseus and Menelaus as
“demonstrative” (amodeucticdc) speakers.’® His addition of Thersités as an example of
unappealing rhetorical qualities is more unusual; not even Pseudo-Plutarch’s Essay

discusses Thersites in this capacity. Although Walz amends the manuscript reading of

%7 Text of Hermogenes from Rabe (1969); translation from Wooten (1987).

3 Text of Sopatros from Radermacher (1951, following Walz (1832-6)); translation my own.

3 Aristotle uses the adjective amodewctikog seven times (and the adverb arodewctiig once) in the Rhetoric,
applying it to speech (Adyoc), proofs (mioteig), or enthymemes (évBuurjuata); it is always translated as
“demonstrative.”
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évtéxvwe (“artificially,” i.é. “artistically”) to atéxvwe (“unskillfully”) in describing
Thersites” speech, I join Radermacher in printing the rarer adverb évtéxvwe. I find the
manuscript reading, however jarring, to give a more provocative, and indeed Homeric,
reading of Thersites: in Iliad 2, Homer characterizes him as a speaker with unharnessed
(&rooua) artifice, but a degree of artifice nonetheless.®

Bepoitng O €Tt HOUVOG XUETQOETIG EKOAQA,
0G émea POECL OV AKOTUK TE TOAAL TE 1)ON. ..
@ O wka Tapiotato diog Odvooev,
Kat pev 0rédea wv xaAeme nvinane pver
“Qepolt’ dkoLtopvle, Arytg meg wv ayoentis...”

But one man, Thersites of the endless speech, still scolded, who knew within his

head many words, but disorderly... But brilliant Odysseus swiftly came beside

him scowling and laid a harsh word upon him: “Fluent orator though you be,

Thersites, your words are ill-considered...” [Iliad 2.212-13 and 244-46]
Interestingly, the adjective/adverb cluster évtéxvoc/-wg comes up on numerous
occasions in Aristotle’s Rhetoric in his effort to distinguish the rhetorical argumentation
with which he is concerned —which he describes as év’cévag—from “inartistic” means
of persuasion such as witnesses, documents, and the like. Sopatros’ use of the word to
describe Thersites’ speech (if indeed évtéxvwg is the correct reading, which I believe is
interpretively plausible and has the claim of lectio difficilior) is then another example of
vocabulary from rhetorical analysis being applied to the speech of Homeric figures.

Like Sopatros, the fifth-century rhetorician and Neoplatonist philosopher
Syrianus wrote extensive commentaries on the Hermogenic corpus. In the following
passage, he too identifies Homeric characters as exemplars of rhetoric:

OUVOQOUOG YAQ 1] ONTOQLKY] T AdYw TV Puxwv, kal ed Néotopds te kal
®oivikog IMaraundovg te kai Vdvocéws kai t@v &v TAlw dntdgwv Nokeito
ntagax avBpwTotg 1) gnrogwkr), &l ye kat tov Toowlnviov TTutBéa dpaoiv &viot
Adywv v Tpollnvi téxvag YoadeLy Te Kal dddokelv dvOQWmoug. ..

For rhetoric is an accompaniment to the reasoning power (logos) of souls, and
before Nestor and Phoenix and Palamedes and Odysseus and the other

% As Roisman (2007) puts it, Thersites’ speech is “an example of verbal dexterity put to wrong purposes.”
(431)
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rhetoricians in Troy, rhetoric was practiced among men, if indeed [it is as] certain

people say that Troizenian Pittheus wrote handbooks of speeches in Troizen and

taught men...#! (Commentary on Hermogenes’ Ilegi Xtaoewv, Rabe 11.7)
Although Syrianus’ initial statement sounds something like a theory of universal
rhetoric, his subsequent mention of Pittheus’ “handbooks of speeches” (téxvatr Adywv)
makes it clear that he has a more formalized notion of rhetoric in mind. The question of
when rhetoric originated takes him into pre-Homeric territory; he treats it as a given fact
that the Homeric heroes (again, Nestor and Odysseus headline the examples) were
onroges. Here again, as in the passage from Plato’s Phaedrus treated above, there are
hints of a lost tradition that attributed actual sixth- or fifth-century technai to
mythic/heroic characters.

Finally, at the late end of antiquity, we find the following discussion by an
anonymous author. It appears in Rabe’s Prolegomenon Sylloge, a collection of
“introductions” to rhetoric (many of them drawn from Walz’s earlier collection Rhetores
Graeci) which Kennedy dates to the fourth and fifth centuries C.E. 2 Its presentation of
rhetoric among the Homeric heroes touches some by-now familiar themes, but it fleshes
out these themes in explicit and Véhement fashion, thus providing a fair summation of
ancient commentary on the subject:

Aevtegov 3¢ ot keDAAalov, v @ EAEyxouey, el kal &V 1EWOLV 1) ONTOQLKT).
€deL Yoo Kal kKaAws €deL 1o TV Oe@v dnNULovOYNHaTa TOUG €k Bewv Pavévtag
TIQWTOUG KAPMwoacHal. £0Tw TOlVLV TOVTWV ATAVIWVY UAQTUG O OETTECIOG
NUv kal tegodpdvtne ‘Ouneog, 6c elc Ppavegdv te kal cadég Nyaye Tac meQl
TovTwv (NTRoEes Mulv. 00Tog Yae PovAduevog onuaval rfjuiv, 6TL év Ttoig
NOWOLV éKATéQA TOLOTNG TNG QNToRLKTlG ebENTan, eiocayel Tov Néotoga
oUpPovAov dvra, Tepl o0 Aéyel
“toloL O Néotwe

novemc avogovae, Aryvg ITuAlwy dyoentic,

TOU KAl Amo YAWOoT)G HEALTOG YAVKIWY O€ev avdn).”
KAl TO UEV YAUKU Kal MQOONVEG Thg Onrtogikrc éxewv tov Néotopa
¢&édnvev 0 momtg TO O gvvtovov kal €mixagr dix tov Mevedaov
gvdeikvutal, elMwv megL avToD

“aAA” jtoL MevéAaog émitpoxadnv drydoeve

4 Text of Syrianus from Rabe (1893); translation my own.
42 Kennedy (1957) 23.

21


file:///xdqxvc

navoa HéV, A pdAa Aryéwg.”

elodéget O¢ kal Tov 'Odvooéa TO TEOXAAOV KAl 0LV kal TO adodgoV Kkal 1O
Aaumgov TG PnToplkrs d' avtov eikovioatr PovAduevog, Aéywv meQl
avToL

“AAA” Ote On) OMax TE pEYAANV £k 0TOE0G €ln

Kat Emea VIPAdEoTLV £0IKOTA XEUEQMOLY,

ovk av €nert’ OdvomLy’ eplooeie Bootog dAAog.”
4Tt O¢ kai TO dvopua TG ONTOQLKNS TV éYVWOHEVOV TOlG JowaL, GEQEL TOV
Doivika ngog Tov AxIAAéa AéyovTta

“TOUVEKA UE TROENKE DDAOKEUEVAL TADE TIAVTA,

HVBWV Te ONTNE’ épeEVaL TENKTNOAX Te €QYwV.”

But there is a second main point on which we argue: whether in fact there was
rhetoric among the heroes. For it was necessary, and rightly necessary, that they,
having appeared first from the gods, should make use of the crafts of the gods.
Let Homer therefore be the divine witness to us of all these things, since he led
the investigations for us concerning these things both into evidence and into
clarity. For he, wishing to mark for us that among the heroes was found each
individual [type] of the quality of rhetoric, presented Nestor as a counselor,
about whom he says: '

“But Nestor the sweet-speaker rose up among them, the fluent assembly-

speaker of the Pylians, from whose tongue poured a voice sweeter than honey.”

(1. 1.247-9]

And the poet displayed that Nestor possessed the sweetness and the attractive
quality of rhetoric: but he demonstrated earnestness and winsomeness
through the rhetoric of Menelaus, saying about him:

“But Menelaus spoke out swiftly, few things, but very sweetly.” [Il. 3.213-14]
And he presents Odysseus, wishing to depict through him the swiftness and
sharpness and vehemence and brilliance of rhetoric, saying about him:

“But when he let loose his great voice from his chest, and words resembling

wintry snowflakes, then no other mortal could compete with Odysseus.”

(IL. 3.221-3]

And the fact that the name of rhetoric was known to the heroes, he transmits
[by means of] Phoenix saying to Achilles:

“For this reason he sent me to teach these many things: that you should be a

speaker of words and a doer of deeds.” [I1.9.442-3]* (Prolegomena Artis

Rhetoricae, Rabe 22-23; emphasis added)

Like Pseudo-Plutarch, this author treats the subject as a (rhetorically-structured)

argument, progressing logically from one point to the next and providing examples

3 Text of this anonymous prolegomenon from Rabe (1931); translation my own.
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from the text of the Iliad in support of his claims. “It was necessary,” he insists, for the
heroes to have had access to the crafts (dnuovoynuata) of the gods; he implies that as
an intermediate generation between gods and mortals, they were endowed with
heightened skills, one of which was the ability to speak rhetorically. This ability, he
emphasizes, was systematically depicted by Homer: our anonymous author
conspicuously uses seven different verbs to express the poet’s work of rhetorical
representation (onuavai, eioayet, éEépnvev, évdelicvutal, eloPépel, eikovioal Qépet).
Like other commentators, this author identifies Nestor, Menelaus, and Odysseus as the
Iliad’s three stylistic exemplars; in contrast to others, however, he does not make them
headline the three conventional registers of style (grand, middle, and plain), but
characterizes the distinctive speech of each by means of descriptive nouns. His final
contention brings the argument to its culmination: not only the concept, but indeed the
very term “rhetoric” (or at least its related agent noun) was known to the heroes, as
evidenced by Phoenix” phrase uv0wv ¢ntmo’.

Nor is it only Greek-speaking critics who observe and comment on the question
of Homeric rhetoric. Cicero discusses the history of oratory in the Brutus, chposed in
46 B.C.E., and seeks to answer the following questions concerning orators: quando esse
coepissent, qui etiam et quales fuissent (20). Curiously, Cicero seems to give two accounts of
the origins of rhetoric in Greece in quick succession: the first, sections 26-39, claims that
orators and written records of oratory first appeared in Athens, with Pericles and
Themistocles being the first practitioners. Having completed a brief history of Greek
oratory, however, Cicero returns the discussion of origins to an earlier point in time with
the statement nec tamen dubito quin habuerit vim magnam semper oratio in section 40. He
continues:

neque enim iam Troicis temporibus tantum laudis in dicendo Ulixi tribuisset Homerus et
Nestori, quorum alterum vim habere voluit, alterum suavitatem, nisi iam tum esset
honos eloquentiae; neque ipse poeta hic tam [idem] ornatus in dicendo ac plane orator
fuisset.

Surely even in Trojan times Homer would not have allotted such praise to
Ulysses and Nestor for their speech unless even then eloquence had enjoyed
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honour—to the one, you will recall, he attributed force, to the other charm —nor
indeed otherwise had the poet himself been so accomplished in utterance and so
completely the orator.* (40)

Cicero’s inclusion of Homeric figures in his catalogue of oratorical history would seem
to place him within the tradition that I have been tracing. He identifies the same
exemplars of eloquence—Odysseus and Nestor—as do his Greek counterparts, and
introduces Latin equivalents to some of the desirable qualities of speech that we have
seen in the Greek sources, such as vis for 10 opodgdv (the term applied fo Odysseus’
speech in the anonymous prolegomenon above) and suavitas for 1o mgoonvég (applied to
Nestor above). He locates eloguentia in “Trojan times,” and labels Homer an “orator.” But
it is not clear that Cicero views this Homeric instantiation of “eloquence” on a par with
the historical orators and written handbooks that he had cited in his first survey of
Greek oratory. By providing these two parallel histories, Cicero may indeed represent
the beginning of an opinion that is now well-entrenched in modern histories of rhetoric,
one that I will explore in section II below: that Homer and his characters were capable of
eloquence, but possessed no notion of rhetoric as a theory or technical discipline.

Quintilian, writing his Institutio Oratoria at the end of the first century C.E., notes
that the Iliad depicts both instruction in rhetoric as well as different regiéters of rhetorical
style: |

...apud Homerum et praeceptorem Phoenicem cum agendi tum etiam loquendi, et
oratores plures, et omne in tribus ducibus orationis genus, et certamina quoque proposita
eloquentiae inter iuvenes invenimus, quin in caelatura clipei Achillis et lites sunt et
actores.

Even in Homer we find Phoenix as an instructor not only of conduct but of
speaking, while a number of orators are mentioned, the various styles are
represented by the speeches of three of the chiefs and the young men are set to
contend among themselves in contests of eloquence: moreover lawsuits and
pleaders are represented on the shield of Achilles.*> (2.17.8)

# Text of the Brutus from Malcovati (1970); translation from Hendrickson (1971).
5 Text of the Institutio from Winterbottom (1970); translation from Butler (1921).

24



“The speeches of three of the chiefs” refers, of course, to Odysseus, Nestor, and
Menelaus, the by-now well-established representatives of the three genera dicendi (to use
Gellius’ phrase).46 Later in his treatise, Quintilian makes perhaps the strongest statement
yet concerning rhetoric in Homer, claiming that Homer displays “every department of
eloquence” and “all the rules of art” for the different genres of rhetoric:

omnibus eloquentiae partibus exemplum et ortum dedit...tum copia tum brevitate
mirabilis, nec poetica modo sed oratoria virtute eminentissimus. nam ut de laudibus
exhortationibus consolationibus taceam, nonne vel nonus liber, quo missa ad Achillem
legatio continetur, vel in primo inter duces illa contentio vel dictae in secundo sententiae
omnis litium atque consiliorum explicant artes?...iam similitudines, amplificationes,
exempla, digressus, signa rerum et argumenta tceterague quae probandi ac refutandi
suntt ita multa ut etiam qui de artibus scripserunt plurima earum rerum testimonia ab
hoc poeta petant.

[Homer] has given us a model and an inspiration for every department of
eloquence...remarkable at once for his fullness and his brevity, and supreme not
merely for poetic, but for oratorical power as well. For, to say nothing of his
eloquence, which he shows in praise, exhortation and consolation, do not the
ninth book containing the embassy to Achilles, the first describing the quarrel
between the chiefs, or the speeches delivered by the counselors in the second,
display all the rules of art to be followed in forensic or deliberative
oratory?..Then consider his similes, his amplifications, his illustrations,
digressions, indications of fact, inferences, and all the other methods of proof and
refutation which he employs. They are so numerous that the majority of writers
on the principles of rhetoric have gone to his works for examples of all these
things. (10.1.46-49)

This litany of rhetorical devices allegedly employed by Homer is impressive, but less
illuminating than is Pseudo-Plutarch’s similar treatment, as Quintilian fails to provide
any but the most vague of examples. It is left to the reader to infer which parts of the
Homeric speeches mentioned display the “rules of art to be followed in forensic or
deliberative oratory.” Clearly, however, examples (testimonia) drawn from Homer were
common in the rhetorical commentaries of Quintilian’s day. Quintilian returns to
Homer’s primacy in the history of rhetoric at several points in his work, citing Priam’s

supplication to Achilles in Book 24 as an example of the use of an epilogue-speech

4 For more on Quintilian’s Institutio, see Reinhardt and Winterbottom’s (2006) commentary on Book 2,
which includes an up-to-date bibliography on the work.
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(epilogus) (10.1.50), and the familiar threesome of Odysseus, Nestor, and Menelaus to
illustrate the different registers of oratorical style (12.10.64).

This survey of ancient views on the existence of rhetoric in Homer is certainly
not exhaustive, but it is my hope that it has sufficiently established the fact of a tradition
making such a claim, with various degrees of elaboration. Along with these extant
references, there is evidence for discussion of the subject in lost works from antiquity.
Among the latter are two treatises by the second-century C.E. Stoic grammarian
Telephos of Pergamon, attested in the Suda: Ilepi twv map Ounow oxnuatwv
onrogk@wv (in two books), and Iept ¢ kad ‘Ounegov gnroowng, titles which tantalize
with their suggestion of an analytical investigation of rhetorical “figures” in Homer. But
for all the energy devoted in ancient scholarship to this notion, it is one that has largely
disappeared from modern analysis of both Homer and ancient rhetoric. Even the
modern understanding of how the ancients viewed rhetoric in Homer is impoverished,
as few historians of rhetoric seem to have tracked the diachronic breadth and critical

depth of these ancient claims.” Kennedy examines a few of them in his article “The

47 Buffiere (1973) is a partial exception, although his focus is on ancient views of Homer, not on the history of
rhetoric. His brief survey of the subject in question (in a section within the chapter “La Cité selon Homere”
entitled “L’art oratoire” (349-54)) is the most sustained attention given to the subject that I have found in
modern scholarship. The narrow scope of modern classicists’ interest in and study of ancient literary
criticism generally has been observed by Lawrence Kim (2001), whose dissertation concerns the practice of
exegetical “supplementing” by ancient readers of Homer. Kim notes that in modern study of ancient literary
criticism (analogous, I would argue, to modern study of ancient rhetoric), much has been omitted or ignored
because of the “incompatibility between ancient and modern ways of treating poetry.” (13) For instance,
Kim writes,
surveys of Archaic and Classical literary criticism concentrate on theories about poetry —mimesis,
poetic inspiration, psuchagogia—and give the impression that we possess virtually no interpretation
of specific poetic passages except for sections of Aristophanes’ Frogs and Plato’s Protagoras (neither
of which concern Homer), until we reach Aristotle’s Poetics in the late fourth century. But there is a
considerable body of Homeric interpretation that survives from this period—in historians,
rhetoricians, and philosophers, among others. Much of this criticism is admittedly not what we
would characterize as ‘literary’; each treats Homeric poetry in the context of other matters: history,
theology, linguistics, etc.,, and not qua poetry, that is, not as literature...The much broader range of
interpretive techniques and concerns—engaging with and reading Homer in the light of extra-
literary interests—is effaced, with the result that modern conceptions of ancient poetic
interpretation are heavily distorted. Surely it is significant that, despite [ancient] intellectuals’ lack
of interest in poetry per se, they felt that the interpretation of Homer was of serious importance for
ethics, rhetoric, history, etc. (13-14)

26



Ancient Dispute Over Rhetoric in Homer,” but sees this notion as a late (Hellenistic and
beyond) development, arising out of the erstwhile polemic between rhetoric and
philosophy as an argument (on the part of the philosophical schools) against the
rhetoricians’ claim that rhetoric was a téxvn.® Not surprisingly, then, Kennedy is
dismissive of the actual claim that rhetorical theory can be discovered in Homer’s
speeches, as evidenced in the following sentiment: “One would suspect that
grammarians and scholiasts were the first to note the existence of formal rhetoric in
Homer, since they would have training in rhetorical systems and quite likely would be
lacking the historical sense which might have told them that Homer was innocent of the
rules which he seems to illustrate.”*

Is the view represented by the preceding variety of ancient authors—that
rhetoric can be found in the speeches of Homeric characters —indeed merely the product
of later grammarians’ misguided zeal? Before offering my own theory and turning to the
Homeric text itself, I will briefly review the state of modern scholarship concerning

rhetoric’s origins and history.
II. Homer as Rhetorician: Modern Opinions

This robust showing of ancient testimony on the subject of rhetoric in Homer is
in contrast with nearly all modern accounts of the history of rhetoric. These accounts
(Kennedy (1963), Cole (1991), Schiappa (1999), and Pernot (2000) being the
primary examples) vary in emphasis and approach, but all generally agree on the

role of Homeric poetry in their histories: it is a role innocent of any theory or

While my project differs from Kim'’s in that it is primarily focused on the Homeric text, with ancient readers
summoned to provide a degree of corroboration rather than as the central argument, I find Kim's efforts to
treat ancient criticism seriously and on its own terms to be a valuable alternative to much of the existing
treatment of the subject.

4 Kennedy (1957).

¥ Ibid, 23. Similarly, Pernot briefly reviews some of the same passages that I have introduced here, but
concludes, “Quelles que soient la vigueur et la précision avec lesquelles les Anciens ont développé le théme
de «la rhétorique d’'Homere », il n’est évidemment pas question pour nous, Modernes, de les suivre dans
cette voie.”(19)
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systematic craft, and summed up by Cole’s use of the phrase “native eloquence”

to account for sophisticated patterns of speech that occur in Homer.

Kennedy and Pernot both mention Homer in their introduétory chapters, which
cover Greek history and literature up to the fifth century B.C.E. —before the “invention”
of rhetoric, by their calculation. Kennedy’s chapter is entitled “Persuasion in Greek
Literature before 400 B.C.E.;” Pernot’s is “La rhétorique avant la rhétorique.” In
describing the attitude of the Homeric epics toward speech, Pernot draws upon
Detienne’s notions of “parole magico-religieuse” (“magico-religious speech”) and
“parole-dialogue” (“dialogue-speech”):

Certains passages s’apparentent a la conception d’une efficace intrinseque, la

parole des « maitres de vérité », qui sont aussi maitres de tromperie...Cette

parole-dialogue est porteuse de reflexion, mais aussi d’émotion ou de ruse. Elle

recourt a des arguments, a des effets de structure et de style. Cependant, elle n’a

pas de formes codifiées (comme seront codifiées plus tard les formes du discours

rhétorique).5' (Emphasis added)
Pernot does no more than speak in vague terms about Homer’s depiction of speech; he
goes on to say that the poems may exhibit “une pratique de la parole et une importance
accordée au discours.”> What they do not do, according to Pernot, is betray any
knowledge of formal elements of persuasive speech (“formes codifiées”). Presumably,
any persuasion effected by Homer’s characters is due to the mysterious quality of
“intrinsic efficaciousness,” and is brought about by “emotion and trickery” rather than
by systematic deployment of rhetorical techniques. Kennédy is slightly more open than
is Pernot to the notion of a Homeric awareness of rhetoric on some level, although he

attributes this to a universal consciousness of “certain critical principles”:

When study of rhetoric began in the fifth century B.C.E. much of what was said
was merely a theorizing of conventional practice. Techniques of rhetorical theory
are already evident in the speeches of the Homeric poems to such a degree that
later antiquity found formal rhetoric everywhere in Homer and on the basis of
Iliad, 15.283 {., even conjured up a picture of practice declamations among the

0 Cole (1991} 40.
51 Pernot (2000) 20.
52 Ibid, 20.
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Homeric heroes.® Speech in epic is generally treated as an irrational power, seen in the
ability to move an audience and in its effect on a speaker himself, and is thus inspiration,
a gift of the gods. But it is difficult to believe that there did not exist in all periods certain
critical principles, generally, if tacitly, accepted. The fact that Phoenix in the Iliad
(9.442 £.) claims to have been sent to teach Achilles to be a speaker of words and a
doer of deeds is an indication of the existence of some kind of rhetorical
training.”> (Italics added)
As we have seen in several passages from antiquity quoted above, the ancients did much
more than treat speech in the Homeric poems as “an irrational power” bestowed by the
gods (a notion that, if anything, is more Hesiodic than Homeric).>> We have seen above
that Plato calls the heroes “sophists, clever speech-makers and dialecticians” (codol
Aoav kai QnTogec Oetvoi kal duxAextikoi), Eratosthenes attributes “knowledge
concerning speech” (¢poodvnoic mepi Adyoug) to Odysseus, and Pseudo-Plutarch refers to
the embassy to Achilles as “orators” who use “various techniques” to persuade their
listener (TowkiAaig téxvatlg moiel xpwuévous toug grjtopac). These critics seem to be
taking a more robust view of Homer’s knowledge of rhetoric than does Kennedy, who
views speech in the Homeric poems as more than irrational, but less than systematic.
Kennedy’s attitude towards Homer shows a tendency typical among modern scholars of
rhetoric, namely to characterize him as the unsophisticated but artistically-gifted bard.
The attitude is summarized by Kennedy’s claim that “the most interesting aspects of
Homeric rhetoric are its native vigor and its relation to the concept of the orator which
was later to develop.”%
Cole takes a more radical position than other historians of rhetoric in claiming

that the “true founders” of the discipline were Plato and Aristotle, not their fifth-century

predecessors Corax, Tisias, Gorgias, and the writers of technical handbooks on the

5 Kennedy cites Quintilian 2.17.8 and Radermacher’s (1951) collection of passages on Homeric rhetoric—
many of which I discussed in section I above—as support for this claim.

% Kennedy (1963) 35-6.

% See Solmsen (1954): “Effective speech is for Hesiod not one of the two outstanding excellences of man [as
it is in Homer, according to Iliad 9.443] but one of the two gifts of the Muses.” (5) I will discuss further the
differences between Homer’'s and Hesiod’s conceptions of speech in Chapter 3.

5 Kennedy (1963) 39.
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subject. He sees literacy as essential for producing analytical thinking about rhetoric,
and consequently posits the “basically ‘arhetorical’ character of early Greek views of
artistic discourse,” given the oral nature of that discourse.”® Speech in Archaic poetry,
according to Cole, has no connection to or knowledge of technique. He draws a strong
distinction between the “eloquence” that occurs in Homer, and the rhetoric of the
Classical era:

What does come out in Homeric speech is eloquence: a combination of volubility,
native gift for holding the attention of an audience, and a mind well stocked with
accurate memories and sound counsels...Possession of “a tongue that speaks
sweetly” (Tyrtaeus 12.8) is simply another instance...of a natural quality or
external possession that is not worth having unless accompanied by bravery in
battle.>
The theories of Plato and Aristotle, for Cole, represent a clear break with the past
because it is in their work that a “metalanguage” for analyzing rhetoric first comes into
play. According to the definitional parameters that Cole has set for rhetoric—that it
involves written, explicit theory with its own technical terminology —Plato and Aristotle
may indeed be the first practitioners. Whether this definition is sufficient to describe
rhetoric in ancient Greece is a question I will take up in the following section.

In his 1999 work The Origins of Rhetorical Theory in Classical Greece, Schiappa
advocates a rethinking of current notions about the emergence of rhetorical theory,
based on the late (Platonic) dating of the coinage of the technical term rhétoriké. This
coinage, he argues, imposed a radical change on the concept of persuasive speaking: as

with all emerging disciplines, the creation of a technical vocabulary indicates the

theorizing of a particular practice.® Like Cole, Schiappa points to the shift from an oral

5 “Written eloquence [is] the prerequisite for an analysis of the working of eloquence in general.” Cole
(1991) 112.

58 Cole (1991) 41.

% Ibid, 40.

60 Schiappa (1999) 11£f,; in constructing this argument, he cites among others the work of Havelock, who has
asked, “May not all logical thinking be a product of Greek alphabetic literacy?” (Havelock (1986) 39) But
Halverson’s critique of Havelock reasoning applies to Schiappa and Cole as well: “The problem is that
[Havelock] seems to want to make alphabetic literacy the sole cause of the change [in Greek thought during
the classical period], as if written language in and of itself created thought. As is so often the case,
Havelock’s arguments rest on a post hoc propter hoc fallacy: if writing preceded logical though it must have
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to a literate culture as critical to the development of a theorized understanding of
disciplines in fourth-century Greece. Schiappa thus asserts that “it is somewhat
anachronistic to talk of ‘theories of rhetoric” prior to that time [the fourth century].”¢!

Important to the discussion of the place of rhetoric in Homer is Schiappa’s
definitional distinction between rhetoric as theory and rhetoric as practice:

A distinction needs to be made between the use of the word rhetoric to denote the
practice of oratory and the use of the word to denote a specific domain of
theorizing. The first sense, rhetoric as persuasive speaking or oratory...obviously
occurred long before Plato, but is distinct from the second sense, the history of
rhetorical theory. Since traditional rhetoric is as old as civilization, rhetoric as a
practice is coextensive with the history of society (Kennedy 1980, 8)...This book
is concerned with the status of conceptual or metarhetoric that attempts to
theorize about oratory (cf. Kennedy 1994, 3).”¢2
Though using a different methodology and approach, Schiappa makes the same
argument that Cole does: that “metarhetoric,” rhetoric as theory, did not arise until
explicit terminology and treatises describing it arose, namely in the works of Plato and
Aristotle. I would argue that Schiappa and Cole—along with other modern scholars of
rhetoric—have overlooked the presence of a systematic and strategic employment of

rhetoric, indicative of theoretical understanding (although not an overtly technical

“meta-vocabulary”), occurring much earlier than the fourth century.
II1. Introduction to thesis: methodology, definitions, parameters

That Homer was the “father” or “inventor” of rhetoric is not an original claim; its
proponents were numerous in the ancient world, as we have seen. The claim of this
dissertation is more pointed: that Homer not only demonstrates an awareness of rhetoric
via the speech of his characters, but that the patterns of persuasion which he depicts

enact, in very specific ways, the rhetorical theory that arose in Classical Greece, most

caused it...He observes, astutely enough, that written texts permitted reflective perusal and retrospective
topicalization that led, or could lead, to the development of logical categories; but then he leaps to the
conclusion that this would be impossible under acoustic conditions. This is certainly a false conclusion, for it
is quite possible to reflect in the same way on an oral presentation.” (Halverson (1992) 160)

€1 Schiappa (1999) 11.

62 Ibid, 21-22.
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fully expressed in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Contrary to the characterization of Homeric
speech found in the modern histories of rhetoric that we have just surveyed—that it
consists of “native” eloquence or inspiration—I will argue that the Homeric narrator
presents speaking as a technical skill, one that must be taught and learned, and one that
varies according to speaker, situation, and audience. And while numerous critics have
analyzed or commented on the phenomenon of direct speech in Homer, their interest
has tended to focus on the way that speech reflects the characters” personalities and the
poet’s powers of characterization (e.g. A. Parry, Friedrich and Redfield, Frobish, Griffin,
Gill, Martin). Few scholars, if any, have examined direct speech in light of the
supposedly later development of formal rhetoric.®® In a sense, then, I am arguing for the
need to revisit the ancient opinion of Homer’s relationship to rhetoric—albeit with a
comprehensive methodological approach, rather than as a doxographical exercise. I am
aware of the pitfalls of such an undertaking; as Pernot cautions when dismissing the
ancients, “il faut se garder d’une interprétation rétrospective, qui plaque a posteriori I’art
rhétorique sur des textes qui ne le connaissaient pas encore.”® | believe that the way to
avoid such anachronism is to approach the issue with a comprehensive look at speeches
throughout the whole text of a Homeric poem, and to analyze them according to a
consistent standard for ancient rhetoric. This will be the task of Chapter 2.

There are many indications in the Iliad that the Homeric composer—and the
Homeric heroes themselves —conceive of speech as a craft, something that can be taught,
learned, and improved upon. The most basic evidence for this is the frequent
comparison made between two different heroes in terms of their speaking prowess. The

character of Antenor, in conversation with Helen during the teikhoskopia, compares the

6 Karp (1977) is an exception. In his article “Homeric Origins of Ancient Rhetoric,” Karp contends that
Homer had “an implicit theory, or at least a set of consistent claims, about how effective persuasion
functions, and on whom it functions.” (237) Although the scope of Karp’s evidence and analysis of Homeric
passages is limited, and he offers few comparisons between Homeric rhetoric and the formal system
developed by Aristotle, some of his observations are similar to my own. I disagree, however, with Karp’s
conclusion that the presence of rhetoric in the Iliad and Odyssey implies that Homer “subscribed” to certain
philosophical views, such as “paternalism, for the practice of which rhetoric is a primary instrument.” (239)
8 Pernot (2000) 19.
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speech styles of Menelaus and Odysseus in the famous passage in Book 3. The
narrator, in 18.252, contrasts the abilities of two Trojan heroes thus: “But he [Polydamas]
was better in words (uvBotowv. . .évixa), the other [Hector] with the spear (¢yxel) far
better.” The embassy to Achilles in Book 9 presents the widely divergent styles and
strategies of three characters trying to achieve the same goal, inviting the hearer or
reader to compare the persuasive power of Odysseus, Phoenix, and Ajax. Phoenix
himself claims that he has taught Achilles to be a “speaker of words” (uVBwv ontrE) as
well as a “doer of deeds” (9.443)—the passage most often quoted by ancient critics as
evidence of rhetoric in Homer. One of the most explicitly meta-rhetorical expressions in
the Iliad is the following line, put in the mouth of Aeneas: “The range of words is wide,
and their variance (éméwv d¢ TOAUS vopog évBa kat évBa)...” (20.249)% The C)hoice of
the phrase vopog éméwv indicates a recognition of speech as having an enclosed area,
with boundaries and rules; but also as “broad” (moAvg) and ranging (§vOa xkai €vBa).
This sententia, and particularly the word vouog (“range, district”), attributes qualities of
delimitation, order, and thus calculation to speech. Indeed, the scholia on this passage
catalogue some of the activities denoted by the phrase ToAUg vouog, and they are what
would later be considered the functions of rhetoric: “to distribute and to scan many
~ things; to blame and to praise” (moAAa vepnOfvar kai émdoapely, kal Pééat kai
é¢navéoat).?” The accumulated evidence of such meta-rhetorical passages (of which
more are catalogued at the end of the chapter below), combined with the persuasive
techniques evident in many of the direct speeches in the Iliad (detailed in Chapter 2),
suggest that Homer was operating from a theoretical conception of rhetoric.%

The driving questions for this project are twofold: first, does the Homeric
composer indeed employ a system of speech that includes conscious techniques of

persuasion and a deliberate variation of registers? And second, how can we account for

¢ For a more extended discussion of this passage, see Martin (1989) 15-17, 95-6.

6 Text of Homer from Allen and Munro (1920); translation from Lattimore (1951), unless otherwise noted.

67 Schol. A ad I1. 20.249.

68 J use the term “theoretical” here to denote the deployment of a conscious and rule-governed system. To be
sure, not all speech that occurs in real life or is depicted in literature is consciously calculated according to
rules of persuasion in order to achieve a desired outcome. But some is; and such speech is generally deemed
“rhetorical,” with the understanding that a system underlies that label.
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such a system, if present: was it a wholesale invention of the composer, or one born out
of an observation of the speech patterns of real-life individuals? Attending these
questions are several others, which I will address in Chapters 3 and 4. Namely, is Homer
a major (and largely unacknowledged) source for or influence on Aristotle’s Rhetoric?
How did the thread of rhetoric get passed down from Homer to Aristotle, crossing lines
of time, genre (poetry to prose), and medium (oral to written)?® What effect did the
explicit rhetorical theory of the fourth century have on Greek poetry, particularly epic,
post-Aristotle? To answer these questions, I must necessarily deal with theories about
the nature of rhetoric, invoking the ancient tension between natural and learned skill —
$voic and Téxvn.

In arguing that rhetoric exists in Homeric poetry, I will not present the entirety of
the Homeric corpus as evidence, for I do not consider the poetic/narrative voice to be
rhetorical in this robust sense (with technical connotations prescient of Aristotle). A lack
of distinction between this narrative voice and direct speech leads to many of the
comments about Homer’s rhetorical genius from ancient enthusiasts; likewise, the
narrative voice is almost exclusively the focus of any modern scholarship referring to the

“rhetoric” of Homer.”® Instead, my argument will focus on direct speeches in the Iliad

¢ Although the dating of the composition of the Homeric epics is subject to debate, the period at which they
began to be circulated in written versions is perhaps more relevant to the question of Homer's influence on
rhetorical theory, and Aristotle in particular. See Nagy (2003) on the textualization debate; his “evolutionary
model” for the formation of Homeric poetry locates a “definitive period, centralized in Athens, with
potential texts in the sense of transcripts, at any or several points from the middle of the sixth century B.C.E.
to the later part of the fourth; this period starts with the reform of Homeric performance traditions in Athens
during the regime of the Peisistratidai.” (2) The fact that Aristotle quotes Homer at numerous points in the
Poetics and the Rhetoric (following the precedent of Plato, Isocrates, and the artium scriptores, who in the
generation(s) before Aristotle all quoted and commented on aspects of the Homeric poems) demonstrates
that these poems had already achieved at least the status of “transcript” —“a record of performance,” in
Nagy’s terminology —by the fifth century.

7 Bakker (1997), for example, sees a connection between Homeric poetry and ancient rhetoric, but is clearly
referring to Homer’s narrative voice when he observes that “both Homeric poetry and classical rhetorical
prose are, each in their own specific and very different ways, the rhetorical enhancement and manipulation
of the basic properties of ordinary speech. Both are special speech, based on strategies that are reserved for
special performance occasions and meant, in a truly rhetorical sense, to have a special effect on an
audience.” (129) Likewise Scodel’s (2002) discussion of what she calls the “rhetorics” or “rhetorical
positions” of Homer —namely, traditionality and disinterestedness —are concerned with the narrative voice,
not character speech (65 ff.); and Ford (2002) speaks of “rhetoric” and “rhetorical elements” in early Greek
literature in terms of a literary work’s total strategy —its persuasiveness or effectiveness in the face-of its
listening or reading audience (3, et passim).
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which are intended to persuade; direct speeches provide the most relevant examples for
they bear the closest corfespondence to later oratory. My definition of “speeches which
are intended to persuade” does not include those speeches which consist simply of
commands in the imperative, but rather those which bring some type of argument to
bear on the desired outcome: logical reasoning, shaming, the offering of incentives, etc.

The first task in presenting this argument is to establish my parameters for
defining “rhetoric.” There are myriad ways in which rhetoric can be, and has been,
defined, from Kennedy’s sweepingly general notion of rhetoric as “’a form of mental and
emotional energy” prior to and more basic than speech”, to Pernot’s relatively specific
definition as “a way to produce persuasive speech based upon a certain know-how and
even on recipes,” behind which lies “a profound and systematic reflection on the nature
and functioning of the spoken word.””2 For my purposes, I will operate from a definition
based on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, as that treatise both provides a highly detailed and
structured explanation of rhetoric, and represents the most wide-ranging ancient
treatment of the subject, having collected and codified the various technai that preceded
it. Aristotle’s short definition is that rhetoric is “the faculty (dUvapuic) of discovering the
possible means of persuasion in reference to any subject whatever” (Rhetoric 1.2.1), and
the rest of the Rhetoric is the technical and practical expansion of this definition.”? My
working definition, in turn (restated from pages 3-4 above), holds that Rhetoric is a
learned and deliberately-practiced skill, involving the deployment of tropes and techniques, and
aimed at winning an audience’s approval or assent.

As my primary data, I have chosen the text of the Iliad, which I will hold up to

the mirror of the Rhetoric. Why, it may be asked, have I chosen the Iliad—not other

71 Kennedy (1998) 3.

72 Pernot (2005) x.

7 Tt might be objected that using Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric will lead to circularity, given my
contention that Homer constitutes a precursor to Aristotelian rhetoric. This might have been the case if my
project were concerned primarily with definitions; but instead, it focuses on the similarities in content and
construction of speech in these two authors. Insofar as a working definition of rhetoric is a useful and
necessary tool for my project, Aristotle’s short definition has the virtue of being fairly universally accepted
throughout posterity. The core of my argument will grapple not with this definition, but with the detailed
instructional content of Rhetoric.
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works of Archaic poetry, and not also (or instead) the Odyssey? First of all, the Homeric
epics provide the largest data set from Archaic literature for the phenomenon that is
most analogous to Classical oratory, and hence to rhetoric: direct speeches represented
within a narrative frame. Homeric speeches are longer and much more numerous than
the speeches found in other Archaic texts (although such speeches—in Hesiod, the
Homeric Hymns, and Pindar, for example—will be examined for their role in the
development of rhetoric in Chapter 3), and thus are uniquely able to constitute a
significant sample size for testing my claim that there is a systematic employment of
rhetorical techniques prior to the so-called “invention” of rhetoric. Pernot articulates
some of the properties of embedded speech in Homer that make it a particularly fruitful
subject for such analysis:

L’épopée homérique ne contient pas seulement un usage assidu du discours,
mais aussi une réflexion sur le discours...le fait que les discours des personnages
sont insérés dans une frame narrative améne un recul critique par rapport a ces
discours ; tantot c’est un autre personnage qui juge le discours qui vient d’étre
prononcé ; tantot c’est 1’action elle-méme qui se charge de montrer, par la suite
des événements, si un discours était juste ou non, approprié ou non. Il y a
également des cas ou plusieurs personnages prononcent a tour de rdle un

\

discours sur le méme sujet, ce qui conduit implicitement a une comparaison

entre diverses formes d’éloquence.”
The second reason for my choice to focus on speeches in the Iliad, and refer to the
Odyssey only incidentally, is because the former provides a sufficiently large body of
evidence for my ciaims about rhetoric in Homer, while the latter adds comparatively
little to this evidence. It is clear from even a cursory reading of the Odyssey that its
speeches are generally of a different nature than those of the Iliad, due to the difference
in subject matter. There is very little “public” speaking in the Odyssey —that is, speeches
made for the benefit of an audience, in the setting of an assembly or a battlefield —aside
from the obvious set-piece of Odysseus’ four-book travel narration at the center of the
poem, which, ih both form and function, bears more resemblance to narrative than to

direct speech. Instead, speech in the Odyssey centers on private, conversational

74 Pernot (2000) 15-16.
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interactions, most often between two individuals; it is thus well-suited to structural
analyses such as that found in Beck’s Homeric Conversation or Larrain’s Struktur der Reden
in der Odyssee 1-8, but less relevant to an analysis of rhetorical speech. Beck notes that
whereas the Odyssey makes extensive use of one-on-one conversation, “the Iliad depicts
its characters engaged in a wide range of speech exchange systems other than one-on-
one conversation. These systems, which include vaunts, challenges, assemblies, athletic
games, and laments, either do not appear in the Odyssey or appear in a very limited
way.”” In addition, the [liad is a poem filled with opportunities for and attempts at
persuasion by virtue of its setting in war; the military struggle is mirrored in a constant
| dialectical exchange between the warring sides, as well as among them.

Because of the two intertwined aspects of this project, I have two major aims in
mind. On the one hand, I am attempting to build on the current state of scholarship on
ancient rhetoric, probing the boundaries that currently demarcate its origins, history,
and relationship to poetry (particularly Homeric poetry). On the other hand, I seek to
refine and extend scholarship treating direct speech in Homer by suggesting the
dimension of a consistent rhetorical awareness and technique on the level of both style
and argument within these speeches. Most significant for this aim is the demonstration
of consistent patterns of relationship between ancient rhetorical theorists an_d earlier
poetry (Chapter 2), patterns that have gone previously undetected. Along with using
comparative evidence for rhetoric in several societies to shed light on my examination of
speech and its relationship to persuasion, I look diachronically at the awareness and use
of rhetoric in ancient Greek poetry (Chapter 3), and consider the possible reasons for
and implications of Aristotle’s failure to acknowledge Homer as a major influence on the
practice of rhetoric (Chapter 4). Any discussion and analysis of the speech of individuals
in a literary text must take into account how that speech is being crafted by the author or
composer to depict and differentiate his characters (ethopoiia); I will touch on this issue in
my examinatioh of Homer’s representation of rhetoric. Finally, this project reexamines

the history of rhetoric through the fourth century B.C.E., asking what role Homer played

75 Beck (2005) 149.
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in this history. It questions the conceptual boundaries that have been erected between
poetry and prose, and between genre categories such as “poetry” and “rhetoric,”

beginning with Aristotle and continuing into the present.
IV. Examples of rhetorical awareness in the Iliad

To conclude this chapter, 1 present a collection of instances in the Iliad that
suggest an awareness, on the part of both the narrator and the characters, of strategies of
persuasive speech. This awareness generally shows itself in reflective analysis of speech;
as such, the following constitute what I would call “metarhetorical” passages in the Iliad.
Some of them have long been used to support the argument that Homer knew and
employed rhetoric (they will be familiar from the ancient testimony discussed above);
others have gone previously unremarked in connection with this topic, to my
knowledge:

1) Odysseus’ use of different exhortation strategies based upon the particular audience,
2.188-206:

Whenever he encountered some king, or man of influence (twva pév paciina
kal €Eoxov avdpa), he would stand beside him and with soft words (dyavolg
gnéeoowv) try to restrain him: “Excellency! It does not become you to be
frightened like any coward. Rather hold fast and check the rest of the people...”
When he saw some man of the people (drjuov v &vdpa) who was shouting, he
would strike at him with his staff, and reprove him (6pokAnoaoké te pvOw)
also: “Excellency! Sit still and listen to what others tell you, to those who are
better men than you, you skulker and coward...”
Odysseus tailors his approach to persuasion according to the social class of the
addressee, not only verbally —using soft words and reasoned arguments (it does not
become you...”) for the kings, but imperative commands and insults for the common
soldiers—but also physically. He literally stands on equal footing (magaotdc) with the
kings, and beats the soldiers into action. The narrator’s characterization of the speech-act

involved in each rhetorical approach reinforces the status hierarchy at play: Martin’s

work has shown that “the word muthos implies authority and power; epos implies
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nothing about these values.”” It is no surprise, then, that Odysseus is depicted as using
értea to address the kings and a pv9og to command the commoners.

2) Antenor’s description of the contrast between Menelaus’ and Odysseus’ speech, 3.212-
224:

Now before all when both of them spun their speech and their counsels
(LVBouUg kat undea bParvov), Menelaos indeed spoke rapidly, in few words but
exceedingly lucid, since he was no long speaker nor one who wasted his words,
though he was only a young man. But when that other drove to his feet,
resourceful Odysseus, he would just stand and stare down, eyes fixed on the
ground beneath him, nor would he gesture with the staff backward and forward,
but hold it clutched hard in front of him, like any man who knows nothing. Yes,
you would call him a sullen man, and a fool likewise. But when he let the great
voice go from his chest, and the words came drifting down like the winter
snows, then no other mortal man beside could stand up against Odysseus. Then
we wondered less beholding Odysseus” outward appearance.

More a eulogy for the forcefulness and eloquence of these two speakers than a detailed
analysis, Antenor’s observations nevertheless bespeak an attentiveness to differences in

speech qualities and the effect produced by speakers on an audience. In addition, his use

4 1"

of the verb UOdavw (“to weave,” “to contrive”) with regard to speech suggests

calculation and craft on the part of the speaker.
3) Nestor’s commentary on Diomedes’ speaking and persuasive ability, 9.53-62:

Son of Tydeus, beyond others you are strong in battle, and in counsel also are
noblest among all men of your own age. Not one man of all the Achaians will
belittle your words nor speak against them. Yet you have not made complete
your argument (o0 téAog ikeo nOBwv), since you are a young man still and
could even be my own son and my youngest born of all; yet still you argue in
wisdom (rmemvupéva Baleg) with the Argive kings, since all you have spoken
was spoken fairly (kata poipav €einteg). But let me speak, since I can call myself
older than you are, and go through the whole matter (navta diuopat), since
there is none who can dishonor the thing I say, not even powerful Agamemnon.

Nestor critiques Diomedes’ failure to achieve a téAog pvOwv and contrasts this with his
own ability to “go through the whole matter” (that is, both encouraging the

disheartened Achaean army and at the same time humoring the cowardly Agamemnon)

7 Martin (1989) 22-3.
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in his speech. I will discuss the significance of this speech in greater depth in Chapter 2
(72 ff.); in the present context it is simply worth noting that Nestor—as Antenor had
done in the previous passage—applies qualitative and comparative judgments to
speech. Nestor's words indicate an aqwareness of what elements are successful and
unsuccessful for persuasion, and a conception of speech as a skill —a skill that, according
to Nestor, increases with practice and experience.

4) The wary introductory comments of Achilles in response to Odysseus’ embassy
speech, 9.309-314:

Without consideration for you (amnAeyéwg, “forthrightly””) I must make my
answer...[so] that you may not come one after another, and sit by me, and speak
softly (tovCnrte). For as I detest the doorways of Death, I detest that man who
hides one thing in the depths of his heart, and speaks forth another. But I will
speak to you the way it seems best to me.
The use of speech for deceit and manipulation will be one of Plato’s major complaints
against rhetoric in the Gorgias; but Achilles recognized this as a problem long before the
rise of the Sophists. The distinction between open, forthright. speech and guileful,
manipulative speech is one that recurs in the Iliad, and the latter type is especially
associated with Odysseus. Antenor’s Book 3 observations had pitted the “exceedingly
lucid” Menelaus against the moAvuntic Odysseus, with his snowstorm-shower of
words; the Book 9 embassy draws an implicit contrast between the three speakers (crafty
Odysseus, rambling Phoenix, and straightforward Ajax‘); and the prominent Odyssean
epithet moAvUTEo™OG has been seen to refer to his wily speech (as in Antisthenes’ analysis
above).

5) Phoenix’s words to Achilles, 9.442-3:

Therefore he sent me along with you to teach you of all these matters, to make
you a speaker of words and one who accomplished in action (uVOwv e onNE’
EUEVAL TTONKTTQA TE £QYWV).

This is the most commonly-cited statement for ancient commentators making the

argument for rhetoric in Homer, as it provides a tidy summation of evidence. There is

77 Hainsworth (1993) 103: “anAeyéwc is ‘forthrightly’ (< amnd in a negative sense + aAgy-w).”
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the vocabulary of oratory/rhetoric, seen in the term ¢ntng; and there is indication that
Homeric characters viewed speaking as a matter for didaxis, and therefore as a techné.
6) Nestor urging Patroclus to convince Achilles to rejoin the battle, 11.792-3 (repeated by
Patroclus to Eurypylos, 15.403-4):

Who knows if, with God helping, you migflt trouble his spirit with entreaty

(Bupov opivalg mapelnwv), since the persuasion (napaidaocic) of a friend is a

strong thing.
Nestor’'s gnomic statement about the persuasion of a friend (nagaidpacic carries the
connotations of “encouragement” as well as “beguilement” (LS])) again points to a
conception among the lliadic characters of the power of speech. In addition, it
acknowledges that the relationship between speaker and addressee is of critical
importance to persuasion—something that Aristotle will establish at length in his
Rhetoric when discussing the orator’s éthos.
7) The exchange between Polydamas and Hector, 12.211-250: Polydamas begins his
speech by saying “Hektor, somehow in assembly you move ever against me though I
speak excellently (¢00Ax doalopévew)” (211-12). Hector begins his response with the
words, “Your mind knows how to contrive a saying better than this one (oicOa kai
&AAov pobov auetvova tovde vonoat)” (232); and ends it with a threat of death if
. Polydamas turns any soldier away from fighting by “beguiling him 'with your
arguments (napdpauevog énéecowv)” (249). This exchange, with its dynamics of power
and persuasion, will receive fuller treatment in Chapter 2 (28 ff.). Of interest here is the
two Trojans’ clash over the use of speech. Polydamas cites his own excellence in
speaking as reason for Hector to assent to his plans; Hector keeps the quarrel centered
on speaking prowess, but finds fault with Polydamas on two somewhat contradictory
counts: at the beginning, he décries the poor quality of Polydamas’ speech (because he
had criticized Hector’s plan); at the end, he accuses Polydamas of abusing his persuasive
power by “beguiling” the soldiers to cowardly action. Persuasive speech, in this
exchange, is a locus for debate among the characters, an abstract concept about which

qualitative (if disputed) judgments can be made.
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8) The Homeric narrator’s comments on the respective strengths of Polydamas and
Hector, 18.252:
But he [Polydamas] was better in words, the other [Hector] with the spear far
better (AAA” 6 pév ap pvBoloy, 6 0" €yxet mOAAOV Evika).
This statement reinforces what we have already seen, namely the fact that standards of
speech (good, bad; better, worse; persuasive, unpersuasive) exist in the minds of both
characters and narrator.
9) A legal dispute (occurring in a marketplace) depicted in one of the scenes on the
shield of Achilles, 18.498-508: |

Two men were disputing over the blood price for a man who had been
killed...[They] took turns speaking their cases (apo3ndic d¢ dikalov), and
between them lay on the ground two talents of gold, to be given to that judge
who in this case spoke the straightest opinion (diknv i8Uvtata eintot).
This case is complete with arguments from both sides and a decision (dixn) by a judge.
Notably, the verb ducdlerv is the same one that Aristotle uses to speak of forensic
oratory in the Rhetoric.
10) Agamemnon’s approval of Odysseus’ proposal to rest before battle (a sensible

alternative to the reckless approach of Achilles), 19.185-6:
Hearing what you have said (tov uvBov), son of Laertes, I am pleased with you.
Fairly have you gone through everything and explained it (¢v poion yao
TAVTQ OLIKED KAl KATEAEEQG).
It is another example of the internal evaluaﬁon of speech in the Iliad. Agamemnon’s
praise is reminiscent of Nestor’s words to Diomedes in Book 9, cited above, when he had
said that the young man “spoke fairly” (kata poigav €eimeg, 9.59). In addition,
Agamemnon uses the same verb (dukvéouar) for the act of “going through” or
“covering” everything in speech that Nestor had applied to himself (ndvta duEouad,
9.61).
11) Aeneas’ battlefield challenge to Achilles, 20.201-2 (repeated by Hector to Achilles,

20.432-3):
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I myself understand well enough how to speak in vituperation and how to make

insults. (cada oida kat avtog/ NuEv KepTopiag Nd” aiocvAa pvdioacdal.)
12) Again from Aeneas’ battlefield challenge to Achilles, 20.248-56:

The tongue of man is a twisty thing (otoenn 8¢ YAwoo' €oti Bpotwv), there

are plenty of words there of every kind (moAéeg " €vi pvBoL mavtoior), the

range of words is wide, and their variance (énéwv 8¢ moAUVS vouog évBa kai
évOa). The sort of thing you say is the thing that will be said to you. But what
have you and I to do with the need for squabbling and hurling insults at each
other...You will not by talking turn me back (¢néecow anotpéyelc) from the
strain of my warcraft.
Aeneas makes several observations about the nature of speech: he characterizes the
tongue as “twisty” or “flexible” (other metaphorical uses of this adjective in Homer
describe the gods (Il. 9.497) and “good men” (Il. 15.203) to refer to their capacity for
adaption and compromise); and he describes words as abundant, diverse, and able to
provide the material for wide-ranging expression. He also acknowledges the limitations
of persuasive speech; in this particular situation—a duel with Achilles—words will be of
no avail.

A summary of the meta-rhetorical features contained in this list is as follows: 1)
evaluation of speech quality according to standards such as completeness of argument,
adherence to order or propriety (uoiga), forthrightness/authenticity of voice, and ability
to persuade (a capability viewed in both positive and negative terms); 2) discrimination
between speakers with regard to their ability (e.g. the comparisons made between
Menelaus and Odysseus, Nestor and Diomedes, Hector and Polydamas) and
discrimination between audiences with regard to the rhetorical approach taken (e.g.
Odysseus” exhortations to the Greek chiefs and the common soldiers); and 3) references
to instruction in speaking (e.g. Phoenix to Achilles) and practical knowledge about
speaking (e.g. Hector to Polydamas, oioOa kai dAAov uvOov...vonoal;, Aeneas to
Achilles, oida...kegropiag 10" alovAa pwvdnoacBat). The cumulative force of this list
suggests that the Homeric composer possesses an over-arching awareness of what
constitutes persuasively effective speech. But this list alone is only a fraction of the

argument; a greater body of evidence is to be found in the Iliad’s persuasive speeches
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themselves. As we proceed to examine these speeches in Chapter 2, it will be useful to
keep in mind the framework provided by the meta-rhetorical passages above. They are
key in illustrating consistency between the practice and the underlying “theory,” or

systematic conception, of rhetoric in Homer.
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Chapter 2: A Catalogue of Homeric Rhetoric

I. Methodology

Rhetoric is, in the classical Greek conception of the term, a techné. It is a skill—
learned, taught, and employed with calculation and intention. Its pursuit involves first
gathering information; in the case of rhetoric, one needs information about 1) human
nature and its points of susceptibility to persuasion; 2) the particular audience and (if
possible) its points of susceptibility to persuasion; and 3) the techniques of speech that
tend to induce persuasion in any given situation. Equipped with this data, the
rhetorician may then proceed “scientifically”: he makes a prediction about what words
will best achieve the desired effect or incite the desired action in his audience, and then
crafts his speech accordingly. The success or failure of the speech—judged by favorable
or unfavorable audience response—constitutes the outcome of his experiment. The
variables, of coﬁrse, are myriad: since rhetoric deals with human nature and behavior,
its reception is subject to the whims of human emotion, psychology, temporary state of
mind, present circumstances, and past associations (among other things), all of which
may or may not be known to the speaker. Nevertheless, the most successful rhetoric—
according to Aristotle’s foundational theory—manages to draw upon the three
touchstones (literally “proofs,” pisteis) of speaker’s character (éthos), éudience’s
disposition/state of mind (diathesis), and speech’s argumentation (logos), producing from
this triangulation the most convincing set of words possible for a given situation.

Because these three touchstones of Aristotelian rhetoric are integral to my
analysis of the rhetoric of Homer, I will say a few more words about my use of them as
concepts and terms. The foundational passage which establishes them is Rhetoric 1.2.3:

Of the pisteis produced through speech there are three species; for some are in the
character [éthos] of the speaker, and some in disposing the listener in some way,
and some in the speech [logos] itself, by showing or seeming to show something.”

78 All translations of the Rhetoric from Kennedy (2007) unless otherwise noted.
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I have chosen to use the term diathesis to refer to the manipulation of audience
disposition by a speaker, rather than the more conventional term pathos (literally,
“suffering, emotion, condition”), for several reasons.” The first reason involves
faithfulness to Aristotle’s text and choice of vocabulary: in the passage above, he makes
no mention of pathos, but instead provides the somewhat-unwieldy phrase tov
akgoatnv duxBetval (“disposing the listener in some way”) as the second species of
proof. I substitute the noun diathesis (with its lexical definitions of “arrangement,
disposition, means of disposing”) for the infinitive verb form. The second and related
reason is that the use of the term pathos to describe this technique is, in fact, a mis-
representation of the full scope of Aristotle’s description of it in this passage. While he
later speaks at length of arousing the emotions (pathé) in connection with this technique
(Rhetoric 2.1-11), Aristotle clearly intends diathesis to include any strategy that is
calculated to create sympathy in the audience, whether by appealing to emotions or by
knowing the particular audience and adapting one’s argumentative strategy according
to what will best effect their acquiescence. The term diathesis conveys this broader notion
of sensitivity to audience psychology, I believe, more accurately than does the term
pathos. Indeed, it is a rhetorical category that can be seen to encompass not only pathos,
but in some cases éthos and logos as well: an appeal to the character of the speaker, like
an appeal to the emotions, falls under the notion of disposing the audience favorably to
the speaker. This alternative understanding of the three-part division of persuasion
(with the narrower pathos replacing the broader diathesis) is borne out in the next three
paragraphs of the Rhetoric, which state that

[There is persuasion] through character [éthos] whenever the speech is spoken in
such a way as to make the speaker worthy of credence (&&iomiotoc)...[There is
persuasion] through the hearers when they are led to feel emotion [pathos] by the
speech...Persuasion occurs through the arguments [logoi] when we show the
truth or the apparent truth from whatever is persuasive in each case. (1.2.4-6)

7 For the convention of ‘translating this concept as “pathos,” see for example Kennedy (1963): “Aristotle’s
second kind of proof, that resulting from putting the audience into a certain state of mind, is known as
pathos.”
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In my use of these terms for analyzing Homeric rhetoric, then, I draw a distinction
between the techniques of diathesis and pathos by limiting the latter term to instances in
which a speaker targets particular emotions to evoke in his audience: anger, calm, fear,
pity, shame, and the like (all of which Aristotle treats in his discourse on the emotions in
2.2-11). When the speaker uses other means to gain favor with the audience—for
example, making an appeal based on what he knows of the audience’s susceptibilities or
preferences, or employing flattery to engender goodwill —I will identify this as diathesis.

My aim in this chapter is to identify and analyze the widespread occurrence of
rhetoric (in the relatively narrow, Aristotelian definition of the term) represented in the
direct speeches of Homer’s Iliad. The fact that Iliadic speeches occur in a literary
representation, rather than being free-standing (as are Classical orations) adds another
layer of variables to the analysis of these speeches” effectiveness. Moving beyond the
dimension of the relationship between speaker and audience, any analysis of literary
speech must take into account the narrative implications of the relationship between
speeches and plot necessity, as well as between speeches and characterization. These
two relationships will be examined at the end of the chapter, with specific reference to
the text of the speeches I have identified as rhetorical.

My methodology in analyzing speeches in the Iliad has been to compare Homer’s
presentation of rhetoric through the mouths of characters with a system based largely,
but not exclusively, on Aristotle’s techniques for effective persuasion in the Rhetoric.
Given the occasional unevenness of the Rhetoric and the areas in which it may not give a
complete picture of rhetorical possibilities, I have made certain clarifications of or
adjustments to Aristotle’s system. By this means, I have aimed to create a sensible
division of rhetorical categories and sub-categories; these I have schematized into three
“levels” of increasing detail and sophistication (explained below, p. 6ff.). In collecting
speeches for analysis, my first-order selection process was to examine all the direct
speeches in the Iliad and find those whose intent was to persuade—to cause the
listener(s) to perform some action or take some attitude in response. This precludes both

vaunting speeches on the battlefield, and speeches that consist exclusively of flyting or
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blame (i.e., when such speeches are not employed in the service of persuasion, but are
spoken merely to criticize). From the resulting field of speeches intended to elicit some
behavior, I have distinguished between those speeches which employ solely command
or instruction, and those which summon argumentation or give reasons in their attempt
to convince the listener(s). The former class of speeches—simple commands or
instructions—are generally brief, and are unaccompanied by any persuasive elements
(appeals, reasons, arguments, examples, invocations to figures of authority, evocations
of the past, etc). Although they are uttered with the intent of getting the listener to do
something or take some attitude, théy cannof be categorized as rhetorical since they rely
solely on the imperative mood of the verbs, rather than on the speaker’s arguments, to
affect the listener’s behavior. They are also generally uncontroversial (i.e., unlikely to be
contested by the listener). I have included a list of these speeches in Appendix A at the
end of this chapter.

It is the latter type of speeches—those that summon argumentation and
reasons—that are of interest to me, as suggesting an awareness of rhetorical technique.
The level of sophistication in these persuasive speeches is the more significant for being
only a subset of all the persuasive attempts among the Iliadic speeches. The fact that
some speeches (used in certain situations, spoken by certain characters) do not make use
of devices that would later (by Aristotle) be classed as “rhetoric,” while others do, both
provides a basis for comparison, and suggests a degree of intentionality in the placement
of these devices. This in turn implies an awareness on the part of the narrator of
something like a system of rhetoric. Even within this smaller class of what I will call
“rhetorically persuasive” speeches, there are several levels of elaborateness. There are
speeches of short or medium length that employ one or two rhetorical devices—most
commonly, the enthymeme structure (as Aristotle would label it), in which the object of
persuasion is accompanied by a reason (premise), either particular or
generalized/gnomic. But there are also a healthy number of longer speeches which
expand upon the first two “levels” of persuasive speech that I have just described; they

exhibit several rhetorical devices in combination, often spun out to considerable length.
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They also tend to be more attuned to the audience and to which fopoi are best suited to
persuade that particular audience. These speeches form the true core of my thesis, and
most clearly exhibit features that later appear in Aristotle’s theoretical and systematic
explication of rhetoric.

As mentioned above, 1 have schematized various persuasive techniques
explained by Aristotle into.three major levels, extracting this schema from the structure
in which they are presented in the Rhetoric. I shall present these levels in order of their
increasing complexity of rhetorical technique, and —corresponding to this complexity —
as increasingly unable to be explained as universal, unsystematic, or untaught speech
practices. As Aristotle establishes at the beginning of Book ‘3, the most fundamental
division of rhetorical speech is that between style (Aé&ig), arrangement (tdéig), and
content, or “proofs” (mioteic). It is the latter element that is the focus of most of the
Rhetoric (including the entirety of Books 1 and 2), and it is these “proofs,” or persuasive
techniques, that will be of interest to me in comparing Homeric speech with rhetorical
speech according to Aristotle. As we saw above, Aristotle makes a three-part division of
the basic rhetorical mioteig in Rhetoric 1.2.3, and it is this division that comprises the
tirst, most basic level of my schema.

Level I divides into the components of éthos (argument based on the speaker’s
character); diathesis (argument based on putting the audience into a certain frame of
mind, of which appeal to emotion, pathos, is a major sub-category); and logos (argument
based on reasoning in speech). The aspects of éthos that a speaker commonly invokes,
according to Aristotle (2.1.5), are good sense ((poovnoig), virtue or courage (&petr}), and
goodwill (evowx). As discussed above, diathesis encompasses a wide range of audience-
focused appeal, ultimately requiring an awareness of the audience’s disposition and an
understanding of emotions and how to manipulate them (Rhetoric 2.1-11). The
components of logos are reckoned differently at different points in the Rhetoric, but both
groupings are of interest, and together they comprise the second level—increasing in

sophistication from Level I—of my schema.

49



At Rhetoric 1.3.7, Aristotle claims that the components of Adyog are threefold:
evidence (texurowr), probability (ta eikota), and signs (onuéa). We might characterize
these premises as being “external” aids to logos: elements that can be pointed out in
support of an argument, but that are external to it (the concept of probability can be
viewed in this way if we think of it as occurrences that are fixed or predictable, and thus
objective in the same way that evidence is objective: both are deictic). By contrast, the
two “types of rhetorical proof common to all rhetoric” that Aristotle identifies in 2.20.1
form a subcategory of logos that is “internal” to the argumentation, and thus
complements the premises listed above: these two types are example (mapdderypa) and
enthymeme (évOOuNua). Paradeigma (the term I shall use henceforth) is further divided by
Aristotle into the citation of actual past events (Aéyewv mpdyupata noyeyevnuéva), and
the making up of fables (moeiv), 2.20.2. Enthymeme, the rhetorical trope to which
Aristotle devotes the most attention in the Rhetoric, is comprised of two parts: a premise
(mpotxowg or tomog, 2.22.13ff) and a conclusion (ovpumepdopa, 2.21.2)8 Both
paradeigma and enthymeme invoke logical reasoning for their rhetorical effectiveneés,
rather than a demonstration of material evidence. In combination with evidence,
probability, and signs, they form Level 2 of my schema.

The third and most detailed level of rhetorical technique in my schema is that of
the “elements/topics of demonstrative enthymemes” that Aristotle lists in 2.23.1-30. These
twenty-eight tomoL are common techniques used to formulate the premises of
enthymemes; they are part of the reasons given for whatever conclusion the speaker is
attempting to persuade his audience to draw. Although they vary considerably in
approach—from practical (such as division or ruling-out of reasons, topic #9) to
theoretical (such as the argument from greater and less likelihood, topic #4)—these
topics share a degree of intentional crafting of the argument which, when inserted into
the enthymeme structure, creates a highly sophisticated rhetorical construction.

My examination of speeches in the Iliad reveals striking correspondences

between the techniques employed by Homeric characters and those described by the

8 For a detailed look at the function of enthymeme in Aristotle, see Burnyeat (1990).
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three levels of rhetorical complexity developed in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. The significance of
such correspondences for my hypothesis—that the Homeric composer was working
from a systematic awareness of what would later be labeled “rhetoric” —increases with
each level, given the levels’ increasing complexity and remove from what might be

thought of as naturally-occurring or un-artful means of persuasion.®’
I1. Model Passages: “Control” and “Proof” Texts

Having presented a schematic picture of the distribution of the Iliad’s persuasive
speeches among Aristotle’s various categories of rhetorical miotelg, I shall now examine
in more individual detail the speeches chosen for this analysis, and if and how they
measure up to the label of “rhetoric.” I will begin my demonstration with some
examples of control texts: that is, speeches that aim to elicit some action from the
audience but that lack persuasive devices, and therefore do not meet my qualifications
for consideration as “rhetorical.” An example of a speech intended to make the listeners
take action without the aid of any rhetorical elements would be Priam’s instructions to
the Trojans in Iliad 7.368-78:

Trojans and Dardanians and companions in arms: hear me

while I speak forth what the heart within my breast urges.

Take now your supper about the city, as you did before this,

and remember your duty of the watch, and be each man wakeful;
and at dawn let Idaios go to the hollow ships, and speak with

the sons of Atreus, Menelaos and Agamemnon, giving

the word of Alexandros, for whose sake this strife has arisen,

81 This distinction raises the dichotomy between different definitions of rhetoric—a more modern one that
would include any speech, however “natural” or “un-artful,” as long as it attempts to influence the listener’s
actions; and a more traditional one (which is mine for the purposes of this study) that requires a measure of
calculation and technique. The difference between these two definitions of rhetoric is one of markedness,
and is well articulated in the following statements of Kennedy: 1) “Rhetoric, in the most general sense, is the
energy inherent in emotion and thought, transmitted through a system of signs, including language, to
others to influence their decisions or actions” (Kennedy (1991) 7). 2) “As that term [Rhetoric] was usually
understood throughout classical antiquity: the art of persuasion by words or the art of civic discourse,
taught and practiced in schools and applied in public address” (Kennedy (1994) xi).
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and to add this solid message, and ask them if they are willing

to stop the sorrowful fighting until we can burn the bodies

of our dead. We shall fight again until the divinity

chooses between us, and gives victory to one or the other.®
This sort of speech provides a necessary contrast to the hypothesized rhetorical nature of
other speeches which I will discuss below. Priam’s primary mode of “persuasion” is his

4 "

use of the imperative mood in the phrases “hear me,” “take now your supper,”
“remember your duty,” and “be wakeful.” No reasons are adduced to these commands;
Priam seems to rely on the practical, un-controversial nature of his proposal, and
perhaps also on his status as king (although there is no explicit appeal to his status or
identity —his éthos—which would constitute a rhetorical element, according to
Aristotle).® This straightforward combination of command and instruction, devoid of
persuasive elements, is very common in the Iliad. To cite just a few examples, Odysseus
uses it when speaking with Diomedes during the night raid in Book 10 (341-8); the gods
engage in commanding and being commanded, as when Sleep plies Poseidon with a
brief command to stir up the Greek troops in Book 14 (357-60) and Zeus commands
Apollo to embolden Hector in Book 15 (221-35); and even the great orator Nestor
employs this minimalist approach when giving instructions to burn the dead and then
build a rampart for defense in Book 7 (327-43).

In contrast with Priam’s speech above, a representative example of the more
rhetorically nuanced speeches that will form the basis of my argument in this
dissertation is Odysseus’ in Book 2.284-332. Odysseus begins by addressing

Agamemnon, but shifts part of the way through the speech to include the entire

8 Translation of the Iliad from Lattimore (1951) unless otherwise noted.

8 Jt could be argued that even a speech such as this one carries persuasive force, in that it invites the
audience to identify with the speaker in a common cause and shared experience, highlighted by the use of
first-person plural verb at the end of the speech (boTegov avte paxnodued’...). But since Priam makes no
actual statement of identification with his audience, it is difficult to argue that this represents anything more
than an incidental effect of his sentiments about the uncertainty of war. For entry into my classification of
rhetorical speeches, I require demonstration of specific persuasive elements (drawn for the most part from
Aristotle’s Rhetoric). '
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audience of Greek warriors in the address.® Odysseus here delivers a formal assembly-
speech, accompanied by the “rhetorical” gesture of holding the scepter (2.279).5 It is
characterized by the narrator as fouvAn (282), and the act of speaking is described as both
ayoprjoato and petéeirev (283). It is a complex speech, involving persuasion from
several different angles: Odysseus embeds an exhortation from the mouth of another
speaker (Calchas” prophecy at Aulis) within his own exhortation to his audience to fight.
I present the formally persuasive/rhetorical elements of the speech—i.e., those that
corresponding to Aristotle’s tiotelg and tomot—as follows, highlighted in bold.

Odysseus’ speech begins with a reproach to the Achaeans for not adhering to
their former promise “to go home only after you had sacked strong-walled Ilion” (286-
8). This is an example of what Aristotle would call the topic of consideration of timing
(éx TOL TOV XQOVOV OKOmEely, #5), Rhetoric 2.23.6, which derives its argumentative force
from comparing promises or behavior before and after a change in circumstance, and
pointing out inconsistency. Odysseus emphasizes this reproach with an unflattering
simile: “for as if they were young children or widowed women they cry out and
complain to each other” (298-90). Such a comparison is calculated to engender in the
Achaeans a sense of shame, and thus to put them in a frame of mind to prove
themselves courageous—a use of pathos-technique under the broader heading of
diathesis. The change of circumstance in question, of course, is the long duration of the
war, and it is to this topic that Odysseus turns next. Rather than continuing in a
rebuking tone, however, he conveys his sympathy for and understanding of his
audience’s frustration in the following passage:

In truth, it is a hard thing, to be grieved with desire for going.
Any man who stays away one month from his own wife

with his intricate ship is impatient, one whom the storm winds
of winter and the sea rising keep back. And for us now

8 This phenomenon of multiple-audience persuasive speech occurs frequently in the assembly context; cf.
Nestor to the Greek army and Agamemnon more specifically in 2.337-68, Zeus to Hera and the other gods in
4.7-19; Nestor to Diomedes, Agamemnon, and the Greek army in 9.53-78; Pandarus to Hector and the Trojan
chiefs in 12.61-79, Odysseus to Agamemnon and Achilles in 19.155-83, etc.

% For the notion of gesture as rhetorical, see Kennedy (1998) 36 et passim; for the performative significance
for Homeric heroes of holding the scepter, see Martin (1989) 96.
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this is the ninth of the circling years that we wait here. Therefore

I cannot find fault with the Achaians for their impatience

beside the curved ships... (291-7)

The tone of this passage is aimed at putting the audience in a favorable frame of mind
(diathesis), from the opening gnémé (line 291) to the introduction of first-person diction
to forge a sense of camaraderie and shared experience (fuiv, 295; ov vepeoiCopat, 296).
Odysseus emphasizes his understanding of the frustration of the Greek soldiers by
means of an argument resembling Aristotle’s topic of greater and less (ék ToU paiAiov
Kkai fjttov, #4), which argues that if something that is lesser in quality or quantity or
likelihood is fhe case, then something that is greater than it in quality or quantity or
likelihood can be inferred also to be the case. This is the force of the gnémé “Any man
who stays away one month from his own wife with his intricate ship is impatient”: it is
an example of a lesser, but still valid, cause for impatience, of which the greater cause is
the situation-specific statement, “And for us now this is the ninth of the circling years
that we wait here.” The enthymematic conclusion of this topic, then, is the following
concession, which also functions as an instance of diathesis: “Therefore I cannot find
fault with the Achaians for their impatience beside the curved ships.” A second gnémé-
plus-conclusion pair serves as the transition between sections of the speech in lines 297-
9. The gnomé—"“Always it is disgraceful to wait long and at the end go home empty-
handed” —rationalizes Odysseus’ imperative conclusion: “No, but be patient, friends,
and stay yet a little longer until we know whether Kalchas’ prophecy is true or is not
true.” The attachment of a purpose clause (6dpoa dawpev...) to this conclusion effects a
transition into the second half of the speech’s argumentation: the appeal to Calchas’
prophecy in lines 299-330.

The language Odysseus uses to invoke the memory of Calchas’ prophecy
foreshadows forensic oratory, beginning with the statement that “you all were
witnesses” (é0te d¢ mavtec/ pdotvoot), 301-2. He then relies on the shared memory of
his audience, as well as on the authority bestowed by the supernatural events he

recounts, to make rhetorical use of a “sign” (o1jpa, 308), namely the omen sent by Zeus
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at the outset of the Greeks’ campaign of a serpent devouring nine sparrows. This gesture
towards a ofjpa corresponds to one of the three components that Aristotle says are
premises (mpotdoels) of a rhetorical speech’s logos (1.3.7): signs (onueia), evidence
(texpriowr), and probability (tax eixdta). In Odysseus’ reasoning, the omen also serves as
evidence for the conclusion that the Argives should fight, since the prophecy about the
ten-year duration of the war is being fulfilled before their very eyés (& M VOV mAavTa
teAeitan, 330). And within the framework of belief in the truth and divine authority of
omens (i.e., from the internal audience’s perspective), Calchas’ interpretation of the
omen acts as an appeal to another topic that anticipates Aristotle: the topic of
consequences by analogy (éx To0 &vdAoyov tavta cvpfaivery, #16), which deduces
similar consequences for two occurrences based on an agreed-upon correspondence
between those occurrences (in this case, the interpretation of the Achaeans as the snake
and the Trojans as the sparrow is agreed-upon, and thus the sparrows’ fate is argued to
be a harbinger of Greek victory):

As this snake has eaten the sparrow herself with her children,

eight of them, and the mother was the ninth, who bore them,

so for years as many as this shall we fight in this place

and in the tenth year we shall take the city of the wide ways. (326-9)
In addition to these components of argumentation, however, Odysseus has taken care
throughout his reminiscence to highlight the fact that he had been present, and had
experienced the omen and prophecy along with the rest of them. This inclusion of his
. own character and voice within the story (e.g. fpeic &' éotadrec Oavpalopev oiov
£t0x0n, 320) is aimed at creating a sense of camaraderie with the addressees, just as it
had done earlier in his speech (see 295-6). It is an invocation of the rhetorical device of
éthos: Odysseus appeals to his own character—who he is and what his past experiences
have been—to gain credibility with his audience.

The speech ends with a final imperative command, serving as the conclusion to
the enthymeme of which the entire story of Calchas’ prophecy was the premise: “Come
then, you strong-greaved Achaians, let every man stay here, until we have taken the

great citadel of Priam” (331-2). The speech represents the concerted use of no less than
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six different techniques for effective rhetoric as catalogued by Aristotle, spanning all
three levels of specificity that I described above: éthos and diathesis on the most basic
level; several enthymemes on the middle level; and three of Aristotle’s detailed “topics
of demonstrative enthymemes” on the most specialized level.® The result of this uvGog
(as it is labeled in 335) can be judged by the audience response: “So he spoke, and the
Argives shouted aloud, and about them the ships echoed terribly to the roaring
Achaians as they cried out applause to the word of godlike Odysseus” (333-5). Its
effectiveness in achieving its desired end is rather implicit than explicit, since it is
followed by speeches from Nestor (which will be included in my analysis) and
Agamemnon before the Argives are shown to resume their fighting stations. But
Odysseus’ speech is the one that turns the tide of the army’s sentiments, and in this way
can be justly said to have been effective —which, as we shall see, is more than can be said
for many other “rhetorical” speeches in the Iliad. The relationship between rhetorical
sophistication and effective persuasion, in Homer as in Classical and later oratory, is not

one of simple correlation.®”
III. The Iliad’s Rhetorical Speeches

While Odysseus’ speech in lliad 2.284-332 provides one of the more elaborate and
wide-ranging examples of rhetorical technique in the Iliad, there are a number of
speeches that partake of rhetorical tropes on a more modest, but still significant (i.e. self-
conscious and crafted), scale; these I have labeled “intermediate” speeches. Moving
chronologically through the Iliad, 1 shall give brief treatment to each of these speeches,

marking their aspects of rhetoric (as per Aristotle’s explication), as well as noting

8 Buffiere (1973) gives a brief and less technical analysis of this speech, but highlights some of the same
rhetorical strategies as I do (although he makes different use of terminology, referring to the adaptation of
Odysseus tone to the character of his audience as “the rules of ethos” rather than of diathesis): “Il le fait selon
les meilleures régles de l'ethos, adaptant son intervention a la qualité des personnes, brutal et direct avec la
populace, ménageant davantage les grands. L’ordre une fois rétabli, il prononce le discours qui décidera les
Achéens a reprendre la bataille : ses arguments sont ceux de la raison, sa conclusion est un encouragement,
un appel a 'espérance.” (351, citing chapter 166 of Pseudo-Plutarch’s Essay on the Life and Poetry of Homer)

8 This relationship will be discussed at greater length at the end of this chapter (Section IV, “Patterns of
Aristotelian Rhetoric in the Iliad”).
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techniques of persuasion that Aristotle does not take into his account. I shall then give a
more extended analysis of the smaller group of speeches that I consider to be on a par
with Odysseus” Book 2 speech in terms of rhetorical complexity; these I have labeled
“complex” speeches. I have identified a total of 35 “intermediate” and 10 “complex”

rhetorical speeches in the Iliad.
A. Intermediate Speeches

I. The first speech which I categorize as demonstrating an intermediate degree of
rhetorical complexity is Achilles” appeal to Thetis towards the end of his speech to her in
1.365-412. After explaining his grievance against Agamemnon in response to Thetis’
question about why he is lamenting, Achilles begs his mother for a favor. This
persuasive portion of the speech (393-412) begins with a command —the conclusion of
the enthymeme that will follow: “You then, if you have power to, protect your own son,
going to Olympos and supplicating Zeus” (393-4). Achilles’ use of his own identity as a
son to entail Thetis” pity and sense of obligation constitutes both an appeal to éthos and
an exercise of diathesis. He then introduces the premise of the enthymeme (using the
typical enthymematic particle, ydo (396)), which relies on presenting an argument that
Thetis could in turn use to persuade Zeus to grant Achilles’ request. Achilles recounts a
claim that Thetis had made “many times” about an event from the mythical past: “You
said you only among the immortals beat aside shameful destruction from Kronos’ son
the dark-misted, that time when all the other Olympians sought to bind him...Then you,
goddess, went and set him free from his shackles...” (397-406).88 Achilles, having used
his own éthos to exert a claim on Thetis in his attempt to vpersuade her, suggests that she
do the same to persuade Zeus (and thus achieve Achilles’ object). Tying this premise to
the enthymematic conclusion to end his speech, Achilles exhorts his mother to “sit

beside him and take his knees and remind him of these things now, if perhaps he might

be willing to help the Trojans...[so] that Atreus’ son wide-ruling Agamemnon may

8 Although Willcock (1964) sees this myth as an example of the use of a paradeigma, 1 agree with Held
(1987) that it does not make sense in that function. Rather, Achilles is suggesting the use of this myth as
persuasive for Zeus because it will remind him of his obligation to Thetis.

57



recognize his madness, that he did no honour to the best of the Achaians” (407-12). The
speech is successful; Thetis assents to Achilles’ request (1.419), and later convinces Zeus
(1.523-7).

I1. Agamemnon'’s exhortation to the Greek army in 2.110-41 is the next example
of a speech with several rhetorical elements. This speech is unique in its rhetorical aim,
in that Agamemnon argues elaborately for a withdrawal from Troy with the expectation
that his speech will, in fact, persuade the army to do the opposite (he confides to the
leaders beforehand that it will be a test, émeow meprjoopat (2.73)).% This attempt at
reverse psychology backfires, however. Despite the fact that Agamemnon can be an
ineffective speaker in the Ilind when he wants to persuade (e.g. in his speech to Teucer,
8.281-91), here, ironically, he is effective when he intends not to persuade.® His faux-
rhetoric, designed as a “test” (éneowv mewprioopat, 2.73) is all too persuasive, given his
audience’s state of mind. Agamemnon begins with an appeal to the supposedly hostile
will of Zeus. “Zeus son of Kronos has caught me fast in bitter futility,” claims
Agamemnon, citing the god’s fickle dealings with him (111-15). He reports that Zeus has
commanded him to return home to Argos, and, as an argument for resigning -to this

1.

command, offers the gndmé that Zeus “is too strong, who before now has broken the
crests of many cities and will break them again, since his power is beyond all others”
(116-18).

A subtle attempt at counter-persuasion can be observed in Agamemnon’s
emphasis on the shame that will arise from giving up: “And this shall be a thing of
shame for the men hereafter to be told, that so strong, so great a host of Achaians carried

on and fought in vain a war that was useless against men fewer than they, with no

accomplishment shown for it...” (119-122). This constitutes an argument from an

8 For a convincing interpretation of Agamemnon’s impulse to test his men, see Russo and Knox (1989): “At
this moment [after Agamemnon’s dream, which had contained an imperative from Zeus to fight] it becomes
a Holy War, and a fundamental rule of Holy War imposes itself: the dismissal in shame of any cowards, of
any who have no heart for the battle or no faith in the god commanding it.” (353) '

% See Martin (1989) for more on Agamemnon’s rhetorical weakness, indicated by the form and in-
effectiveness of his commands. “As Agamemnon’s speaking power wanes” over the course of the poem,
Martin observes, “Achilles’ waxes...The control of authoritative speech passes like the Achaean scepter from
the “owner,” Agamemnon, to his young competitor.” (62-3)
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assumed knowledge of his men’s frame of mind (diathesis), as Agamemnon (mis-)
calculates that their emotions of shame and honor will arouse them to protest. He
employs auxesis in this argument by dwelling at great length, and with a vivid
illustration, on the fact that the Greeks outnumber the Trojans (122-30). Then he returns
to his earlier defeatist theme, citing the great number of Trojan allies, “who drive me
hard back again and will not allow me, despite my will, to sack the well-founded
stronghold of Ilion” (132-3). This observation (carrying the weight of experiential truth
for the audience) provides the first premise of an extended enthymeme. As the second
premise, Agamemnon uses an argument from diathesis all too effectively, stirring up his
audience’s emotions of pity and longing for their homes and families, as well as of
ffustration at the fruitlessness of their efforts:

And now nine years of mighty Zeus have gone by...

and far away our wives and our young children

are sitting within our halls and wait for us, while still our work here

stays unfinished as it is... (134-8)

The enthymematic conclusion follows in the form of the command “come then, do as I
say, let us all be won over; let us run away with our ships to the beloved land of our
fathers” (139-40). Perhaps imagining that this command will strike the Greek army as
cowardly, Agamemnon adds a further premise—highly debatable—in the final line of
his speech: “...since (Y&Q) no longer now shall we capture Troy of the wide ways” (141).
But however flawed his assumptions and his Adyog, Agamemnon’s use of duxBetvar is
unwittingly in line with his audience’s sentiments. Thus his speech is taken at face-value
and, as such, is persuasive to the Greeks: Q¢ ¢dro, totot d¢ Quupov évi ombeoowv
Ogwve/ maot peta mANOUV, 6oot oV BovATg éndakovoav (142-3).

ITII. Nestor addresses the Greeks, and Agamemnon in particular, in 2.337-68, a
speech that follows up the elaborate speech of Odysseus analyzed above. This is a
relatively short speech by Nestor's standards; nevertheless, it incorporates several of
Aristotle’s rhetorical devices. Nestor begins with a vehement rebuke of his audience in
337-43: “Oh, for shame! You are like children when you hold assembly, infant children,

to whom the works of war mean nothing. Where then shall our covenants go, and the
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oaths we have taken?..We do our fighting with words only, and can discover no
remedy, though we have stayed here a long time.” Such biting words are certainly
indicative of the “shame culture” that is represented in the Iliad”; but they also represent
a calculated play on the emotions of the particular audience: fighting men who will
abhor the thought of resembling infants and cowards (diathesis). Aristotle explains this
technique of manipulating the audience’s w01 in Rhetoric 2.1.8 (with a specific focus on
the emotion of shame in 2.6.1-2).

In lines 2.344-9, Nestor directs several commands at Agamemnon in the
imperative (apxev, €x $OwUBewv) concerning how to deal with any remaining
stragglers. Then he resumes his address to the broader assembly once again, opening

into an enthymeme (which is signaled by the particle y&o—often characteristic of
enthymemes—in line 350). The premise comes first, in the form of an appeal to the
promise of Zeus’ favor in the past, reminiscent of Odysseus’ argument:

For I say to you, the son of all-powerful Kronos

promised, on that day when we went in our fast-running vessels,

we of Argos, carrying blood and death to the Trojans.

He flashed lightning on our right, showing signs (onjuata) of favour. (350-53)
Nestor even mirrors Odysseus’ technique as far as to invoke the vocabulary of signs; the
lightning bolt he recalls parallels the omen of the snake and sparrow as an appeal to the
persuasive power of divine authority. With Zeus’ recalled promise as the premise,
Nestor concludes the enthymeme with a command: “Therefore (t@, corresponding to the
vao of line 350) let no man be urgent to take the way homeward until after he has lain in
bed with the wife of a Trojan to avenge Helen’s longing to escape and her lJamentations”
(354—6). He then directs a threat towards anyone who attempts to turn back home
(“before all others he may win death and destruction” (357-9)), using pathos by
drawing upon the emotion of fear. This approach to creating a favorable disposition in
his audience (diathesis) contrasts with Odysseus’ more patient, sympathétic attitude

toward the same demoralized warriors. As we shall see, these differences in rhetorical

91 For the classic treatment of “shame-culture” in the Iliad, see Dodds (1951); for a more recent treatment of
shame as a societal value in the Iliad, see Adkins (2005) 699-700.
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emphasis and priority are characteristic of the two speakers (Odysseus is adept at
diathesis, reading his audience; Nestor at appeals to éthos, the credibility of his own
rigorous character and experience). |
Nestor concludes his speech by again turning to Agamemnon with commands,
this time of a practical nature (2.360-68): he must draw up his troops according to tribe.
Embedded in the instructions to Agamemnon, however, is a barb directed at the Argive
audience: Nestor makes a final appeal to the army’s sense of shame by noting that this
arrangement will help to separate the bad soldiers (xai6g, 365) from thé good (£00A06g,
366). His parting line implies that the Greeks have failed to capture Troy thus far
becausé of their “cowardice and ignorance of warfare” (kaxotnTL kKat aPEadin
rnoAéuolo, 368). It draws the speech to a close on the same note on which it had
opened —shame —completing the speech’s ring-composition structure: shaming;
commands to Agamemnon; enthymematic exhortation to stay and fight followed by a
threat; commands to Agamemnon; shaming. The result of Nestor’s speech with regard
| to arousing the troops is (like Odysseus’ preceding speech) obscured because it is
immediately followed by another speech, namely Agamemnon’s response. In the eyes of
his primary addressee, at least, Nestor has been an effective persuader; Agamemnon
proclaims him a victor in the art of assembly-speaking (1] pav adt” dyoon vikag, 370)
and implements his suggestions (2.371ff).
IV. The next two speeches are part of the same interaction: a quarrel between
Zeus and Hera at the beginning of Iliad 4 over the outcome of the war. The narrative has
just seen the cataloguing of Greek and Trojan forces in Book 2 and the duel between
Menelaus and Paris in Book 3. Zeus makes reference to the latter event as he initiates the
quarrel in 4.7-19 with a speech that is equal parts blame and deliberation. Its aim is to
discourage dissension and maverick action among the gods, and to reach a consensus on
the best course for resolving the war. To this end, he addresses the assembled gods,
specifically targeting Hera and Athena with “words offensive”’ (keotoulowg éméeoat,
4.6). His first move is to provoke Hera into action by comparing her unfavorably with

Aphrodite as a protector of her hero: while Hera and Athena are “sitting apart, looking
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on at the fighting, and take their pleasure,” Aphrodite actively “stands by her man and
drives the spirits of death away from him” (9-11). It is once again an appeal to shame as
rhetorical strategy, and shows Zeus’ deployment of diathesis: he knows what will most
rankle his target, for as we see throughout the Iliad, Hera despises Aphrodite, her cause,
and her methods of achieving her aims.

Having incited Hera in this way, Zeus turns to the assembled gods with the
exhortation to let reason and mutual advanfage prevail in making peace between
Trojans and Greeks, based on Menelaus’ victory in the duel (lines 4.13-19). He first issues
a call for deliberation (¢poaCwued’, 14). The exhortation “Let us consider then how these
things shall be accomplished” is followed by two opposing options: “whether again to
stir up grim warfare...or cast down 10Vé and make them friends with each other” (14-
16). As rationale for such deliberation, Zeus plaintively offers a best-case scenario: “If
somehow this way could be sweet and pleasing to all of us, the city of lord Priam might
still be a place men dwell in, and Menelaos could take away with him Helen of Argos”
(17-19). The appeal to a solution that would be “sweet and pleasing to all of us” (naot
didov xkal NOL) exemplifies Aristotle’s topic of consideration of incentives and dis-
incentives (#20). This topic involves examining persuasive and dissuasive elements
(oxomelv T mEoteémovia kal amotpérnovia) for making people act: for example,
people will be likely to take an action if it is “possible and easy and advantageous”
(duvatov kal eadlov kail wdéApov) (Rhetoric 2.23.21). Curiously, however, Zeus does
not argue strongly for the proposed peaceable solution, merely that some sort of
solution should be considered. This leaves his speech to end on an oddly indecisive note,
and it is thus perhaps unsurprising vthat the speech fails to placate Hera and Athena
(“Hera and Athena muttered,” 4.20), and that Zeus concedes to Hera’s demands in the
negotiations that follow (£oov 6mwc €0€Ae1g, 4.37).

V. With the tide already turned in her favor by Zeus’ concession speech of 4.31-
49, Hera makes a speech in 4.51-67 that presents her specific demands for the course of
the war. The rhetorically-aware nature of her speech indicates that she does not take

Zeus’ concessions for granted, and is still concerned with persuading him. She opens
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with a concession of her own: Zeus may destroy any of her three favorite cities in the
future without opposition (51-6). Then she moves to ﬂattery of Zeus’ strength; knowing
that he prides himself on this quality, she employs the technique of diathesis: “In malice
I will accomplish nothing, since you are far stronger (¢mei 1} MTOAL QEQTeQog €001).” (56)
Finally, in anticipation of her demands, she makes a strong appeal to her éthos in lines
58-61. Her work and will ought to be carried out because of her identity and status: she
is a god (58), of the same race as Zeus (58), the firstborn daughter of Kronos (59), and the
wife of Zeus (60-61). In line 61, she reminds Zeus that he is “lord over all the immortals,”
simultaneously flattering him (diathesis) and claiming authority for herself by association
with him (éthos). Having thus laid the groundwork for her demands, she begins
modestly with an exhortation that they “both give way to each other” (62) as an example
to the other gods. She moves at last to pure commands: “give orders to Athene to visit
horrible war again on Achaians and Trojans, and try to méke it so that the Trojans are
first offenders.” (64-7) Having moved from concession, caution, and respect to bold
demands, Hera has assessed her audience correctly and crafted her speech accordingly.
The decisive success of the speech is evident from the narrator’s cap: “Nor did the father
of gods and men disobey her.” (68)

VI. Athena addresses Pandarus in 4.93-103 in the guise of the Trojan hero
Laodokos, attempting to persuade him to break the tenuous treaty between the warring
sides by shooting an érrow at Menelaus. Her opening address exhibits flattery
(diathesis), calling him “wise son of Lykaon” (93), as she boldly commands him to “let
me persuade you” (uot Tt iBolo, 93) to shoot an arrow at Menelaus (94). This command
forms the conclusion of an enthymeme, whose pfemise follows in the form of an appeal
to the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20): ”So'you might dare
send a flying arrow against Menelaos and win you glory and gratitude (xdowv xai
kDd0g) in the sight of all Trojans, particularly beyond all else with prince Alexandros.”
(94-6) This enthymeme is then repeated in reverse to form a chiastic structure: “Beyond all
beside you would carry away glorious gifts from him, were he to see warlike Menelaos,

the son of Atreus, struck down by your arrow, and laid on the sorrowful corpse-fire.”
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(97-9) Athena brings to bear the incentives of both immortal glory and material gain, and
this is the extent of her employment of persuasive technique. It is all that is necessary,
however: hearkening back to Athena’s opening words, pot Tt miBoio, the narrator
informs us that the goddess “persuaded the fool’s heart in him” (t¢ d¢ Pppévag adpoovt
nietBev (104)).

VIL In 7.109-19, Agamemnon addresses Menelaus in an attempt to dissuade him
from dueling with Hector, for fear that he will be killed. The main force of his argument
comes from an enthymeme whose conclusion is stated as a command: “Hold fast, though
it hurts you, nor long in your pride to fight with a man who is better than you are” (110-
111). The premise draws on an argument from the topic of greater and less (#4): “There
are others who shudder before him. Even Achilleus...trembles to meet this man, and he
is far better than you are” (112-14). Agamemnon reiterates his conclusion (“Go back now
and sit down” (115)), then ends his speech on a more reassuring note. Aware of
Menelaus’ valiant disposition and concern for honor, he notes that Hector’s challenge
will not go unanswefed, even though Menelaus is not the right candidate for the job:
“The Achaians will set up another to fight against this man, and...I think he will be glad
to leave off” (116-18). This assurance, a nod to diathesis, proves convincing; the narrator
reports that (¢ eimwv magénetoev ddeAdetod Ppoévag fows/ alowa nagetnwv (“The
hero spoke like this and bent the heart of his brother since he urged wisely” (120-21)).

VIII. Agamemnon addresses an exhortation to Teucer in 8.281-91—a situation
that hardly seems to call for a persuasive speech, in that Teucer is already aquitting
himself brilliantly in the battle (8.273-9). Agamemnon opens with a flattering and
respectful address (diathesis) in 281, calling Teucer “dear heart” and “lord of your
people.” This is followed by an enthymeme, consisting of the simple
conclusion/command “strike s0” (BAAA” oUtwc) and the lengthier premise “thus you
may be a light given to the Danaans, and to Telamon your father.” (282-3) While the
invocation of the Danaans in their time of need constitutes a mild appeal to Teucer’s
sympathies as a leader of soldiers (diathesis), the invocation of Teucer’s father is a much

stronger attempt at diathesis. Agamemnon elaborates this appeal in lines 284-5 in order
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to play on the emotions of filial affection and sense of obligation (much as Phoinix and
Priam will appropriate the figure of Peleus when attempting to persuade Achilles):
“...Telamon your father, who cherished you when you were little, and, bastard as you
were, looked after you in his own house. Bring him into glory, though he is far away.”
This reminder of Teucer’s past and the implied debt he owes to Telamon shade into a
new enthymematic premise, of which the conclusion is the command tov...éUkAeing
gmtipnoov (285). But Agamemnon strikes a discordant note by reminding Teucer that he
is a bastard (oe voBov, 284) in the midst of his appeal, thus undermining his attempt to
put Teucer in a favorable frame of mind. Such mishandling of the diathesis technique is,
as we shall see, typical of Agamemnon, and is the foremost reason for the frequent
failure of his rhetoric. Agamemnon ends his speech with an appeal to the topic of
consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20), promising rewards to Teucer if the
gods ever grant them victory over Troy (286-91). The rhetoric of this promise is weak on
several levels, however: he puts a condition (the capture of Troy) on the promise; he
takes care to note that Teucer will receive his reward only after Agamemnon does
(Mot ToL pet’ éue mpeoPniiov €v xepl Orow, 289); and the incentivesﬂvthemselves are
remarkably stingy, a series of single possible rewards rather than an accumulation of
several (in stark contrast with Agamemnon’s lavish peace-offering to Achilles in Book 9,
for example): 1} Toim0d’ 1)¢ dVw immovg avrtoioy Oxeodwv/ N)E yvvaiy’ (290-91). The
speech ends on this note, and its ineffectiveness is quickly manifest: Teucer rebuffs the
exhortation as unnecessary and patronizing: “Son of Atreus, most lordly: must you then
drive me, who am eager myself, as it is?” (8.293ff.). Agamemnon’s arguments may have
partaken of rhetorical devices, but his application of them—and his insensitivity to his
audience—doomed the spéech’s persuasive power. As is the case for many of the Iliad’s
characters, Agamemnon'’s rhetoric is a significant aspect of his characterization.

IX. Nestor seeks volunteers for a nighttime ambush in an address to the
assembled Greek army in 10.204-17. He opens with a mild appeal to shame, questioning
whether there is any man who, “in the daring of his own heart” (¢0 avtov/ Buu

toApunievty, 204-5), will face the Trojans. His vocabulary emphasizes a bravery that his
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audience is not demonstrating, but that he wishes to evoke; and he subtly plays on their
sense of shame (an example of diathesis) by attributing to the rival Trojans the epithet
“high-hearted” (neyaOvpouvg, 205). An extended enthymeme comprises the bulk of the
speech, employing as its conclusion suggestion instead of the more typical imperative
command —an approach that is appropriate to the occasion (soliciting volunteers, rather
than exhorting or rebuking soldiers on the battlefield). The conclusion-suggestions
precede the premise: “So he might catch some enemy, who straggled behind them, or he
might overhear some thing that the Trojans are saying...” (206-10). Nestor then states
the enthymematic premise—the rationale for the action he is promoting —in the form of
a future less vivid condition: “Could a man learn this, and then come back again to us
unhurt, why huge and heaven-high would rise up his glory (kAéoc) among all people,
and an excellent gift (d601g é00AN) would befall him” (211-13). This premise, with its
promise of future reward, partakes of the now-familiar topic of consideration of
incentives and dis-incentives (#20). And Nestor increases the appeal by elaborating on
the nature of the incentive:

For all those who hold by the ships high power as princes,

of all these each one of them will give him a black sheep,

female, with a lamb beneath; there shall be no gift like this one,

one that will be forever by at the feasts and festivals. (214-17)
Such luxurious expansion of the single vid‘ea of a 0001g £€00AT| (Nestor could have left it at
that) demonstrates the rhetorical technique of auxesis, or expansion, which Aristotle
identifies as a common (otvov) aspect of persuasion in Rhetoric 2.18.4-5 (although he
considers it most proper to epideictic oratory).”? By elaborating upon the virtues of the
incentive, Nestor shows respect for the anticipated effort that will entail such a reward.

This again demonstrates his subtle attention to the need for diathesis; it provides a

contrast to Agamemnon’s flippant and paltry reward-offer to Teucer in the previous

92 See especially Rhetoric 2.18.4, &1t d& meQl peYEDOUG KOWVOV AMAVTWY E0TL TWV AOYWV' XOWVIAL YOQ
TIAVTEG TG HELODV Kal abEewv kal CUUPBOVAEVOVTES Kol EMavoDVTES 1] PEYOVTEG KAl KATIYOQOUVTEG N
amoAoyoivtes. (“Further, a common feature of all speeches .is the matter of magnitude; for all use
diminution and amplification when deliberating and when praising or blaming and when prosecuting or
defending themselves.”) Rhetoric 1.9.38-40 describes the technique of auxesis in more detail, but primarily in
connection with epideictic oratory.
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passage. Accordingly, Nestor’s speech is successful in its object: the Greek warriors’ first
response is awed silence (mavtec axnv éyévovro owwm), 218); then Diomedes
volunteers, and a horde of other Greeks follow suit (219-232).

X. Polydamas attempts to persuade Hector and the Trojan chiefs to adopt his
proposal in 12.61-79, after the Trojans have reached an impasse on the battlefield
because of the difficulty of the terrain for their horses. The opening of this speech
focuses solely on laying out a practical strategy: Polydamas urges the Trojans to
dismount from their horses rather than trying to cross the Achaeans’ ditch in chariots
(61-4). The persuasive—or rather, dissuasive—arguments of the speech commence in
lineb 65 with a dire appeal to Aristotle’s topic of the consequence (ék tov
axoAovBovvtog mooteémnely 1) anoteénewy, #13): “There is no way to get down, no
way again to do battle from horses, for the passage is narrow and I think they must be
hurt there” (65-6). This warning against taking the horses into battle continues with an
appeal to the implied maxim that god helps those who help themselves. If it is the will of
Zeus to destroy the Achaeans, says Polydamas, so much the better; but the prudent
strategy is to prepare for the worst:

...But if they turn again and a backrush comes upon us

Out of the ships, and we are driven against the deep ditch,

then I think no longer could one man to carry a message

get clear to the city, once the Achaians have turned back upon us. (71-4)

Again, Polydamas depicts the consequences to the Trojans of neglecting his advice,
providing an uncomfortable (and thus, he hopes, dissuasive) vision of the future. He
caps off this speech with an enthymeme, conclusion first. The conclusion commences
with a frank demand that his audience let themselves be persuaded (dAA” &ye®’, wg av
EYyw .E’L/T((x), net@wpeBa avteg, 75), which is followed by practical instructions in the
imperative and hortatory subjunctive moods (76-8). The premise of the enthymeme closes
the speech: “As for the Achaians, they will not hold, if the bonds of death are fastened
upon them” (78-9). It is so obvious a statement as to form a kind of gnémé, and provides

a reason for the action that Polydamas is exhorting. The response to the speech is
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favorable; Hector is pleased at what the narrator refers to as Polydamas’ ut6og anruwv
(80), and the Trojans immediately implement Polydamas’ advice (81-7).

XI. The next two speeches in this catalogue are part of the same interaction
between Polydamas and Hector, the first delivered by Polydamas in 12.211-29 in
response to the portent of the eagle and snake that the Trojans have just witnessed. He
begins with the complaint that Hector always opposes his plans, despite the fact that
Polydamas is a good speaker (¢08Aa poalopévw, 211-12) —an explicit appeal to éthos. He
then turns this self-attributed character quality into an insult of Hector, questioning his
ability to speak skillfully: “There is no good reason for you, in your skill, to argue wrong
(mapel dyopevéuev), neither in the councils nor in the ﬁghting, and ever to be
upholding your own cause” (212-14). Polydamas’ characterization of Hector as a poor
rhetorician is, in fact, supported elsewhere ih the Iliad, most notably by the narrator
himself when he comments on the respective strengths of Polydamas and Hector in
18.252: dAA” 6 uév ao uvBowoty, 0 O éyxel moAAOV évika (“But he [Polydamas] was
better in words, the other [Hector] with the spear far better.”). In the presént context,
however, it is a poor choice for the purpose of putting his audience in a favorable frame
of mind.

Polydamas continues his argument with an enthymeme, the conclusion placed
first in the form of a simple command: “Let us not go on and fight the Danaans by their
ships” (216). The extended premise is Polydamas” interpretation of the eagle and snake
omen in 216-27, which serves the function of a onueiov for his argument.®® The
interpretation of the omen, taken to apply to the Trojans’ current situation, employs an
argument from the topic of consequences by anélogy (#16), in the same way as had
Calchas” interpretation of the omen recounted by Odysseus in 2.326-9 (see above, p. 11).

The analogy is signaled grammatically by the correlative phrases wde yaQ ékteAéecOatl

% See Aristotle Rhetoric 2.25.8, Emei d¢ tx évBuprpata Aéyetat €K TETTAQWV...ElKOG TOQADELYHQ
texprioov anueiov. (“Enthymemes are drawn from four sources and these four are probability, paradigm,
tekmerion [or necessary sign], and semeion [or fallible sign].” Aristotle further explains tekmerion as a sign
based on that which is necessary and everlasting, and a semeion as a sign based on that which is generalized
or partial.
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ofouat (217) and e Mueis (223), which frame the portent’s description and lead into the
interpretation/enthymematic premise:

So [like the eagle who dropped the snake] we...

we shall not take the same ways back from the ships in good order;

since we shall leave many Trojans behind us, whom the Achaians

will cut down with the bronze as they fight for themselves by their vessels.

(223-7)

Polydamas’ closing statement, like the opening lines of the speech, refers to his own
ability to persuade, as well as claiming knowledge of the gods’ minds. He is only
slightly more subtle than he had been at the beginning of the speech in promoting his
own éthos, using the figure of a 6eomEdmog as a stand-in for himself, and couching the
confident statement in terms of a potential optative: “So (®0¢) an interpreter of the gods
would answer, one who knew in his mind the truth of portents, and whom the people
believed in [literally, “whom the people were persuaded by, oi meiBoiato Aaoi]” (228-9).
The speech as a whole suffers from emphasizing the qualities of the speaker (éthos) to
the neglect of what will please or placate the audience (diathesis), and the result of such
rhetorical imbalance is that it fails to persuade. Hector responds with an entire speech of
reproof, disagreement, and counter-persuasion, which in fact constitutes the next speech
in this catalogue.

XII. Hector’s tirade in 12.231-50 is ostensibly addressed to Polydamas, but it is
highly conscious of the audience of Trojan warriors that is present, and serves as an
exhortation (and hence a persuasion attempt) to this broader audience. Disapproval and
rebuke in response to Polydamas’ challenge takes up the first half of the speech (231-40),
and Hector picks up on Polydamas’ focus on prowess in speech and argumentation. He
uses the verb &yopebw twice in the span of three lines (231, 233)’ as he questions
Polydamas’ capabilities at speaking in the assembly, and he chastises him with the line
“Your mind knows how to contrive a saying (u0Oov) better than this one” (232). Hector
sets up an opposition between Polydamas’ counsel and the counsels of Zeﬁs, with which
he claims to be personally acquainted (&g té pot avtog éoyeto kal katévevae, 236).

In an attempt to outdo Polydamas, who had promoted his own éthos by claiming to be
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an interpreter of the gods, Hector invokes the greatest of the gods as his personal
confidante. He follows with an enthymeme in lines 237-43 which draws on an argument
similar to Aristotle’s topic of turning against the adversary the things said by the
adversary against the speaker (tawv eipnuévwv kad’ adtovg MEOG TOV indvTa, #6).
Hector subverts Polydamas’ appeal to the omen of the eagle—an appeal that invoked
the gods by extension in its ending claim, “So an interpreter of the gods would answer”
(228)—with the insinuation that to believe in bird signs is, in fact, to deny the promises
of Zeus. Hector’s sarcastic dismissal, “You tell me to put my trust in birds, who spread
wide their wings...” (237-4), leads to the enthymeme’s conclusion: “No, let us put our
trust in tﬁe counsel of great Zeus, he who is lord over all mortal men and all the
immortals.” (241-2). The premise then follows, in the form of a gnémé: “One bird sign is
best: to fight in defence of our. country” (243). This enthymeme packs a twofold rhetorical
punch, appealing to two nearly irrefutable values for Hector’s Trojan audience: piety
toward the gods, opposed to the petty superstition of Polydamas; and courage in battle
and in defense of the homeland, opposed to Polydamas’ cowardice. Hector concludes
“his speech with an extended attack (244-50) on Polydamas’ éthos based on his reluctance
to press forward in battle (again employing the topic of turning against the adversary
the things said by the adversary against the speaker). Hector is clearly no longer trying
to persuade Polydamas (if that was ever his intent in this speech), as ad hominem attacks
run counter to the consideration of diathesis; rather, he is using Polydamas to incite the
Trojan audience to favor his own cause. He ends by threatening Polydamas with death if
he turns any soldier away from fighting by “beguiling him with your arguments”
(napdpauevog éméeoorv), 248-50. This reference to Polydamas’ misplaced prowess in
speaking brings full-circle not only Hector's speech (which had opened with
reproaching Polydamas for his poor pv6og (232)), but the entire dialogue: Polydamas
had begun his speech by criticizing Hector’s use of argumentation (12.212-13). In short, a
significant part of these antagonists’ rhetoric is impugning each other’s rhetoric (and
promoting their own). In this instance, Hector’s persuasive strategy carries the day, and

the Trojans follow his lead into battle (12.251-2).
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XIII. A unique phenomenon occurs in 12.269-76, when both Telamonian and
Oilean Ajax deliver a simultaneous exhortation to Greek soldiers on the battlefield. For
the purposes of rhetorical analysis, of course, the speech is like any other, despite being
attributed to dual speakers. The narrative introduction to the speech offers an unusually
detailed commentary on the speakers’ rhetorical strategy: &AAov peldixiows, &AAov
oteQeols €méeool / velkeov, Ov tva mAyxv MaxNG uebtévra dotev' (“...And stung
them along, using kind words to one, to another hard ones, whenever they saw a man
hang back from the fighting.” (12.267-8)). This is essentially a representation of the
diathesis technique—a recognition of the need for different persuasive approaches
depending the individual addressed. The narrator’s commentary is borne out in the
speech itself, which opens with the Ajaxes acknowledging (through their vocative
address) the widely varied statuses of the men whom they hope to persuade: “Dear
friends, you who are pre-eminent among the Argives, you who are of middle estate, you
who are of low account...” (269-70). They then turn these stated differences into a
concise enthymeme: “Since all of us are not alike in battle [gnomic premise], this is work
for all now [conclusion]” (270-71). A second enthymeme immediately follows, this one
with the conclusion/exhortation preceding the premise: “Now let no man let himself be
turned back upon the ships...So may Olympian Zeus who grips the thunderbolt grant
us a way to the city, when we beat off the attack of our enemies” (272-6). This premise,
the ending note of the speech, is an appeal to topic of consideration of incentives and
dis-incentives (#20): the Greeks’ ultimate goal of capturing Troy may result from
heeding the speakers’ exhortation. It is a short and relatively simple speech, apt for the
battlefield context. But it is effective: "¢ 1w ve moofowvte pdxnv wrovvov Axatav,
observes the narrator (277).

XIV. Sarpedon addresses Glaucus in 12.310-28 in an attempt to persuade his
comrade to take the lead with him in the fighting. His opening argument is an
enthymeme based on the éthos that he and Glaucus share: the identity of nobility and,
consequently, the duty to be leaders of men. The enthymematic premise comes in the

form of a rhetorical question: “Why is it you and I are honoured before others with pride
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of place, the choice meats and the filled wine cups in Lykia...?” (310-14). The conclusion,
marked by the conjunction t@, is simple: “Therefore it is our duty in the forefront of the
Lykians to take our stand, and bear our part of the blazing of battle” (315-16). Although
the enthymeme’s premise does not perfectly correspond to any of Aristotle’s topics
(unless as a .sort of reverse-topic of considering incentives, in which the incentive
~ precedes rather than follows the desired action), it is nevertheless a commonplace of
persuasion throughout the ages—along the lines of sententiae such as the Biblical “To
whom much is given, much is required” (Luke 12:48), or Spiderman’s guiding premise,
“With great power comes great responsibility.” A second, separate premise follows the
conclusion in lines 317-21: Sarpedon appeals to Glaucus’ desire for honor by means of a
fictional interlocutor, who hypothetically would speak in praise of the two warriors if
they “fight in the forefront of the Lykians” (321). Beck speaks of the phenomenon of
quoting others within speeches in the Iliad, and how one of the two primary functions of
such quotation is to persuade by lending authority to the speaker’s cause.®* This
rhetorical gesture can also qualify as employing Aristotle’s topic of consideration of
incentives and dis-incentives (#20) in its depiction of a hypothetical positive future
occurrence that will motivate present action. Another enthymeme closes the speech in
326-8. The gndmé “No man can turn aside nor escape [the spirits of death]” serves as the
premise (327), while the conclusion is a reiteratidn of Sarpedon’s main object: “Let us go
on and win glory for ourselves, or yield it to others” (328). Such nothing-to-lose logic
proves effective, as Glaucus complies (000’ amifnog, 329) and joins Sarpedon in leading
the Lycians into battle.

XV. Poseidon (in the guise of the Aetolian warrior Thoas) delivers a battlefield
exhortation to Idomeneus in 13.232-8. He opens with a threat warning cowards against
hanging back from the fighting (232-4). An enthymeme follows, its conclusion stated first
in the form of a simple command: “Take up your armour and go with me. We must

speed this action tbgether” (234-5). Poseidon then offers two premises to support this

% Beck, from a talk at the APA Annual Meeting (January 2007) entitled “Character-Quoted Speech in the
[liad.” The other main function that quotation serves, according to Beck, is to dramatize strong emotion.
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conclusion: first, an appeal to the topic of greater and less (#4) arguing that he and
Idomeneus, by joining forces, would have an advantage (over a single person working
alone): ai k¥ 6dpeAdc TL yevopeOa kai 0" £ovte (236). The second premise, a gnomé
(“The warcraft even of sad fighters combined turns courage” (237)), builds on this
notion of strength in numbers. It is elaborated, in turn, by a final gesture to the present
situation: “...vai 6 kat k" dyaBotow émiotaipecOa paxecBar” (238). This closing line
also serves both as an appeal to the speaker’s (Thoas’) own éthos as an dya8dg, and as
an instance of diathesis by means of complementing Idomeneus for his skill and
courage in battle. The speech is a success; Idomeneus arms himself and then relays a
battle exhortation in turn to his comrade Meriones (13.240-53).

XVI. Polydamas’ speech to Hector in 13.726-47 finds him in the familiar role of
urging caution in battle strategy. He also resumes his antagonistic tone towards Hector
and his recurring complaint that Hector’s prowess in warfare is not matched by skill in
the PouvAn (cf. 12.211-14). After making this complaint at some length (726-34),
Polydamas turns to the persuasive portion of his speech, a strategic proposal (735-47). It
takes the form of an enthymeme, with premises preceding and following the conclusion.
The first premise is a description of the situation (736-9), drawing upon observable
evidence (texungla) to highlight the difficulties currently encountered by the Trojan
soldiers, Who are TwEOTEQOL TAgdOvVeoOL, kedaoBévreg kata vnac (739). The
conclusion-command follows: “Draw back now, and call to this place all of our
bravest...” (740-44). The second premise follows, an argument from the topic of
consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20): ”Since (yag) I fear the Achaians
might wreak on us requital for yesterday; since beside their ships Jurks a man insatiate
of fighting and I think we can no longer utterly hold him from the fighting” (744-7).
Despite a lack of conciliatory language, Polydamas’ argumentation—aided, perhaps, by
the evidence of the battlefield conditions —is convincing to Hector (&d¢ & "Extogt uvfog
amiuwy (748)), and he complies.

XVII. The speech of Diomedes in 14.110-132—addressed primarily to

Agamemnon, secondarily to the assembled Achaeans—contains rhetorical elements, but
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it is also a meta-rhetorical speech. That is, it is an argument for the right to make an
argument—to be considered an orator. Diomedes makes the speech in response to
Agamemnon’s proposal to desert the campaign against Troy and sail home, and
specifically to the challenge Agamemnon poses in 14.107-9: “Now let someone speak
who has better counsel than this was; young man or old; and what he says will be to my
liking.” The bulk of the speech is Diomedes’ defense of his own qualifications for taking
such an authoritative stance, counter to the sentiments of his commander-in-chief. This
defense is based primarily on an argument from éthos; but it is primarily his father’s
character and reputation, not his own, to which he appeals. In an attempt to legitimize
himself among his aristocratic and older peers, Diomedes asserts that matpog 0 €€
ayaBov kal €yw yévog ebyouar eivar (113). An elaboration of Tydeus’ ancestry,
exploits, and wealth follows (115-25). This expanded appeal to éthos is not
unprecedented among Iliadic speakers—it is a technique most notably employed by
Nestor in 1.259-73 and 7.133-58 —but Nestor recounts his own past, whereas Diomedes
(who is too young to have a past) lays claim to his family history to prove his own
worth.®

The rhetorical use to which Diomedes puts his family history is clear from the
transition to the persuasive portion of his speech. He turns the argument from his
father’s éthos into the premise of an enthymeme: kéxaoto d¢ mavtag Axawovg/ eyxely
T O¢ UEAAET” Akovépev, el etedv meQ. (124-5). The enthymeme conclusion makes clear
that Diomedes is leaning on his father’s éthos to make his argument, and extending that
éthos to apply to himself:

Therefore (1@, frequent linguistic signal of an enthymeme conclusion) you could
not, saying that I was base and unwarlike

by birth, dishonor any word that I speak, if I speak well.

Let us go back to the fighting wounded as we are. We have to. (14.126-8)

The defiant claim “You could not...dishonour any word that I speak, if I speak well”

(ovk &v pe...uvBov auunoaite medacuévov, 6v kK €0 elmw) opens up a new

% This may reflect the familiarity of the Iliad’s audience with the Cyclic tradition (for which see Burgess
(2001))—in this case, Tydeus’ role in the Thebais and Diomedes’ in the Epigonoi.
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dimension to the argument. Thus far, Diomedes has been relying solely on the rhetorical
device of éthos; now he adds another component to the persuasive mix—namely, an
explicit assertion of his prowess at speaking (what Aristotle would term logos).
Diomedes not only employs these two foundational-level aspects of Aristotle’s rhetorical
scheme, he talks about them as part of his claim for a right to be heard and heeded.
Having thus laid the groundwork for his authority, Diomedes issues a string of simple
commands and strategic instruction (128-32) to end his speech. These instructions
skillfully take into account the need both for preserving the leaders’ well-being (“we
must hold ourselves...clear of missiles, so that none will add to the wound he has got
already” (129-30)), and for the leaders to be present on the battlefield to uphold their
soldiers” morale (”...but we shall be there to drive them on, since even before this they
have favoured their anger” (131-2)). Diomedes’ arguments have the desired effect, for
when he has finished speaking, ol &’ &oa o0 pdAa pév kAvov Y énibovto (133-4).
XVIII. Hera addresses Aphrodite in 14.198-210 in an attempt to persuade the
goddess of love to aid her in seducing Zeus, part of her plan to provide an advantage to
the Greeks by distracting Zeus from his BovAr). Perhaps the most cannily manipulative
of liadic speakers, Hera is not above incorporating deception into her rhetoric. She
structures her argument like an enthymeme, beginning with the conclusion/command,
“give me loveliness and desirability” (198), but adducing as a premise the false mission
to resolve a quarrel between Oceanus and Tethys (200-207). Hera crafts her story so as to
arouse Aphrodite’s sympathy and to assuage her associations of Hera as an aggressive
rival. Her elaboration on Oceanus’ and Tethys’ identity recalls Hera’s vulnerable youth,
when they “brought me up kindly in their own house, andv cared for me and took me
from Rheia, at that time when Zeus of the wide brows drove Kronos underneath the
earth” (202-4). Hera’s manipulation of her own éthos in this way serves to lull her
audience into trusting her tale. She also employs the technique of diathesis in the reason
that she invents for her request: providing an aphrodisiac to settle a marital quarrel (205-
7) is (correctly) calculated to be an irresistible prospect for Aphrodite. In the final lines of

her speech, Hera speaks of her desire to use persuasion (magaintentifovoa) on Oceanus
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and Tethys (208-10). Such an awareness of persuasion—and the use of talk about
persuasion as part of a larger scheme designed to persuade the unsuspecting
addressee —demonstrates Hera’s skill at using rhetorical tools. To cap off her display of
diathesis in dealing with the goddess of love, Hera uses derivatives of the word ¢iAog in
each of the four final lines of the speech: |

...£UVTG Kal PLAGTNTOG, €Tel XOAog Eumeoe Buup.

el kelvw Y énéeoot magaintemiBovoa GpiAov knE

€lg eVVNV avéoatul OuwBNvaL PrAoTnTL,

aiel k€ odL PpiAn 1€ kal aidoin kaAeotunv. (14.207-210)

As a final detail to make her speech’s deception convincing, Hera introduces self-
interest as a reason for her request—a delayed second premise to her enthymemétic
conclusion (in line 198) that VAphrodite should give her desirability. “Could I win over
with persuasion the dear heart within them...I shall be forever called honoured by them,
and beloved,” she confesses (208-10). This use of the topic of consideration of
incentives and dis-incentives (#20), of course, is an atypical one: instead of promising
advantage to the addressee, Hera feigns candor about her own selfish motives. The true
rhetorical ploy a\t work here is an unexpressed argument from likelihood (eikos) that
plays on Aphrodite’s expectations about and knowledge of Hera’s éthos: proud and vain
as she has many times shown herself to be, she is indeed likely to desire the honor and
love of the senior gods. This somewhat unfavorable reflection on Hera’s character
perhaps is also intended to exploit the latent antagonism between the two goddesses,
and hence would represent another use of diathesis. This combination of argument and
deception works exactly as it was intended to do, and Aphrodite happily complies with
Hera’s request (14.211ff.).

XIX. Hera also delivers the next intermediately-rhetorical speech, this time
addressing Zeus in 15.36-45. It is a defense speech of sorts, for she aims to appease Zeus’
anger and to persuade him not to punish her for deceiving him in Book 14. She begins
by swearing an oath that she is not reéponsible for the Achaeans’ successes. This oath
expands to fill six lines, invoking as witnesses first the realms of earth, heaven, and the

underworld (36-8), and secondly Zeus’ own person and “the bed of marriage between
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us: a thing by which T at least could never swear vainly” (39-40). Hera displays both
diathesis and éthos techniques in these two lines: the flattering and deferential reference
to Zeus (o1) 0’ leon) kepaAr)) draws upon diathesis, as does the mention of the marriage
bed. Zeus, as we have seen in Book 14—and as Hera is well aware —is highly susceptible
to the appeal of the marriage bed. Hera invokes her own trustworthy éthos in the phrase
that closes the oath portion of her speech (40). Finally, her claim to take the marriége
oath seriously also provides a veiled reproach of her husband—a subtle psychological
manipulation that will contributes to putting him in the desired frame of mind
(diathesis).

The logos component of Hera’s speech occurs in the second half, and consists of
a claim of innocence and ignorance in the matter of the Greeks’ receht success against
* the Trojans. She employs an argument from likelihood (eikos) to protest her innocence
and Poseidon’s culpability, basing the argument on Poseidon’s éthos: “It is ﬁot through
my will that the shaker of the earth Poseidon afflicts the Trojans...but it is his own
passion that ﬁrges him to it and drives him” (41-3). Finally, she returns to diathesis in
the Closihg lines of the speech, expressing a demure submission to Zeus’ authority and
guidance: “No, but I myself also would give him counsel to go with you, o dark
clouded, that way that you lead us” (45-6). The speech achieves Hera’s desired result, as
Zeus is appeased (HeldNoeV dE AT GVOQWV TE eéa)v te, 15.471f.).

XX. Hector delivers a battlefield exhortation to the Trojans and their allies in
15.486-99, incited by his observation that Teucer’s arrows have missed their intended
target—himself —by divine intervention (15.458-83). He opens with a common
exhortation formula that acts as the conclusion to an enthymeme: dvégeg £ote, dilo,
uvioacBe d¢ Oovpwog dAkNg/ vijag ava yYAaduoas (“Be men now, dear friends,
remember your furious valour along the hollow ships.” (487-8)). The enthymematic
premise follows, and it is an appeal to “evidence” (tekmeria) with the claim to have been
an eyewitness (o) yap dov opBaApoiow) to Zeus' partiality to the Trojans (488-9). A
second enthymeme follows in lines 490-94, similar in argumentation but reversed in

structure, so as to form a chiasm with the previous enthymeme. Here, the premise comes
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first, in the form of a gnémé which picks up on the notion of visual evidence: “Easily seen
(0gia & aplyvwrog) is the strength that is given from Zeus to mortals either in those into
whose hands he gives the surpassing glory, or those he diminishes and will not defend
them” (490-92). The premise continues by applying this gnémé to current situation: “...as
now he diminishes the strength of the Argives,/ and helps us” (493). The second
enthymematic conclusion—"Fight on then by the ships together” (494)—ensues. As a
final reason or premise for his exhortation, Hector offers an appeal to the topic of
considering incentives and disincentives (#20)—in this case, the incentives of honor
and family: “He has no dishonour when he dies defending his Coﬁntry, for then his wife
shall be saved and his children afterwards, and his house and property shall not be
damaged...” (496-8). The speech is successful in its object, as we learn from the
formulaic narrative comment following it: "Q¢ eimwv wrouve pévog kal Bvuov ékxotov
(500).

XXI. Immediately following this speech of Hector comes another exhortation
employing rhetorical elements, delivered by Ajax to the Greek army in 15.502-13. It is as
though the two rival warriors are speaking in a sort of remote antiphony (unbeknownst
to each other); the narrative of Book 15 leaps back and forth from one side to the other in
a series of such speeches, interspersed with fighting scenes, over the course of lines 425-
741. Here, Ajax begins by appealing to his audience’s sense of shame, addressing them
with the rebuke aidwg, Agyetot (502)—an appeal to the emotions, and hence a use of
pathos. He then makes a sarcastic argument from absurdity: “Do you expect, if our
ships fall to helm-shining Hektor, you will walk each of you back dryshod to the land of
your fathers?” (504-5) This question admits of only one answer,-effectively foréing the
audience to admit that they have no choice but to fight and save the ships. In addition,
the threat that it expresses invokes the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-
incentives (#20). Ajax’ second rhetorical question calls on the evidence (tekmeria) of his
audience’s own ears for persuasive force, as he asks whether they can hear (1
ovk...akovete;) Hector urging his men to burn the Greek ships (506-7). In keeping with

the sarcastic tone of the speech, Ajax invests his warning about Hector with a sinister
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absurdity: o0 pav &g ye xo00v kéAet EADEuev, aAAa payxeoBal (508). Ajax ends his
speech with an enthymeme that poses as its conclusion an exhortation “to close in and
fight with the strength of our hands at close quarters” (510). The premise for this
conclusibn is a statement of generalized truth—namely, thiat it is better to take a risk on a
bold action, rather than to wait passively for inevitable defeat (as the Greek soldiers are
currently doing):

Better to take in a single time our chances of dying

or living, than go on being squeezed in the stark encounter

right up against our ships, as now, by men worse than we are. (511-13)

Such an argument appeals to one of the less common topics that Aristotle identifies, that
of examining whether a better course of action could be taken than that which is
being advised or carried out (el ¢vdéxeto BéATiov dAAwg...oKxomely, #25). By posing a
choice between the bravery and honor of a momentary struggle, and the shame of being
slowly “squeezed” (otpevyeoBal) by inferior men, Ajax also employs diathesis once
again. This combination of argumentation and awareness of his audience’s psychology
renders Ajax successful; the Greeks’ response is conveyed by the same formula that had
followed Hector’s corresponding speech in line 15.500 (\Qg einwv drrguve pévog Kai
OQupov ékaotov (514)).

XXII. Patroclus addresses an emotional appeal to Achilles in 16.21-45. His
primary aim is to convince Achilles to join the fight; his secondary aim (knowing that he
is unlikely to succeed in the first, based on Achilles’ éthos) is to convince Achilles to
allow him to fight in his sfead. It should be noted that most of the persuasive strategies
in this speech were suggested to Patroclus by Nestor in Book 11.656-803 (a persuasive
speech in its own right that will be treated below, p. 81ff.). Patroclus opens the speech
with a brief use of diathesis, honoring Achilles by calling him ¢éotat” Axawwv.
Whether a calculated allusion on Patroclus” part or not, péptatog is the same adjective
that Nestor had earlier used for Agamemnon when contrasting him with the kaptepdg
Achilles (1.280-81). In making the claim that none of the Achaeans (not even

Agamemnon) stands ahead of Achilles in greatness, Patroclus is surely mindful of the
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struggle for superiority and twur] that has dominated the poem’s action and Achilles’
consciousness thus far (a consideration that will be confirmed by Achilles’ response in
16.49-100). Patroclus then moves on to a different kind of diathesis—an appeal to the
emotions of pity for comrades in distress, instead of to those of pride. He gives an
amplified account of the Greek warriors’ dire situation in 22-9, detailing the wounds of
the miajor chieftains. This account functions like the premise of an enthymeme in that it
gives a reason for Achilles to take action, but Patroclus never actually states an
enthymematic conclusion or makes an explicit request. Instead, he anticipates a negative
response to his attempt to persuade Achilles, and launches into a series of reproaches in
29-35: Achilles is impossible (apurxavog), possessed by anger (x6A0g), accursedly brave
(aixpétn), and above all unnaturally pitiless (vrAeég). Another premise that does not
attain full realization as an enthymeme can be found in the rhetorical question of lines 31-
2, “What other man born hereafter shall be advantaged unless you beat aside from the
Argives this shameful destruction?”

Patroclus then moves on to the second part of the speech (lines 36-45), which
consists of a nearly direct quote of the words Nestor had suggested he use to persuade
Achilles in 11.793-803 (the only difference being the use of second-person rather than
third-person verbs in reference to Achilles).”* He proposes an alternative solution to the
- Greeks’ woes in the evént that Achilles is “drawing back from some prophecy known in
your own heart/ and by Zeus’ will your honoured mother has told you of something”
(36-7). This proposal takes the form of an extended enthymeme, whose conclusions are
the simple commands “Send me out” (eué mep mpoeg wy’ (38)) and “Give me your
armour” (dog d¢ pot . .t oo tevxea (40)). Each of these commands is followed by a
premise that argues from the topic of the consequence (¢x ToU dxoAovOovvTog, #13):
“Send me out...and I may be a light given to the Danaans” (38-9); “Give me your
armour...so perhaps the Trojans might think I am you, and give way from their attack,

and the fighting sons of the Achaians get wind again after hard work” (40-43). The

% I have chosen to treat the rhetorical elements of these lines at the point when they are used on their
intended audience, rather than when they are first suggested in Book 11. The credit for these elements,
however, goes to Nestor rather than to Patroclus.
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gnomé that “there is little breathing space in the fighting” extends the argument of these
premises (43). Patroclus’ final statement offers yet another premise to his enthymeme: the
observable fact that fresh fighters are more effective than weary ones: gela ¢ «’
AKUTTEG KEKUNOTAG AVvIQAS AVTT)/ OALUEV TTQOTL AOTVL VEWV ATIO Kal KALoWdwv (44-5).

Patroclus’ rhetoric is as successful as he could have hoped, given the
determination of both Achilles and the BovAr) Aidc. After a long speech of deliberation
(16.49-100), Achilles reluctantly assents to letting Patroclus join the battle. It is a curious
note that in this speéch Patroclus does not use the technique —so common among Iliadic
speakers—of appealing to his own éthos, based on his identity as Achilles’ closest
companion. This is especially striking given that it is Patroclus who seems to be the only
person (thus far) who can persuade Achilles in the Iliad, and (as Nagy has noted) it is his
status as Achilles” moAV didtatog...étaigog (17.411, 655) that ultimately enables him to
do what all the other Greeks have tried and failed to do: persuade Achilles to fight.”” But
the lack of a verbal appeal to éthos is not the whole story. Patroclus instedad performs what
is in effect the same appeal through gesture and attitude —as though he himself stands
as a onua indicating the correct course of action to Achilles. This “semantic”
perfbrmance accompanying the speech is depicted both by the narrator (“Meanwhile
Patroklos came to the shepherd of the people, Achilleus, and stood by him and wept
warm tears” (16.2-3)) and by Achilles (“Why then are you crying like some poor little
girl, Patroklos, who runs after her mother and begs to be picked up and carried, and
clings to her dress, and holds her back when she tries to hurry, and gazes tearfully into
her face?” (16.7-10)). Another indication of the place of gesture in Patroclus’ rhetoric is
the description of his delivery: his speech is framed by the phrases “groaning heavily”
(Bagy otevaxwv (20)) and “supplicating in his great innocence” (Alooduevog péya
vrjruog (46). His offer to serve as “a light given to the Danaans” and to wear Achilles’
armor so that he can stand in his place futher situates him in the role of a onjua, a visual

marker —to Achilles above all.

97 See Nagy (1979) 104-9.
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XXIII. In response to Zeus deliberating whether to make an exception for
Sarpedon with regard to his fated doom on the battlefield, Hera steps in to dissuade him
from such a course in 16.440-57. Her first argument is a warning of the other gods’
disapproval if Zeus favors his son (£0d™ ci’t(‘xg o0 tot MAvTeg Emauveopev Beot dAAot
(443)), an appeal to the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20).
She then makes a further warning in lines 445-9, this one taken from the topic of an
earlier judgment about the same or a similar matter, i.e. precedent (éx kQioews meQL
TOU avTtov 1} Opoiov, #11): this would set a precedent by which other gods would
clamor for their own children to be saved contrary to their destinies, “since around the
great city of Priam are fighting many sons of the immortals. You will waken grim
resentment among them” (448-9). This line of reasoning also partakes of the argument
from the topic of consequence (#13); the consequences of defying Sarpedon’s destiny
would be chaos and potentially rebellion among the gods. These various topics are
premises of an enthymeme that comprises the whole speech, and whose conclusion
follows in a gentler tone: “No, but if he is dear to you, and your heart mourns for him,
then let him be, and let him go down in the strong encounter underneath the hands of
Patroklos...” (450-52). The final portion of Hera’s argument is a further premise to the
same enthymeme: it offers a measure of consolation to Zeus by reminding him that Death
and ”painless” (viidvpov) Sleep will escort Sarpedon back to his homeland, “where his
brothers and countrymen shaH give him due burial” (454-7). As is consistently the case,
Hera’s rhetoric is effective in persuading Zeus, and he does not disobey (o0d” aniOnoe)
her words (458).

XXIV. Hector addresses the Trojan allies with another battlefield exhortation in
17.220-32. His first argument is an assurance that he has not called them to fight for
selfish reasons, but so that they could “defend the innocent children of the Trojans, and
their wives, from the fighting Achaians” (221-4). This appeal to pity is calculated to
evoke in his addressees the memories of their own families, an act of diathesis. It puts
into practice Aristotle’s discussion of the rhetorical effectiveness of appeal to emotions

(Rhetoric 2.2-11), in particular his observation that the basis of pity is the nearness in

82



“age, in character, in habits, in rank, in birth” of the sufferer to oneself, so that one can
plausibly imagine the misfortune happening to oneself (2.8.13). Hector exploits this
tactic here, evoking the allies’ pity (and, he hopes, their aid) by inviting them to identify
with the Trojans’ suffering. Hector also relies heavily in this speech on an appeal to his
own éthos and that of the people he represents. In particular, he emphasizes the
qualities of selflessness, sacrifice, and courage —initially in defense of his request for aid,
then as an enthymematic premise for the argument that his audience should aid the
Trojans. “With such a purpose I wear out my own people for presents and food,
wherewith I make strong the spirit within each one of you” (225-6), goes the premise;
the enthymeme concludes with the command, “Therefore [t®w] a man must now turn his
face straight forward, and perish or survive” (227—8). Hector closes the speech with an
appeal to the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20) in lines 229-
32, a straightforward offer of reward (half the spoils and kAéog equal to Hector’s) for
any man who can retrieve Patroclus” body from Ajax and the Greeks. The speech is
successful, as the allies take immediate action (not even pausing for verbal affirmation)
on Hector’s suggestion (233-4).

XXV. The next two speeches in this catalogue are in dialogue with each other: the
alternate proposals of Polydamas and Hector for dealing with the re-appearance of
Achilles on the battlefield. Polydémas speaks first, addressing the Trojan forces in
18.254-83 with a counsel of caution. It is worth noting the narrator’s lengthier-than-usual
introduction of the speaker, which remarks that 6 [Polydamas] pév &o pvOoiotv, 6
[Hector] & éyxel moAAOV évika (18.252). Such a comment is consistent with other clues
throughout the Iliad that point to the poem possessing an evaluative notion of what it
means to speak effectively. Polydamas’ first (and major) argument is that the Trojans
should go on the defensive now that Achilles is again fighting for the Greeks. The
enthymeme proceeds as follows: [conclusion] “I myself urge you to go back into the city
and not wait for the divine dawn in the plain...” (254-6). The premises are several; first,
an argument resembling Aristotle’s topic of induction (¢§ émaywytg, #10): “While this

man was still angry with great Agamemnon, for all that time the Achaians were easier
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men to fight with” (257-8)—from which fact the audience may infer that Achilles’
reinstatement into the Achaean forces will make them more difficult men to fight with.
Secondly, Polydamas argues from his own experience and from the topic of
consideration of timing (#5) (according to which a different judgment is made before
and after some signal event): “For I also used then to be one who was glad (xaipeorov
YaQ) to sleep out near their ships...But now (vov &) I terribly dread the swift-footed son
of Peleus” (259-61). As a third premise, Polydamas issues a warning: Achilles” wrath is
so violent that he will threaten the very city of Troy and its women (262-5). This threat to
the things that the Trojans hold most dear, an argument from the topic of consideration
of incentives and dis-incentives (#20), also seeks to aroﬁse their emotions of fear, and
thus exhibits diathesis. The conclusion to this extended enthymeme is restated following
the litany of premises:‘ “Let us go into the town; believe me; thus it will happen” (266).

In the second half of his speech, Polydamas largely repeats his arguments from
the first half: if the Trojans stay where they are, Achilles will drive them back to the city
with heavy casualties; the strategic move would be to pre-empt him by withdrawing
now (267-83). The speech ends with practical instructions and an optimistic picture of
the results of the recommended course of action (“His valour will not give him leave to
burst in upon us nor sack our town” (282-3)). Polydamas demonstrates his awareness of
the audience’s state of mind by conceding that his Counsei may pain them for the
moment (et O av éuoig éméeoot TuBwueba wndouevoi mep... (273)), perhaps
calculating that his sympathy will dispose them moré favorably towards him. His
prowess in speaking, however, is for naught on this occasion: whether he has
miscalculated his audience’s state of mind, is defeated by Hector’s subsequent counter-
proposal, or is simply the victim of the inexorable BovAr) Atog, Polydamas” arguments
fail to win over the Trojans.

XXVI. Hector’s response to Polydamas in 18.285-309 is aimed not so much- at
persuading Polydamas himself of a different course of action, but at persuading the
entire Trojan audience at hand. His opening line (285) repeats the formula with which he

had begun his antagonistic address to Polydamas in 12.231 (ITovAvddipa, ob pév ovkéT
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épol dida tadt’ dyopevels), again targeting for criticism Polydamas’” supposed area of
“expertise. Hector then launches into a section where the technique of diathesis is at the
forefront, strongly identifying himself with the Trojans and their concerns and
frustrations:

Have you not all had your glut of being fenced in our outerworks?

There was a time when mortal men would speak of the city

of Priam as a place with much gold and much bronze. But now

the lovely treasures that lay away in our houses have vanished... (287-90)
Rather than evoking the emotion of fear, as Polydamas had done, Hector stirs up those
of anger and indignation in his audience. An enthymeme follows, pointing to the
evidence of the recent improvement in the Trojans’ fortunes. Drawing its premise from
the topic of consideration of timing (#5), Hector notes that the changing favor of Zeus
has made all the difference. The Trojans had been doing badly, so long as Zeus was
angry with them (290-92); now, however, Zeus’ favor has returned (vOv 0’...pot €dwke
Koovov mdic dyﬁ;x\opﬁmaw/ k000G apécl’ emi vnuot (293-4)). The conclusion of this
enthymeme—“why, fool, no longer show these thoughts to our people” (295)—is directed
at Polydamas alone. For the benefit of the wider audience, however, Hector hints at the
cowardice of a man who would withdraw from battle even when the gods are favorable.

In the transition to the second half of his speech, as he turns from Polydamas to
address the Trojans directly, Hector issues brute commands rather than persuasive
arguments. The vocabulary of persuasion, however, persists: “Not one of the Trojans
will obey (¢mineioetal) you,” he taunts Polydamas; “I shall not allow it. Come, then, do
as I say and let us all be persuaded (melBwpeba)” (296-7). A series of practical
instructions follows, including the enthymeme that if any Trojan fears for the safety of
hi‘s possessions, he should donate them to the people, for “it is better for one of our own
people to partake in them than for the Achaeans to” (3000-302). It is not until the last
lines of the speech that Hector addresses the major point of Polydamas” argument: the
threat of Achilles. He employs an appeal to his own éthos to inspire his men not to fear
the Greek champion: “If it is true that brilliant Achilleus is risen beside their ships, then

the worse for him if he tries it, since I for my part will not run from him...” (305-8). He
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supports this bluster with a gnémé designed to preempt the argﬁment that he is no
match for Achilles in battle: “The war god is impartial. Before now he has killed the
killer” (309). These bold words drown out Polydamas’ cautions, however grounded in
reality and experiential evidence they had been, and the Trojans roar their approval
(310). In a rare narrative gesture, the narrator comments on this persuasive victory,
voicing the opinion that although Hector’s rhetoric is successful, it is not “good
counsel”:

Fools, since Pallas Athene had taken away the wits frorh them.

They gave their applause to Hektor in his counsel of evil (xaxa pnridwvty),

but none to Poulydamas, who had spoken good sense before them (g ¢c6Anv

do&leto BovAnv). (311-13)

This narrative observation also provides an ironic symmetry to the passage, which had
begun with a similar comment on these two speeches: that Polydamas has the skill to
“win” (évika) with pvBot, Hector to win with the éyxog (18.252). As the narrator is well
aware, excellence in speaking and strength of argumentation are no guarantee of
rhetorical success—a disquieting truth that will hound the debate over rhetoric
throughout its Classical-era flourishing. Hector’s proposal is exactly what his audience
wanted to hear, and on this occasion, diathesis trumps all other strategies.

XXVII. Odysseus in 19.155-83 delivers as speech addressed primarily to Achilles,
but which turns to Agamemnon at the end. The speech is a counter-proposal to Achilles’
exhortation to the Greeks (19.146-53) to begin fighting immediately, now that he has
decided to rejoin the fight. Odysseus employs diathesis from his opening line, taking a
respectful and flattering tone even while disagreeing with Achilles: pn o1 olrwc
dyaeég TeQ €wv, BeoeikeA” AXIAAED (155). He then makes his proposal in the form of a
two-part enthymeme, consisting of a negative command and premise (“Do not drive the
sons of the Achaians on Ilion when they are hungry, to fight against the Trojans since
(¢mel) not short will be the time of battle, once the massed formations of men have
encountered together, with the god inspiring fury in both sides.” (155-9)), followed by a
positive command and premise (“Rather tell the men of Achaia here by their swift ships,

to take food and wine, since (ydg) these make fighting fury and warcraft.” (160-1)). The
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latter gnomic premise is then expanded with practical observations about the body’s
need for sustenance in order to perform well in battle (162-70), after which the
enthymematic conclusion is restated: “Come then, tell your men to scatter and bid them
get ready a meal” (171-2).

Odysseus then encourages the reconciliation between Agamemnon and Achilles
to be confirmed by gifts (172-8). Ever mindful of the need for diathesis when épeaking to
Achilles, Odysseus is attentive to his pleasure (oU d¢ ¢peot ofjowv avOng, 174), and
acknowledges the insult to his honor represented by the seizure of Briseis, calling upon
Agamemnon to swear that he did not violate certain boundaries (opvvétw
[Ayapépvowv] dé tol 6pkov év AgQyeiowotv avaotde,/ uf) MOTe TG €VVAG ETUPNHEVAL
Noe uwynvat, 175-6). Odysseus concludes his speech with an enthymeme directed at
Agamemnon (but still with an awareness of Achilles as his audience). The conclusion
comes first—"And you, son of Atreus, after this be more righteous to another man.” —
followed by the premise, a gnémé: “For there is no fault when even one who is a king
appeases a man, when the king Was the first one to be angry” (181-3). Odysseus’ speech
is persuasive to Agamemnon, as the king voices his approval of the uvBog (185) and
proceeds to take his advice with a speech of instruction to his chiefs (19.185-97). Achilles,
however, is not convinced. Rather than responding directly to Odysseus, he addresses
Agamemnon’s response to Odysseus; and although he does not try to thwart the king’s
decision to feed his troops, he makes known his disagreement with the plan (19.205-14).

XXVIIIL It is at this point that Odysseus delivers another speech that merits
inclusion in this catalogue for exhibiting rhetorical features. This speech (lines 19.216-37)
has the same general aim as had Odysseus’ previous speech—to convince Achilles of the
need to rejuvenate the troops before resuming battle—but it is a more sincere and
personalized appeal. Odysseus does not need Achilles’ permission or agreement, for
Agamemnon has already decreed the course of action; ostensibly he has nothing to gain
from this appeal. The fact that he even makes it shows Odysseus’ concern with accord
among the Greeks, and his recognition of the importance of winsome speech in the

midst of the power manipulations that have occurred between the chief players
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(particularly Agamemnon and Achilles). Odysseus, unlike Agamemnon, understands
that persuasion is not only about achieving what one wants in the immediate
circumstance, but about winning over the heart and mind of the audience—a longer-
term, and ultimately more effective, rhetorical strategy.

Odysseus begins with a flattering address to Achilles, using the same formula as
Patroclus had in 16.21: @ Axuled IInAnog vié, péya Péorar’ Axawwv (216). The
adjective dégratog is repeated in comparative form in the next line, as Odysseus
continues his exercise of diathesis by comparing himself unfavorably to Achilles in
matters of strength: kpeloowv eig éuéDev kal pégrepog ovk OAlyov mep/ Eyxet (217-8).
He then suggests one area of his own éthos in which he “might overpass” Achilles,
couching this notion in the potential optative to retain a deferential tone—namely, that
of thought/understanding (vénua), based on his greater age and life experience (218-19).
Odysseus’ appeal to his trustworthy éthos doubles as the premise of an enthymeme, for
it is followed by the conclusion, “therefore (tw) let your heart endure to listen to my
words” (220). A second enthymeme addresses the specific case that Odysseus is making. -
It begins with the gnomé “when there is battle men have suddenly their fill of it...” (221-
4), then applies this commonplace to the particular situation in the premise, “there is no
way the Achaians can mourn a dead man by denying the belly” (225-7). His conclusion
is a command: “No, but we must harden our hearts and bury the man who dies...and all
those who are left about from the hateful work of war must remember food and drink”

i“"

(228-31). An additional premise follows this conclusion: “...so that afterwards all the
more strongly we may fight on forever relentless against our enemies” (231-2). The
entire argument is constituted on the topic of consequence (#13), depicting the bad
consequences of following Achilles’ counsel (men tiring of battle), and the good
consequences of following Odysseus” (men having the strength to fight more strongly).
With this argument in mind, Odysseus ends his speech on a note that he knows will

appeal to Achilles—a battle cry: “Therefore let us drive on together and wake the bitter

war god on the Trojans, breakers of horses” (236-7). The narrator records no response
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from Achilles to this speech, however. It would seem that the preeminent hero is as
impervious to persuasion as ever.

XXIX. Achilles delivers a battlefield exhortation to his Greek comrades in 20.354-
63.Itis a relaﬁvely short speech that relies heavily (but not exclusively) on arguments
from éthos. Achilles opens with three stark imperative commands (unkétL vov Towwv
Ekag EgrTarte...avno avt avdpog {tw, uepdatw d¢ puaxeobal (354-5)), forgoing any
attempt to prime his audience through diathesis. His premise for issuing these
commands is an argument from the topic of greater and less (#4): not even Ares and
Athena themselves could take on so many men at the same time; how much less can ], as
a mortal, be expected to do so without assistance (356-9)? Achilles embeds within this
argument some elements of an appeal to his own éthos, a means of garnering legitimacy
for his request. His statement that “it is a hard thing for me, for all my great strength...to
fight with all of them” (356-7) reminds the audience of both his extraordinary abilities in
warfare, and his willingness to engage in battle, however impossible the odds. As such,
he sets himself up as a paradeigma for his audience to follow. He develops this line of
argumentation further in the final lines of the speech (360-63):

But what I can do with hands and feet and strength I tell you

[ will do, and I shall not hang back even a little

but go straight on through their formation, and I think that no man

of the Trojans will be glad when he comes within my spear’s range.
If Achilles himself is willing to spare no effort, it follows that the least his comrades can
do is stand fast in support of him. He offers the example of his own behavior both to
inspire action and to inspire confidence in the Greek warriors.®® But the result of this
“urging” (¢moteUvwv) is unspecified, for the narrative focus shifts immediately to the

other side of the battlefield and Hector’s corresponding exhortation to the Trojans

(reminiscent of the mirroring speeches of Hector and Ajax in Book 15).

% For further discussion on the use of paradeigma in the Iliad, see Willcock (1964). Willcock observes that
“the mythical example is commonly used in speeches in the Iliad when one character wishes to influence the
actions of another. Usually it is a matter of exhortation or consolation. This is what is meant by a
paradeigma.” (147) (Following Aristotle, my definition of the term paradeigma does not require it to be
“mythical;” as in this instance, it can point to the example of the speaker’s own behavior.)

89



XXX. Hector exhorts his men in lines 20.366-72 with a speech that is an
enthymeme in its entirety, beginning with the conclusion in the form of the speech-
opening command “Do not be afraid of Peleion” (366). The premise is built on an appeal
to the commonplace, generally-acknowledged in the Iliadic context, that the gods, who
“are far stronger than we are” (368) give unmitigated success to no man—including
Achilles. “Even Achilleus will not win achievement of everything he says. Part he will
accomplish, but part shall be baulked halfway done” (369-70), observes Hector, relying
on his audience’s agreement with the premise concerning the gods. In this argument, he
draws upon the topic of considering contradictories, whether in dates, actions, or
words (T0 T& AvOHOAOYOUHEVA OKOTELY, &l TL d\szoz\oyobpevov £k MAvTwv Kal
X00vwv kal meafewv kai Adywv, #22). Hector ends by invoking his own éthos as he,
like Achilles before him, attempts to inspire his men by example: “I am going to stand
against him now, though his hands are like flame, though his hands are like fl‘ame, and
his heart like the shining of iron” (371-2). The encouragement ié successful; the Trojans
lift their spears to fight (373).

XXXI. The ghost of Patroclus pleads with Achilles to bury him in 23.69-92. The
speech draws primarily on the technique of diathesis, as Patroclus invokes his
relationship to and shared history with Achilles. He knows what will stir up sympathétic
emotions in his listener. The speech opens with a reproach (“You sleep, Achilleus; you
have forgotten me” (69)), contrasting Achilles” current behavior with a reminder of the
past (“...but you were not careless of me when I lived, but only in death” (70)). The
command to bury him and let him pass through the gates of Hades is followed by an
appeal to pity (pathos), as Patroclus chronicles his miserable liminal existence (71-4). He
then moves on to a recollection of shared memories, calculated both to invoke pity in -
Achilles and to remind him of the bond that had existed between them: “No longer shall
you and I, alive, sit apart from oﬁr other beloved companions and make our plans, since
the bitter destiny that was given me when I was born has opened its jéws to take me”

(77-9). Patroclus makes a second request in 82-4 (repeated in 91-2), begging that his

- ashes be laid in the same urn as Achilles” when he dies. His persuasion tactic for this
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request moves from the specificity of pathos to the broader diathesis: in calling for an
interment together with Achilles, he appeals to his and Achilles’ shared past in order to
engender favorable feeling: “..just as we grew up together in your house, when
Menoitios brought me there from Opous, when I was little...There the rider Peleus took
me into his own house, and brought me cafefully up, and named me to be your

“henchman” (84-90). Patroclus’ mention of Peleus is a technique frequently used by
speakers attempting to persuade Achilles (see also Phoenix in 9.434-605, Patroclus in
16.21-45, and Priam in 24.486-506). Those who know him well realize that, for persuasive
purposes, invoking his father is one of the only ways of putting Achilles in a favorable —
or at least susceptible-to-appeal —frame of mind. The pathétic memories that Patroclus
recounts in 84-90 serve as the premise to an enthymeme conclusion in 91-2: “Therefore,
let one single vessel, the golden two-handled urn the lady your mother gave you, hold
both our ashes,” the 6ur of this image of their ashes mingling in the urn corresponding
to the 6uov of line 84, referring to the two heroes’ childhood together. Patroclus ends his
speech with the word unmo (thus invoking both Achilles’ parents in his thorough
exercise of diathesis), and achieves his object: Achilles responds that mavra paA’
ekTeAéw kal meloopal wg oL Kﬁ)\&l’)&t@ (96).

XXXII. The final four speeches in this catalogue are all part of the same dialogue
between Priam and Achilles in Book 24. Priam speaks first, addressing a stunned
Achilles in 24.486-506 with a request for Hector’s body. His opening tactic is an indirect
appeal to pity, based on the association between himself and Achilles’ father: “Achilleus
like the gods, remember your father, one who is of years like mine, and on the door-sill
of sorrowful old age. And they who dwell nearby encompass him and afflict him...”
(486-92).% In visualizing Peleus’ sad and lonely experience and comparing it to his own,
Priam avails himself of the rhetorical strategies of both éthos and pathos. Invoking his

past éthos as a powerful king in order to emphasize the pitiable depths to which he has

% Macleod (1982), in his commentary on Iliad 24, remarks that this speech “begins straightaway with its
main point; supplications in Homer are normally introduced in a more elaborate way; see 15.662-3, 22.338;
Od. 11.67-8, 15.261-2. The abruptness betokens intense feeling.” (127) I would add that there is calculation as
well as emotion in this strategy: Priam knows the importance of Peleus to Achilles, and wastes no time in
invoking the parallel which will be the basis for his supplication.
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fallen, he employs both gesture and words to perform his current éthos: that of an old
man, vulnerable and inoffensive. By doing this, Priam intends Achilles to recognize the
 traits of his own father; he uses this association, in turn, to put Achilles in a sympathétic
frame of mind (diathesis). Priam’s manipulation of the emotion of pity exhibits a
perceptiveness that closely resembles Aristotle’s theoretical treatment of pity in Rhetoric
2.8: |

Let pity be [defined as] a certain pain at an apparently destructive or painful evil
happening to one who does not deserve it and which a person might expect himself
or one of his own to suffer, and this when it seems close at hand...The kind of
people who think they might suffer are those...that have parents or children or
wives; for these are their “own” and subject to the sufferings that have been
mentioned... (2.8.2-5)1%0 ‘ :

Continuing his focus on arousing pity within his listener, Priam next recounts the loss of
his own sons and the sorrow it has brought on him (avtag éyw mavamnotuog (493)), an
ominous precedent for the parallel with Peleus. In this section, he uses amplification
(ab&noic) of the numerical magnitude of his loss to emphasize the piteousness of his
situation'®®:

..téKov viag dplotovg
Tooin év evpein, Twv O’ o0 Tva Pt AeAeidpOaL
TMEVTNKOVTA HoLfjoav, 6t HAvBov viec Axawv:
évveakaidexa pév pot NG €k vndvog Hoay,

100G & AAAOVC HOL ETIKTOV Vi LEYAQOLOL YUVATKEG.
TV pEV MOAA@V Bovgog Apng Do Yovvat €éAvaev:
0¢ D¢ pot oiog &nv, elpuTo d¢ ATV KAl AVTOVG,

TOV OU MQ@IV KTELVAG AUVVOLEVOV TEQL TTATONG,
“Extoga...

..I'have had the noblest
of sons in Troy, but I say not one of them is left to me.
Fifty were my sons, when the sons of the Achaians came here.
Nineteen were born to me from the womb of a single mother,
and other women bore the rest in my palace; and of these
violent Ares broke the strength in the knees of most of them,

100 Note that Aristotle here emphasizes the sympathetic character of pity: pity does not have to be linked
only to what might befall oneself, but may be felt for the sake of loved ones —an aspect often overlooked in
readings of the Poetics.
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but one was left me who guarded my city and people, that one

you killed a few days since as he fought in defence of his country,

Hektor... (493-501)

Macleod identifies in this passage yet another Aristotelian technique: “By numbering
and classifying his sons Priam gives more weight to his loss: cf. Arist. Rhet. 1365a10 ‘a
single subject when divided into parts seems more impressive.”” He further observes
that the fact “that Priam goes on...to treat Hector as his ‘only’ son has argumentative
and emotive value. It stresses the analogy between himself and Peleus; it also represents
the strength of his grief at losing Hector.”?? Here, at last, Priam introduces the reason for
his visit. His request takes a deferential form: no imperative demand, only the statement
that “I come now to the ships of the Achaians to win him back from you” (501-2). As a
premise, he offers a simple argument from the topic of consideration of incentives and
dis-incentives (#20): “I bring you gifts beyond number” (502). Whether he is attuned to
the fact that Achilles is historically unmoved by gifts, or is simply a canny judge of
effective rhetoric for a given audience, Priam touches on the incentive only briefly.
Instead, he offers a final enthymeme that returns to his original tactics of éthos and
pathos. The conclusién%”Honour then the gods, Achilleus, and take pity upon me” —is
followed by a premise that brings the speech full circle: “...remembering your fathér, yet
I am still more pitiful” (503-4).

In the final lines of the speech, Priam gestures to his self-abasement in order to
stir up the pity of Achilles (pathos): "I have gone through what no other mortal on earth
has gone through; I put my lips to the hands of the man who has killed my children”
(505-6). This deictic technique, with the speaker using himself as a ofjua, is one that we
have seen exercised on Achilles in the past (see Patroclus’ speech of 16.21-45). It is also a
strikingly prescient example of Aristotle’s theory on arousing pity (a continuation of the

passage cited above):

102 Macleod (1982) 128-9.
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And since sufferings are pitiable when they appear near at hand...necessarily

those are more pitiable who contribute to the effect by gestures and cries and

display of feelings and generally in their acting (OmokgLoig); for they make the

evil seem near by making it appear before [our] eyes...For this reason signs

(onueia) and actions (paelc) [contribute to pity]. (Rhetoric 2.8.14-16)
Priam is clearly effective in stirring up Achilles” emotions; the narrator takes care to note
that Q¢ daro, 1@ & doa matEog LY’ tuegov wooe yooto (507). A bond is thus forged
between the two enemies as they weep together. It will take more discussion, however,
before Achilles is persuaded to accede to Priam’s request.'®

XXXIII. Achilles’ lengthy response to Priam in 24.518-51 contains a relatively
brief instance of rhetorical persuasion; most of the speech is a reflection on the unhappy
life of mortals, expanding upon Priam’s lament over his own and Peleus’ misfortunes. In
this, Macleod notes, it resembles the later genre of consolatio: “Just as the sufferings of
legendary heroes are invoked to console ordinary men, so here the sufferings of
ordinary men are invoked to console a legendary hero.”'™ Achilles turns from
consolation to exhortation of Priam at two points within the speech, however, both of
which involve the use of enthymeme. In 522-6, he urges Priam to “Come, then, and sit
down upon this chair, and you and I will even let our sorrows lie still in the heart for all
our grieving.” Following this conclusion are two premises, both gnomic: “[For (yao)]
there is not any advantage to be won from grim lamentation. Such is the way the gods
spun life for unfortunate mortals, that we live in unhappiness.” At the end of the speech,
Achilles employs another enthymeme to encourage Priam, but with an only slightly
different gnomic prémise: “But bear up, nor mourn endlessly in your heart [conclusion],
for (yap) there is not anything to be gained from grief for your son; you will never bring
him back [premise]” (549-51).

XXXIV. Priam ignores Achilles” attempt to placate him, and responds by
persisting in his original request (24.553-8). This brief response speech contains an

enthymeme, comprised of the conclusion/command that Achilles release Hector’s body,

103 The question of who or what does persuade Achilles in the Iliad is addressed in section III.C, “Persuasion
and Achilles,” below.
104 Macleod (1982) 131-2.
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followed by a premise drawn from the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-
incentives (#20): “Accept the ransom we bring you, which is great. You may have joy of
it, and go back to the land of your own fathers, once you have permitted me to go on
living...” (555-8). This perfunctory argument reveals the strain of impatience in Priam;
short imperative commands have replaced the more nuanced rhetorical techniques of
his first speech (such as recollection of the past and appeals to emotion and éthos). His
stated incentive—that Achilles will be able to enjoy the ransom back in his homeland —
betrays his lack of audience sensitivity (diathesis), ignorant as he is of the fact that
Achilles is destined never to return home. (It is a moment of dramatic irony: the Iliadic
narrator and audience, and indeed Achilles hirhself, know that Priam’s promise holds no
weight; only Priam remains naive.) In addition, Priam displays presumption—a quality
which Achilles despises—with the expectant participle éaocag (”...once you have
permitted me...” (557)). This lack of diathesis not only renders the speech ineffective, it
undoes some of the goodwill that Priam’s earlier speech had engendered. Achilles
nearly retracts his intention to grant Priam’s request in his fierce response of 24.559-70.
XXXV. The final speech in this catalogue occurs after the storm between Achilles
and Priam has passed and Achilles has relinquished Hector’s body (prompted more by
the gods’ orders than by Priam’s rhetoric (24.560-62)). One final act of persuasion is
needed, however: in 24.599-620, Achilles attempts to convince Priam to cease from
grieving and take sustinence, just as others had urged Achilles to do when he was in
mourning for Patroclus (19.216-37, 303-4). After opening his speech with a reminder of
his concession to Priam (599-601), Achilles launches into an enthymeme to make his case.
The conclusion is stated in the form of the simple command “now you and I must
remember our supper” (uvnoapeda dogmov (601)); but as Macleod points out, Achilles’
use of fhe first-person verb indicates “sympathétic participation,” a subtle touch of
diathesis exerted to encourage Priam.!® The premise is spun out at greater length, for it
involves the paradeigma of the Niobe story, beginning with a clear statement of the

example to be followed: “For (y&o) even Niobe, she of the lovely tresses, remembered to

105 Macleod (1982) 139-40.
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eat (¢pvrjoato oitov), whose twelve children were destroyed in her palace...” (602-
17)).1% Having repeated the phrase “she remembered to eat” one more time in 613,
Achilles caps the paradeigma with a restatement of his conclusion in 618-19: “Come then,
we also, aged magnificent sir, must remember to eat (uedwpeBa oitov).” He ends his
speech on a consoling note, reminding Priam that when he returns to Troy, he will be
able to mourn Hector at length, and assuring him that “he will be much lamented”
(moAvdarputog d¢ toL €otal (620)). By showing consideration for Priam’s greatest
concern, Achilles displays the crucial element of diathesis. His persuasion is effective;

Priam does not respond verbally, but he assents to eating (24.627-8).
B. Complex Speeches

Now that I have presented the Iliadic speeches that display a modest rhetorical
component (by employing features listed in Aristotle’s Rhetoric), I move on to those
that—like Odysseus’ speech in 2.284-332—partake of a greater number of rhetorical
features, or extend these features to greater length.

I. Again proceeding chronologically through the Iliad, the first of these more
significant speeches is delivered by Nestor in 1.254-84.17 He addresses both
Agamemnon and Achilles in an effort to mitigate their quarrel, opening with an

invocation of shame for the sorrow that the quarrel is bringing upon the Greeks: @

196 For further discussion of the Niobe paradigm, see Willcock (1964) and Held (1987). Willcock defines
paradeigma as “a myth introduced for exhortation or consolation” (142). This definition is more specific
than the one Aristotle gives, namely that a paradigm is “to speak of things that have happened before” or
“to make up [an illustration]” (Rhetoric 2.20.2). Willcock (following Kakridis (1949)) focuses his attention on
the ad hoc inventio of Achilles’ paradeigma, as demonstrated by the unique detail of Niobe's refusal to eat in
this account of the myth; Held discusses the similarities between Achilles” use of the Niobe myth and
Phoenix’s use of the Meleager myth in Book 9.

107 The diction of Nestor has received considerable scholarly attention: see Dickson (1995) on the narrative
authority and the mediating powers of Nestor, and Martin (1989) on Nestor as the muthos speaker par
excellence. Dickson has noted that, along with Nestor’s longevity, “the command of persuasive speech” is the
most prominent feature of his characterization; that “he is also the speaker whose counsel is most often
styled ‘best’ (dplotn) in the Iliad (Il. 2.370-72; 7.324-25 = 9.93-94)”; and that his advice “most consistently
earns the respect, approval and obedience of his fellow Akhaians” (10). According to Martin, Nestor is
presented as the “ideal speaker in the Iliad” based on his mastery of authoritative speech (muthoi), noting
that Nestor “directs the greatest number of muthoi to others, but is himself never the recipient of such
commands” (59). These commands encompass the persuasive strategies, in Martin’s typology, of praise and
control (61) and recollection (80ff; Nestor is “the master of this genre” of recollection as persuasion).
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Tiomot, 1 péya mévBog Axatida yaiav ikavel (254). The mévBog that Nestor refers to is
elaborated in the following lines. Making an argument from Aristotle’s topic of the
consequence (#13), he envisions the glee of Priam if he were to discover the Greeks’
internal quarrel (255-8). This topic serves as the premise for an enthymeme whose
conclusion is the simple command, dAAa miBecB” (259), with the implication that they
should “be persuaded” to cease from quarreling.

Nestor then makes an appeal based on his own éthos, beginning with the
authority engendered by his seniority (dpdw d¢ vewtéow éotov éueio (259)). He also
invokes the example of men he has dealt with in the past— “better men than you” —who
did not disregard him (260-61).1 This argument employs both the topic of an earlier
judgment about the same or a similar matter, i.e. precedent (#11), and the topic of
greater and less (#4). The latter goes like this: if the men of an earlier generation, who
were greater warriors than you, obeyed me (kai pév pev BovAéwv EVviev melBovto te
HUBw (273)), how much more should you, lesser warriors, obey (GAAd miBeoBe kai
Oupeg (274)). In lines 262-72, Nestor expands upon this earlier generation of superior
men that he had known as a paradeigma for his current audience: kagtiotot dr) ketvor
éruxBoviwv 1eddev AvdpwV:/ KAQTIOTOL HEV €00V Kal KAQTIOTOG EUAXOVTO (266-7);
and he again highlights his own éthos by counting himself a part of their company (xai
pév Tolowy €yw pebopideov (269)). At the end of this paradigmatic section, Nestor
inserts a miniature enthymeme, with a conclusion/command followed by a gnomic
premise: “Do you also obey, since (¢7tei) to be persuaded is better” (274). |

In the final part of his speech (275-84), Nestor addresses each of the quarreling
rivals in turn, and tailors his appeal to the individual. He turns to Agamemnon first,
commanding him (with a flattering nod to his high status, dya8d6¢ meg éwv (275)) not to
take Briseis away from Achilles, adding as an afterthought the reminder that the
Achaeans themselves had given her to him (275-6). Turning to Achilles, he argues from

an enthymeme that again takes the form of a conclusion/command supported by a

108 Martin (1989) gives a different name to this strategy (recollection), but likewise identifies it as a
persuasive technique based on a claim to authority: Nestor “uses the device of recalling the past in order to
legitimate his claim on authority in the present (1.259-74).” (80)
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gnoémé: “Nor, son of Peleus, think to match your strength with the king, since (émel)
never equal with the rest is the portion of honour of the sceptred king to whom Zeus
gives magnificence” (277-9). The next lines—still directed at Achilles—attribute to each
of them different aspects of dguoteia, an attempt at diathesis through flattery and
recognition of their individual claims to superiority: el 0¢ OV kaQTEQOG €001, Bex O o¢
yetvato unne,/ dAA” 6 ye Gégregog oy, émel mAedveoow avaooel (280-81). This
complimentary language is emphasized by complementary syntax and metrical
structure. Finally, Nestor makes a personal appeal to Agamemnon (relying on the pull of
his éthos by using the first-person pronoun) to end the speech. The appeal is another
enthymeme, based in necessity; he entreats Agamemnon to give up his anger because
Achilles “stands as a great bulwark of battle over all the Achaians” (282-4). The speech
pleases Agamemnon, but it is unsuccessful in its aim to s’fem the hostilities between the
two warriors. Whether because of a lack of attentiveness tb his audience’s (particularly
Achilles’) states of mind and the rhetorical techniques required thereby, or simply

because of the demands of the plot, Nestor’s rhetoric fails to convince in this situation.1®

199 This speech has attracted considerable attention for its rhetorical sophistication. White (1984) deals with
the use of peitho in the speech, remarking that “Nestor seeks to persuade the men to a form of reconciliation
that itself operates by a kind of mutual persuasion” (36ff.). Martin (1989) notes that in the very arrangement
of the speech, “binary structures abound, presenting a rhetorical model, or icon, for two-sidedness...the
command to be reconciled is rigorously “proportionate” [kata poigav, as Agamemnon calls it in 1.286] at
the poetic level, down to the rhythm and structure of each verse, as it is at the rhetorical level, according
praise and blame equally to Agamemnon and Achilles.” Martin also sees this speech as typical of Nestor,
and argues that in its “application of gnomic precedents and the employment of recollection” as well as in
its “fluency, length, and authority,” it is the speech style that is valued most highly throughout the Iliad
(101-3).
Toohey’s (1994) analysis of this speech, like mine, identifies formal rhetorical elements, although he
focuses more on its structure than its content. He analyzes it as follows:
254-8 (exordium): The Trojans would rejoice if they knew of the dissension amongst the Greeks.
259-61 (prothesis): Be persuaded (pithesthe: 259). T once associated with better men than you, and
they listened to me.
261-71 (paradeigma = pistis): Nestor explains how the Lapiths took his advice (were persuaded)
when he helped them fight agéinst the Centaurs.
271-74 (prothesis): They were better than you and they listened to me. Be persuaded (pithesthe:
274y,
275-84 (epilogue): Advice for Achilles and Agamemnon: (be persuaded) cease from your anger.
Toohey adds that “We could also mention some of the rhetorical techniques utilized by Nestor. Amongst
others there is the application of a paradeigma (the story of the Lapiths and Centaurs) and, within that, the
vivid listing of famous combatants' names (a real appeal to the past) and the vivid frame for the example
provided by the use in anaphora of forms of peithomai ("be persuaded™: 1.259, 1.273 and 1.274); there are
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II. Odysseus, 2.284-332. See above, Section II (“Model Passages”) for an analysis
of this speech.

IIL. Sarpedon addresses Hector in 5.472-92 with an exhortation to fight that is
more rhetorically elaborate than most. It is itself spurred by a brief exhortation delivered
by Ares (in the guise of Akamas) to the Trojan army in 5.464-9. Sarpedon’s opening
tactic employs diathesis through a taunt designed to arouse the emotion of shame:
“Where now, Hektor, has gone that strength that was yours?” (472). Continuing to
question Hector’s dedication to the fighting, Sarpedon makes an appeal to the topic of
consideration of timing (#5) in lines 473-7: Hector made a boast in the past (g
mov...)—namely, that he could defend Troy with his family alone—which he is failing
to fulfill in the present (twv vOv o0 TV’ €w Déev dOvap’...). He draws attention to
concrete, visual evidence by the wording “I am not able to see anyone” of Hector’s
family, and continues to evoke shame in his addressee by claiming that his brothers and
brothers-in-law “slink away like hounds who circle the lion, while we, who are here as
your companions, carry the fighting” (476-7). This reminder of his own contribution to
the war effort works as a simultaneous appeal to éthos and paradeigma, an appeal that
Sarpedon elaborates upon in 478-84 as he details the personal sacrifices he has made to
support the Trojans. This passage also initiates an extended enthymeme, for which the
premise is an argument from the topic of greater and less (#4):

I have come, a companion to help you, from a very far place...
Yet even so I drive on my Lykians, and myself have courage
to fight my man in battle, though there is nothing of mine here
that the Achaians can carry away as spoil or drive off.

other repetitions of words and sound and, in addition, metonymy, antithesis, and litotes. There is
personification of a type in the exordium. The epilogue utilizes dramatically the technique of apostrophe.
That there are similarities, albeit not overwhelming ones, between this small speech and later oratory is
evident. The differences are also marked. The logic of the speech is anecdotal and is deliberately tied to the
character of the speaker—the latter surely a crucial point in this literary medium. The speech too is
patterned in ring form—something less immediately evident in later rhetoric. But the major points remain to
be made. The logic of Nestor's utterance is apparent and is clearly and precisely articulated...But it is a
logic based upon the paradigm, rather than on real proof or pistis” (154-5; emphasis added). [ would argue
that Toohey understates his case by calling the use of paradigm and appeal to the speaker’s character
features of the “literary medium,” and seeing them as points of difference between Nestor’s speech and
“later oratory.” As we have seen, these very features play a prominent role in Aristotle’s typology of
rhetoric.
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But you: you stand here, not even giving the word to the rest

of your people to stand fast and fight in defence of your own wives. (478-86)
Hector and the Trojans —with greater responsibility and more to lose than Sarpedon and
the Lycians—should be fighting with proportionally greater ferocity; this is not,
however, the case.’’ Having stated this as a premise (and as another source of shame),
Sarpedon concludes the enthymeme with the command not to “be taken as war-spoil and
plunder by the men who hate you” (488). He invokes both fear and shame in the last
lines of his speech, warning that the Greeks’ imminent assault on Troy should be a
constant concern for Hector (490), as should be the avoidance of reproof (kpategnv o’
GroBécBaL gvimnyv (492)) (reproof such as Sarpedon himself is now issuing). The speech
is effective, and indeed merits the unusually descriptive narrative comment ddke d&
deévag “ExtogL uvbog (493). Hector is depicted leaping from his chariot, shaking two
spears, and roaming throughout the army “stirring men up to fight and waking the
hateful warfaré” (494-6) —exactly what Sarpedon had called for.

I'V. Nestor addresses the assembled Greek army in 7.124-60 with an exhortation

in response to Hector’s public challenge to the Greeks of a duel (7.67-91). ! No one save

10 Achilles uses a similar argument to indict Agamemnon in 1.152-60 and 9.328-47.
M On this speech, Dickson (1995) finds significant Nestor’s claim to have an authoritative inventory of all
the Greeks (line 7.128), presumably pre-existing even the narrator’s own catalogue of ships in Book 2.
Nestor’s “extradiegetic analepsis” (narration of events outside the scope of the poem), as Dickson calls it, is
remarkable when compared with the narrator’s stated reliance on the Muses to produce a similar catalogue:
“The old man draws on no source other than that of his own vast personal memory...His authority for what
‘he says is grounded in what he himself has seen, not in some mediated access—e.g. hearsay—to the events
in question.” (73-5)

Toohey (1994) analyzes this speech as having rhetorical elements (cf. his analysis of Nestor’s 1.254-
84 speech in n. 13 above). His analysis focuses primarily on the structure of the speech, rather than on the
argumentation:

"124-31 (exordium): Peleus would want to die if he heard that the Achaeans were cowering before

Hector.
132-5 (prothesis): | wish I were young again (ai gar...heboim: 132- 33).
136-56 (paradeigma = pistis): I once killed Ereuthalion, champion of our opponents. He had the
armour of Areithous.

157-58 (prothesis): I wish T were young (eith " hos hebooimi: 157); then I would fight Hector.

159-60 (epilogue): But you all do not want to fight Hector.
“The pattern of this speech is remarkable in its similarity to that at 1.254-84. (We are again witnessing a
carefully constructed speech.)...Several aspects of this paraenetic speech require stress. The logic of the
paradeigma is identical to that of the first of Nestor's speeches. It makes its claim for persuasion on that most
popular of rhetorical tropes, an appeal to the past — specifically Nestor's. The speech also evinces the
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Menelaus rises to the challenge; and after Agamemnon has dissuaded Menelaus from
the task (see above, pp. 22-3), Nestor attempts to stir up the spirits of better-qualified
challengers. His opening move is an appeal to shame (diathesis) in several different
manifestations. He addresses the audience as @ momo, then continues with the guilt-
inducing statement that “great sorrow settles on the land of Achaia” (124). The reason
for such sorrow is elaborated upon in the next seven lines, and channeled through the
invoked presence of Peleus. “Surely he would groan aloud, Peleus, the aged horseman,
the great man of counsel among the Myrmidons,” intones Nestor (125-6). Using the
authority vested in Peleus’ éthos to arouse the emotions of shame and guilt in his
audience (pathos), Nestor projects from Peleus’ joyful reaction to the noble men of the
past (127-8) what his response would be to the cowardly ones of the present: “Now if he
were to hear how all cringe away before Hektor, many a time he would lift up his very
hands to the immortals, and the life breath from his limbs would go down into the
house of Hades” (129-31).

Embedded in the diathesis of the previous section is Nestor’s appeal to his own
éthos: he is an authority on what Peleus’ response would be, because he and Peleus were
comrades and interacted in the past (“Once, as he questioned me in his house, he was
filled with great joy...” (127-8)). Nestor continues to leverage his own éthos in the next
section of his speech, an extended recollection of a scene from the war between the
Pylians and Arcadians. In that war, Nestor had himself played the role of hero in a duel
against the Arcadian hero Ereuthalion—a duel with many parallels to the one Hector is
currently proposing, including the fact that the “bravest” (&gtotot) of the Pylians “were
all afraid and trembling: none had the courage” (151). Not only does Nestor extol his
own éthos with phrases such as GAA" éué Oupog dvrke MOAVTATIMWY TOAgpiCewv/

Oapoel @r yeven 8¢ vewtatog éoxov amdviwy (152-3), he also sets himself up as a

paratactic, oral compositional mode of ring form (ABCBA), stressed also by Kirk...But at the same time the
technique used by this speech — the reminiscence — is totally in keeping with the ethos of old Nestor.
Reminiscence is a ploy of the powerless, but, and we could emphasize this, the reminiscence occurs as a
paradigm.” (157-8)
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purudei'gmu to be followed.? This recollection of a past feat turns into an implied
enthymeme, beginning with a premise that argues from the topic of greater and less
(#4): Nestor contrasts his own willingness to duel against Hector —despite his old and
feeble state (less reason to fight)—with the reluctance of the Greek warriors, who are
much younger and in better condition (greater reason to fight) (157-60). His final
statement is not a typical enthymematic conclusion or command, but it does convey
strong prescriptive implications: “But you, now, who are the bravest of all the Achaians,
are not minded with a good will to go against Hektor” (159-60). Nestor’s “scolding,” as
the narrator characterizes it (g veikeoo” 6 yéowv (161)), is successful: nine warriors
immediately volunteer, and Ajax is chosen by lot for the duel.

V. Hector addresses the Trojans and their allies in 8.497-541 in a battlefield
speech following a period of Trojan success in the fighting, as they have pressed forward
to the Achaean ships. It is a speech aifned at both exhorting his audience to future
fighting, and convincing them of adopting his strategy in the present. Hector opens with
a command (kékAvté pev (497)) followed by an explanation of his strategy (to leave off
from pursuing the Greeks now that it is nightfall (498-502)). Even in proposing this
course of action, Hector highlights his own confidence and courage (drawing attention
to his éthos): “Now I had thought that, destroying the ships and all the Achaians, we
might take our way back once more to windy Ilion, but the darkness came too soon, and
this beyond all else rescued the Argives and their vessels along the beach where the sea
breaks. But now let us give way to black night’s persuasion...” In addition, Hector
bolsters the Trojans’ confidence by postulating that the Argives would have been
thoroughly defeated if not for the external (and temporary) circumstance of encroaching
darkness. Beginning with the hortatory subjunctive command to “be persuaded by black
night” (netOwpeda vukti ueAatvny (502)), Hector issues a series of simple, practical
commands for nighttime preparations in lines 503-9. The final command —to bring piles

of firewood —turns into the conclusion of an enthymeme, followed by a series of reasons

112 Dickson (1995) makes the point that Nestor, in éontrast to the younger heroes of the Ilind, “is compelled to
be the singer of his own tales,” since “he has lived well beyond his heroism and also beyond its original
witnesses” (36). '
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or premises. These premises expand from the more practical and mundane concerns to
the more strategic and far-reaching: “so that (a¢) all night long...we may burn many
fires” (508-9); “so that not (urn) in the night-time the flowing-haired Achaians may set
out to run for home” (510-11); “[further conclusion] No, not thus in their own good time
must they take to their vessels, but in such a way that a man of them at home will still
nurse his wound...[premise] so that (iva) another may shrink hereafter from bringing
down fearful war on the Trojans” (512-16). This expanded enthymeme draws upon the
rhetorical technique of amplification (aténaig) of the reason; and the last argument—
that the Trojans ought to harass the Achaeans so that their misfortune would dissuade
men from fighting against the Trojans in future—draws upon the topic of consequence
(#13).

A second serial enthymeme construction follows this one, as Hector gives
commands to the heralds to instruct the boys, old men, and women in Troy to complete
various tasks in order to guard the city. The command-conclusions of this enthymeme
culminate in the general admonishment to “let there be a watch kept steadily” (521),

1,

followed by the premise: “...lest (ur}) a sudden attack get into the town when the
fighters have left it” (522)—again, an appeal to the topic of consequence (#13). Hector
caps his instructions and their attendant reasons with a meta-referential imperative that
things “be thus...as I tell you” (wd’ E0Tw...¢ dyopevw (523)), repeating the sentiment
~ for emphasis in the following line and characterizing his speech as a pv0og (524). He
- follows this command with a prayer to the gods in 526-8 that the Trojans would be able
to drive off the Greeks. By referring to himself as “hopeful” (éAnéuevog) that this task
can be accomplished, and by speaking of the Greeks as “dogs swept into destruction”
(kvvag kneeoolhogrtous), Hector exerts diathesis, attempting to evoke the emotions of
confidence and fighting fury in his audience.

In the final portion of his speech, Hector turns to the example of his own éthos.

He draws attention to his willingness to fight Diomedes despite the uncertainty of the

outcome, thereby providing a paradeigma and an inspiration for his men:
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[Tomorrow] I shall know if the son of Tydeus, strong Diomedes,

will force me back from the ships against the wall, or whether I

shall cut him down with the bronze and take home the blooded war-spoils.
Tomorrow he will learn his own strength, if he can stand up to

my spear’s advance; but sooner than this, I think, in the foremost

he will go down under the stroke, and many companions about him. (532-7)

This note of confidence is extended into the speech’s conclusion, a complex wish tied to

an argument from probability (eikos):
Oh, if I only

could be as this in all my days immortal and ageless

and be held in honour as Athene and Apollo are honoured

as surely as this oncoming day brings evil to the Argives. (538-41)

Here, Hector makes the postulation that defeating the Greeks is such a likely outcome
that he would entrust his greatest wish to the same likelihood.!® It is a bold, almost
reckless, note on which to end his speech—one which puts a twist on that Classical-era
rhetorical standby, the argument from probability. But it drives homé the speech’s
overall stfategy of stirring up the emotions of confidence and optimism in the Trojan
warriors in preparation for the next day’s battle. As a result, the Trojans immediately
shout their approval (¢t d¢ Toweg keAadnoav (542)) and implement his plan.

VI. Nestor steps into the midst of a quarrel in the Achaean assembly in 9.53-78,
making a speech addressed primarily to Diomedes (whose speech immediately
preceded his own), secondarily to Agamemnon (who had proposed withdrawing from
Troy, a plan opposed by Diomedes), and thirdly to the assembled Achaean army (which
had expressed approval of Diomedes’ upstart sentiments). Nestor’s speech is thus a
rhetorical balancing act, attempting to do several things at once: to persuade the
addressees individually of different things; to reconcile those two people to each other;
and to restore damaged morale and establish strategic tasks for the army. In its attempt
to mediate between two feuding parties without offending either one of them, this

speech is reminiscent of Nestor’s speech to Agamemnon and Achilles in 1.254-84. Here,

113 Nagy’s discussion of this passage (1990b) points out that this wish is not a contrafactual one, but rather
represents Hector’'s hubristic and deluded belief ‘that being honored as a god is within the realm of
possibility(294-9); see also Nagy (1979) 148.

104



Nestor relies heavily on the technique of diathesis, tailoring his words to each specific
addressee and what would appeal to that person. He begins by extending compliments
to Diomedes, observing that Diomedes is superior to his peers in both battle prowess
and assembly-speaking: Tudeidn, TTéQL eV MOAELW Evi kKAQTEQOG €001,/ KAL BOVAT) peTa
nidvtag opnAkag émAev aglotog (53-4). He also praises the pvBog which Diomedes has
just spoken for its general correctness (55-6 and 58-9), but criticizes it for falling short of
completion: &tag oV téAog tkeo PVBwv (56). Such an assessment suggests that both
speaker and audience share an objective standard for argumentative or persuasive skill,
and that Diomedes measures up well with his peers in this skill; but nevertheless, in his
immaturity, he lacks the ability to follow through with his rhetoric. In contrast, Nestor
himself possesses this skill by virtue of greater age and experience, and subsequently
models it: “But let me speak, since I can call myself older than you are, and go through
the whole matter, since there is none who can dishonour the thing I say, not even
powerful Agamemnon” (60-62). This represents perhaps the most emphatic argument
from éthos in the Iliad, from the speaker most prone to appealing to his own éthos;
Nestor: gestures toward his age and status as he pronounces himself immune to the
possibility of dishonor that seems to plague all other heroes in the poem."* What follows
is, as Martin has noted, Nestor’s instruction-by-example of a “complete” u08og for his
younger comrade, beginning with the claim that he will “go through the whole matter”
(Mavra dLiEopat (61)).115

Nestor initiates his general exhortation to the Achaean audience with a
admonitory gnomé: “Out of all brotherhood, outlawed, homeless shall be that man who
longs for all the horror of fighting among his own people” (63-4). Hainsworth observes
the effect of this proverb on the audience (i.e., as an instance of diathesis) when he says
that “Nestor is cunningly forestalling (as Akhilleus did not in book I) a violent reaction

to his reasonable proposals...The gnomé suits Nestor’s age (cf. Arist. Rhet. 1395a for the

114 Dickson (1995) sees Nestor’s advanced age as the key factor in his rhetorical prowess, remarking that, in
the world of the Iliad, “the kind of mastery needed in order to identify and reach the téAoc uvBwv...belongs
to older men, next to whom even an accomplished warrior is at best like a son” (13-14).

115 See Martin (1989) 24-26.
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appropriateness of proverbs to the elderly) and is a characteristic part of his rhetorical
armament.”’® A series of practical instructions follows in 65-8, operating on the
assumption that the Greeks will stay and fight but making no mention of Agamemnon’s
proposal to withdraw. Nestor continues to show sensitivity to the Greek commander’s
dignity as he transitions from suppressing criticism to expressing praise in the next lines,
addressed directly to Agamemnon. In 68-73, he issues several orders (“take command;”
“divide a feast among the princes”); but instead of following these commands with
reasons to form enthymemes, he proffers flattering reminders of Agamemnon’s status and
power: “...since (yap) you are our kingliest (BaciAevtatoc);,” “ All hospitality is for you;
you are lord (avacoeig) over many.” With this well-placed employment of diathesis,
Nestor preserves the unity of the army and saves face for a leader whom Diomedes had
just labled a coward. He then ends his speech with a return to a more generalized
exhortation, applicable to Agamemnon, Diomedes, and the whole assembled army. This
comes in the form of an enthymeme, beginning with a gnoémé as its conclusion: “When
many assemble together follow (nmetoear) him who advises the best counsel” (74-5). The
premise draws on the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20),
warning that “in truth there is need for all the Achaians of good close counsel, since (61v)
now close to our ships the enemy burn their numerous fires” (75-7). Having reminded
his audience of the significance of the upcoming night for their fortunes (78), Nestor
ends his instructive display of diplomatic rhetoric. The speech is a twofold success: it is
persuades the Achaeans to take action (ol &' doa 10U paAa pév kKAvov 10" émiBovto
(79)), and it teaches Diomedes how to reach the 1éAog pvBwv. Martin observes that,
subsequent to this “expert teaching” from Nestor, “Diomedes grows in rhetorical ability

’

through the rest of the poem,” and by the time he speaks in Book 14, “he has learned
how to construct an impregnable speech.”1?”
VIIL Phoenix’s speech to Achilles as part of the embassy to persuade him to

rejoin the Greek army (9.434-605) is marked by its expansion (auxesis) of several

116 Hainsworth (1993) 67.
117 Martin (1989) 25.
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rhetorical approaches. Its length alone—at 171 lines, it is the longest speech in the Iliad —
commands the audience’s attention and endows it with special significance. Martin has
documented the lliad’s equation of size with importance, observing that “length is a
positive speech value. The assignment of length in speech by the narrator Homer
produces our impressions about the importance of a given episode and also of a
speaker.”118 Much scholarly attention has been lavished on this speech; among those that
focus on its content are the treatments of Held (1987); Nagy (1979); Rosner (1976); Scodel
(1982 and 2002); and Willcock (1964). Rosner, in analyzing the parallels between this
speech and the themes of the Iliad as a whole, identifies an aspect of Phoenix’s use of
diathesis (though she does not present it as such, or speak in terms of rhetoric) when she
notes that Phoenix “concentrates on Peleus’ hospitality.” Phoenix, Rosner goes on to
observe, shifts “away from the materialistic outlook of Odysseus/Agamemnon into the
humanity and xenia of Peleus/Achilles.”'® Willcock argues for interpreting the Meleager
paradeigma as ad hoc invention by the Iliadic narrator; Nagy also focuses on the Meleager
story, particularly Phoenix’s reliance on the éthos of the embassy members as “most
dear” (piAtaror) to Achilles—the same term Phoenix uses to describe the companions of
Meleager. Scodel (2002) focuses her analysis on the relationship of the character of
Phoenix in the [liad to what the audience would have known about him via tradition;
commenting on Phoenix’s éthos, she notes that “his ’leadership’ was presumably
intended to get the embassy through the door and win them a fair hearing.”?* Held
points out the parallels between this speech and the supplications of Chryses in Book 1,
Patroclus in Book 16, and Priam in Book 24; he notes particularly the similarity in the
roles of Phoenix and Priam with relation to Achilles (substitute father-figures), and their
correspondingly similar arguments.!’?? James Boyd White (1984), writing from the

perspective of a lawyer, recognizes in Phoenix’s speech two major strains of appeal, the

118 Martin (1989) 138; see also 102-3 for a discussion of the positive connotations in the Iliad of Nestor's
loquacity, and support for such prizing of speech-length from comparative studies.

19 Rosner (1976) 315.

120 Scodel (2002) 170. Scodel also postulates that Phoenix’s character and speech are largely unique to the
Iliad, a product of the narrative context (see 165 ff.).

121 Held (1987).
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logical (as represented by the Meleager myth, the argument that Achilles will receive the
gifts of honor if he joins battle now, but will lose them if he refuses) and the ethical.
“Phoenix’s more effective appeal i‘s ethical, based on his special standing in the
household and life of Achilles,” White claims. Achilles “combines the attributes of féther
and mother, and, in addition, he makes a claim that rests on his status as a suppliant to
whom the house has been opened.”?2 To the best of my knowledge, however, no scholar
has analyzed the speech for its use of rhetoric (in the technical or Aristotelian sense).

Phoenix opens his appeal by using pathos, attempting to stir up Achilles’
emotions with the combination of a “stormburst of tears” (433) and a plea that he take
pity on Phoenix in his old and dependent state (437-8). This plea expands into a call for
loyalty (té the wishes of Peleus (438-43)) and obligation (to his old mentor and
instructor, in return for all he has done for Achilles in the past (438-43, 485-95). Phoenix
takes the opportunity of vowing that he will follow Achilles wherever he goes to expand
- upon his own youth and his character-forming exploits, placing particular emphasis oh
his relationship with Achilles as a surrogate son (447-95).1 Phoenix” identity (éthos) and
proximity to Achilles, as well as his own pitiable history (pathos), lend authority and
emotional weight to his appeal. The climax of this autobiographical excursion is posed
as a multi-faceted enthymeme that states the persuasive purpose of the speech for the
first time (62 lines into it):

Premise 1: “And, godlike Achilleus, I made you all that you are now, and loved -
you out of my heart...So I have suffered much through you, and have had much
trouble, thinking always how the gods would not bring to birth any children of
my own; so that it was you, godlike Achilleus, I made my own child, so that
some day you might keep hard affliction from me.” (485-95) Phoenix implies that
his past devotion to Achilles has put Achilles under obligation; he now attempts
to redeem that obligation by making a request. (The problem with the request, of

122 White (1984) 49.

123 Scodel (1982) notes that this autobiographical portion of Phoenix’s speech involves a negative exemplum
for Achilles (Phoenix’s decision to flee those near and dear to him after a quarrel) that is cleverly sidelined
by rhetorical sleight-of-hand, and replaced by the portion of his autobiography that is relevant to his appeal
to Achilles. “An example which, if given as a negative paradigm, would embarrass the teller, is placed
within his assertion of his special claim on his hearer’s respect. It is not logical, but a rhetoric which in skill
and discretion is more effective than the reasonable arguments the last portion off the speech employs.”
(136)
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course, is that it is not in Phoenix’s own interests, but in the interests of the
Achaeans, most particularly Agamemnon.)

Conclusion: “Then, Achilleus, beat down your great anger.” (496)

Premise 2 (gnémé): "It is not yours to have a pitiless heart.” (496-7)

Premise 3 (paradeigma): “The very immortals can be moved; their virtue and
honour and strength are greater (ueilwv) than ours are, and yet with sacrifices
and offerings for endearment, with libations and with savour men turn back
even the immortals in supplication...” (597-501)

This final argument of the enthymeme appeals not only to the paradeigma of the gods, but
also to the topic of greater and less (#4), with its reminder to Achilles that if even the
gods (who, as superior beings, have greater prerogative for anger) can relent, surely he
(as a mere mortal) is capable of following suit. What follows is a parable—a rare
technique among Iliadic speeches—about the Litai, personified goddesses of
supplication.’® Phoenix relates in this myth the ominous fate that awaits those who
repudiate prayers or pleas (the manifestation of the Litai). This warning serves as the
first premise of another enthymeme—even more intricate than the previous one—which
is structured as follows:

Premise 1 (parable of the Litai; argument from the topic of consideration of
incentives and dis-incentives (#20)): “If a man shall deny them, and stubbornly
with a harsh word refuse, they go to Zeus, son of Kronos, in supplication that
Ruin may overtake this man, that he be hurt, and punished.” (510-12)

Conclusion 1: “So, Achilleus: grant, you also, that Zeus’ daughters be given their
honour...” (513-4) ‘

Premise 2 (argument from the topic of the same men not choosing the same
thing, but a different thing, before and after (un TavTo TovG avrtovg asl
aipeioBat Vategov 1) mEdTeQov, AAA” avamnaAiv, #18)): “Were he not bringing
gifts and naming still more hereafter, Atreus’ son; were he to remain still
swollen with rancour, even I would not bid you throw your anger aside, nor
defend the Argives, though they needed you sorely. But see now (vov '), he
offers you much straightway, and has promised you more hereafter...” (515-19)
The complexity of this premise goes beyond simply Phoenix’s use of a topic
suggesting a change of heart. He also exerts the force of his own éthos—toward
which Achilles is predisposed —into the suggestion. In addition, he sympathizes

124 Held (1987) observes that only three speeches in the Iliad that include both a parable and a paradeigma are
this one, Agamemnon’s to Achilles and the Agaean assembly in 19.78-144, and Achilles’ to Priam in 24.518-
51. He sees significant parallels between these speeches (especially Phoenix’s and Achilles’) for this reason,
arguing that they illustrate an educational process by which Achilles is instructed by Phoenix and then in
_ turn instructs Priam of the same lesson (see esp. 252-4).
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with Achilles’ view of Agamemnon by characterizing the king as “swollen with
anger” (¢mladeAas xaAenaivol) and by “siding” with Achilles in this potential
situation—a gesture of diathesis—before supplying the twist that Agamemnon
does not in fact remain “swollen with rancour.”

Premise 3 (argument from the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-
incentives (#20)): “But see now, he offers you much straightway, and has
promised you more hereafter...” (519)

Premise 4 (argument from the ethea of the embassy members; Phoenix implies
that the quality of the messengers demands a favorable response to their
message): “He has sent the best men to you to supplicate you...those who to
yourself are the dearest (piAtaror) of all the Argives.” (520-22)125

Conclusion 2: “Do not you make vain their argument (u08ov éAéyEnc) nor their
footsteps, though before this one could not blame your anger.” (522-3) Phoenix
sets up his argument such that Achilles” refusal to accede to the embassy’s
request is constituted as an act of disrespect towards the individuals involved (an
especially egregious charge considering that Phoenix has just identified them as
Achilles” piAtatot).

Premise 5 (paradeigma of heroes of old): “Thus it was in the old days also, the
deeds that we hear of from the great men, when the swelling anger descended
upon them. The heroes would take gifts; they would listen, and be persuaded
(méAovro mapdpenrol T éméeoor).” (524-6) The adjective nagdponToc—
approaching technical terminology, and cognate with orfjtwp—appears only
twice in Homer (again in 13.726, where Polydamas admonishes Hector to “be
persuaded”), and nowhere else in Greek literature; its sense- of “open to
(rhetorical) persuasion” is a remarkably explicit example of the lliadic characters’
attentiveness to persuasive arts.

Phoenix then transitions seamlessly from this complex enthymeme to a new section in
529-605, an expansion of the theme of heroes of old. He takes as his crowning
paradeigma the tale of Meleager. The significance of this myth, and its parallels with
Achilles” situation, have received thorough scholarly treatment (e.g., Willcock (1964) [see
note 4 pp. 147-8 on rerlevant scholarship up to 1964]; Rosner (1976); Nagy (1979) esp.
103-9). In strictly technical rhetorical terms (surely an inadequate lens for viewing the
scope of the Meleager narrative), the entire story serves as the premise to a final

enthymeme whose conclusion comes at the end of Phoenix’s speech. This premise ends

125 Nagy (1979) points out the fact that these two superlatives, “best of the Acheans” and “most dear [to
Achilles],” do not, in fact, aptly apply to all three of the embassy members (Phoenix is hardly among the not
apiorot; Odysseus is hardly ¢pidtatoc to Achilles). On this basis, then, “the ethical stance of the Embassy
may well be undermined —from the heroic perspective of Achilles.” (57-8)
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with the account of Meleager’s capitulation to his wife’s pleas to fight: “So hé gave way
in his own heart, and drove back the day of evil from the Aitolians; yet these no longer
would make good their many and gracious gifts...” (597-9). The conclusion follows:
“Listen, then; do not have such a thought in your mind; let not fhe spirit within you turn
you that way, dear friend” (600-01). Three final considerations—additional premises of
the same enthymeme —bring the speech to a close. “It would be worse to defend the ships
after they are burning” (601-2), Phoenix asserts, drawing upon the topic of
consideration of timing (#5); “The Achaians will honour you as they would an
immortal” (603) employs the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives
(#20); finally, Phoenix warns that ”“if without gifts you go into the fighting where men
perish, your honour will no longer be as great, though you drive back the battle” (604-5),
an argument from the topic of consequence (#13).

With this admonition, Phoenix ends his tour-de-force effort. No matter how
skillful and well-argued the rhetoric, however, his speech was destined to be
unsuccessful because of Achilles’” pre-determined (and pre-ordained) stance.’?¢ The hero
is deferential in his response to Phoenix, but refuses to be persuaded, turning back the
old man’s final argument (tetoovotv Axaioi) with the reply o0 ti pe tavtng/ xeew
tiung (“such honor is a thing I need not” (607-8)).” As in a few other instances in the
Iliad, it is apparent here that no amount of brilliant argumentation can substitute for
either knowing the key to the particular audience’s frame of mind (diathesis), or being
of the right character (éthos) to appeal to that audience—as, we will subsequently find

out, only Patroclus and Priam can be to Achilles.1?

126 For further discussion of the relationship between speeches and plot necessity, see Section IV.C
(“Rhetoric and Plot in the Iliad”) below.

127 White (1984) observes that although Phoenix’s ethical appeal moves Achilles, the latter manages to
sidestep its demands by extending a counter-offer of hospitality and refuge to Phoenix (49-50).

128 Whitman (1958), however, sees evidence that Achilles is moved by this speech, citing the words of
Achilles’ response in 9.612-13: “Stop confusing my heart with lamentation and sorrow for the favour of great
Atreides” (178).
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VIII. Nestor’s address to Patroclus in 11.656-803 is a sprawling speech that can
be characterized as persuasive in only some of its portions.’ The ultimate goal of the
speech is to convince Patroclus to plead with Achilles to rejoin the fighting, but this goal
does not come into view explicitly until near the end, lines 764-802. The opening lines
are directed towards Achilles, although he is not present; Nestor treats Patroclus as
Achilles” proxy, and présumably hopes that his appeals to shame and pity will affect
Patroclus, who is best positioned to persuade Achilles. By cataloguing the misfortunes
and injuries of the Achaeans in 655-64, Nestor is using an emotional appeal, pathos, to
arouse his audience’s pity and thence sympathy for his cause (diathesis). He continues
this appeal with a reproach: “Meanwhile Achilleus brave as he is cares nothing for the
Danaans nor pities them. Is he going to wait then till the running ships by the water are
burned with consuming fire for all the Argives can do, till we ourselves are killed one
after another?” (664-8) Nestor then launches into an extended narrative depicting his
own past exploits, triggered by the wish that he were still young and strong (670-762).
With this narrative—recounting the battle between Nestor’s Pylians and the hostile
Epeians—Nestor asserts his own éthos to gain credibility, and offers himself as a
paradeigma of courage even in the face of opposition (i.e., his father’s opposition to his
participation in battle (717ff.)). Hainsworth has a similar perspective, observing that
“Nestor’s reminiscences have, from his standpoint, two purposes. First, to use an
incident from his heroic youth in order to insist on his credentials and the value of his
words...second, indirectly to admonish or exhort...Patroklos should overcome
Akhilleus’ opposition and insist on leading the eager Myrmidons to war.”®

Following this narrative portion that comprises the bulk of his speech, Nestor
makes a transitional statement with ominous overtones, again directed obliquely at
Achilles (“But Achilleus will enjoy his own valour in loneliness, though I think he will

weep much, too late, when his people are perished from him” (762-4)). Only then does

12 See again Toohey’s (1994) analysis of this speech’s rhetorical structure (158-61). Martin (2000) analyzes the
ostensibly digressive nature of the speech—particularly Nestor's paradeigma—and traces elements in
Nestor’s speech that characterize it as unique and archaizing. On the paradeigma in particular, see also
Austin (1966) and Pedrick (1983).

130 Hainsworth (1993) 296.
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he turn at last to address Patroclus. This portion of the speech (765-90) evokes a shared
past between speaker and addressee: Nestor's long-ago invitation to Achilles and
Patroclus to join the war. Nestor relies heavily on diathesis in this section, as evidenced
by the affectionate opening vocative & mémnov and the immediate mention of Patroclus’
father: “Dear child, surely this was what Menoitios told you that day when he sent you
out from Phthié to Agamemnon” (765-6). In recounting this scene ofi the meeting
. between himself and the two father-and-son pairs at the home of Peleus, Nestor ch‘ooses
what to expand upon and what to suppress based on the particular audience (Patroclus),
and on what will affect his emotions. This is evident in the way that he quickly passes
over Peleus’” words to Achilles with the description ”And Peleus the aged was telling his
own son, Achilleus, to be always best in battle and pre-eminent beyond all others” (783-
4).13 In contrast, he quotes the entire speech from Menoitius to Patroclus (786-9), a
speech Whose words are uncannily pertinent to the present moment and Nestor’s
particular ends: “My Child, by right of blood Achilleus is higher than you are, but you
are the elder...You must speak solid words (rvkivov émog) to him, and give him good
counsel, and point his way. If he listens to you (meioetay) it will be for his own good””
(786-9). Such a use of (likely fabricated) quotation is a strategy that Dickson has
commented on with specific reference to this speech, and that Beck has analyzed more
generally in the Iliad. In this passage, notes Dickson, Nestor uses quotation “implicitly to
establish the dominance of his own perspective; even when he ‘impersonates’ another
speaker, his quotation is selective, governed not only by a certain viewpoint but also a
definite rhetorical aim.”1% Beck has catalogued all instances in the Iliad of characters
quoting others in their speeches, and finds that the two major uses of this technique are

either 1) to dramatize strong emotions, or 2) to persuade the addressee.!> This quotation is

131 Martin (1989) observes that Nestor here is likely making up the speeches of Peleus and Menoitius, “not
necessarily recounting ‘what happened’...Nestor selects the one detail from the alleged ‘instructions” of
Peleus that will contrast most with his own recapitulation of another speech of advice, that made by
Patroklos’ father, suggesting that the companion of Achilles should instruct and guide him...Homer here
has supplied enough detail to make us appreciate the possibilities for fictional presentation within
authoritative speechmaking” (61-2).

132 Dickson (1995) 69.

133 Beck (2007).
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an example of the latter, as Nestor leverages for persuasive effect the words of one
whom Patroclus esteems and holds dear.

The entire recollected scene, ending with Nestor’s rebuke to Patroclus that “this
is what the old man told you, you have forgotten” (790), serves as the premise of an
enthymeme, providing a reason for the conclusion that follows: “Yet even now you
might speak to wise Achilleus, he might be persuaded (nifntai)” (790-91). Nestor then
offers two further premises, the first a projection of a hopeful outcome (“Who knows if,
with God helping, you might trouble his spirit by entreaty (mageinwv)”); the second a
gnomé (“the persuasion (nmagaidaocic) of a friend is a strong thing”) (792-3). The
persuasive vocabulary is explicit, and Nestor’s phrasing is carefully calculated: he
employs optative verbs rather than imperatives, and two different conditional clauses,
thus couching the proposal as a humble suggestion.

The final portion of Nestor’s speech (794-803) turns to a propbsal of a new tactic.
In the event of Achilles’ continued refusal to be persuaded, Nesfor suggests a backup
plan that will preempt any counter-argument such as those Achilles had made to the
embassy in Book 9. This plan is expressed simply, with imperative verbs: “Let him send
you out. . let him give you his splendid armour to wear to the fighting” (796-8)). For my
treatment of the rhetorical argumentation of these lines, see my discussion above (p. 42
ff.) of Patroclus’ speech to Achilles in 16.21-45, which quotes these lines of Nestor almost
exactly. Nestor’s speech is effective, botH in stirring up Patroclus’ feelings (@ " doa
Bupov évi omjBeoov Gowve (804)), and achieving the desired goal (B} d¢ Béewv mapx
vijag € Aloxionv AxiAna (805); see also Patroclus’ attempt to persuade Achilles
(16.20-45)).

IX. Glaucus issues a speech of rebuke and challenge to Hector in 17.142-68 in the
midst of the battle over Patroclus’ body.'® It is characterized by the narrator as a
XoAemog povbog (141), and attempts to motivate primarily through appeals to shame; at

times it resembles a forensic prosecution speech. It begins by commenting on the

13 Moulton (1981) finds this speech to be “aptly attuned to [Glaukos'] character, as far as it is developed in
the Iliad, and to the code of values to which he and Sarpedon subscribe.” (4-5)

114



disparity between Hector’s appearance/reputation and his actual weak performance in
battle; by thus arousing the emotion of shame, he employs pathos: “Hektor, splendid to
look at, you come far short in your fighting...” (142-3). An enthymeme follows,
beginning with the conclusion: “Take thought now how to hold fast your town...” (144-
5). Its premise argues from the topic of consequence (#13): “...since (y&o) no Lykian will
go forth now to fight with the Danaans for the sake of your city, since (¢rel) after all we
got no gratitude for our everlasting hard struggle against your enemies” (146-8). The
accusation that Hector has neglected the allies becomes more pointed with the following
rhetorical question, an argument from the topic of greater and less (#4): “How then, o
hard-hearted, shall you save a worse man in all your company, when you have
abandoned Sarpedon, your guest-friend and own companion, to be the spoil and prey of
the Argives, who was of so much use to you, yourself, and your city while he lived?”
(149-53). Glaucus then threatens to lead his Lycians homeward and abandon the war
effort, so that “the headlong destruction of Troy shall be manifest” (154-5). It is a threat
designed to arouse Hector’s fear.

‘Glaucus’ next tactic—also drawing upon pathos in that it is calculated to incite
an emotional response—is to issue a taunting challenge v‘for evidence of the Trojans’
“fighting strength” (uévog). “For if the Trojans had any fighting strength that were
daring and unshaken, such as comes on men who, for the sake of their country, have
made the hard hateful work come between them and their enemies, we could quickly
get the body of Patroklos inside Ilion” (156-9). This contrafactual condition employs a
mixture of logic and shaming to bring home its rhetorical point, much as the forensic
oratory of Classical Athens would later do. The logic continues with Glaucus’ next lines,
also an appeal to the topic of consideration of incentives and dis-incentives (#20): “If,
dead man though he be, he could be brought into the great city of lord Priam...the
Argives must at once give up the beautiful armour of Sarpedon, and we could carry his
body inside Ilion” (160-63). Glaucus ends his speech with a return to his original tactic—
an appeal to Hector’s sense of shame. His contemptuous attack on Hector’s character —

insulting him with an unfavorable comparison to Ajax—is calculated to spur him to
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action: “No, but you could not bring yourself to stand up against Aias of the great heart,
nor to look at his eyes in the clamour of fighting men, nor attack him direct, since he is
far better (pégtegog) than you are” (166-8). Glaucus’ approach to diathesis (via the
pathos of shame) throughout this speech reverses its more normal usage as a technique
for putting the addressee in a sympathétic, favorable frame of mind towards the speaker;
rather, it puts him in a defensive, angry frame of mind. Nevertheless, it serves the same
purpose of making the addressee inclined to do what the speaker wants him to do: in
this case, to fight more fiercely for the body of Patroclus. This tension is reflected in
Hector’s response to the speech, which expresses annoyance but ultimately compliance
with Glaucus” desires: “Glaukos, why did a man like you speak this word of annoyance
(OmégomAov)?...Come here, friend, and watch me at work...” (17.170, 179ff.). Glaucus’
attentiveness to the psychology of his audience has produced rhetorical effectiveness.

X. Priam addresses Hector in 22.38-76 in an attempt to convince him not to face
Achilles in single combat. He opens with an imperative plea not to stay outside the walls
of the city to fight with Achilles, dispensing with flattery and instead offering naked
realism as a reason: “You might encounter your destiny beaten down by Peleion, since
he is far stronger (moAU ¢pégTegog) than you are” (39-40). Priam then gives rein to his
own sentiments toward Achilles, from which he moves onto his first rhetorical move,
that of arousing pity (pathos) by cataloguing the loss of many sons at Achilles” hands
(44-53). This catalogue ends with a use of the topic of greater and less (#4) that also
serves as the prenﬁse to an enthymeme: the death of his sons Lykaon and Polydoros,
Priam asserts, may be a source of sorrow to the Trojan people; but it is “a sorrow that
will be fleeting beside their sorrow for you, if you go down before Achilleus” (54-5).
From this premise, Priam draws an enthymematic conclusion in command-form: “Come
then inside the wall, my child” (56). A further premise is édded, arguing from the topic
of consideration of incentives and disincentives (#20): “...so that (6¢oa) you can
rescue the Trojans and the women of Troy, neither wiﬁ the high glory for Peleus’ son,

and yourself be robbed of your very life” (56-8).
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Lines 59-71 comprise Priam’s vivid, impassioned, and extended appeal to pity
for himself, in the form of a projection about the future if Hector does not listen to his
appeals. In this, he both appeals to his éthos and employs pathos to put Hector in the
desired frame of mind. His explicit call for pity (npog © €éué tov dvotmvov &t
doovéovt’ éAénaov (59)), and the vision of future disaster that follows, constitute an
emotional appeal similar to the one expressed in Priam’s speech to Achilles in 24.486-506
(see above, 57ff.). Like that speech, this one manipulates the psychology of the addressee
(Hector) by emphasizing the proximity of the sufferer to himself, a technique elaborated
by Aristotle in Rhetoric 2.8.2-5 (see abové, 57; note that Aristotle identifies this technique
as especially effective on those with parents and children):

Oh, take

pity on me, the unfortunate still alive, still sentient

but ill-starred, whom the father, Kronos” son, on the threshold of old age

will blast with hard fate, after I have looked upon evils

and seen my sons destroyed and my daughters dragged away captive...

And myself last of all, my dogs in front of my doorway

will rip me raw, after some man with stroke of the sharp bronze

spear, or with spearcast, has torn the life out of my body... (59-68)
An extended gnomé closes the speech. It functions like the premise of an enthymeme, but
the accompanying conclusion is only implicit: “For a young man all is decorous when he
is cut down in battle and torn with the sharp bronze, and lies there dead...but when an
old man is dead and down, and the dogs mutilate the grey head and the grey beard and
the parts that are secret, this for all mortality, is the sight most pitiful (tovto om
olktiotov éAetan detdotot Bootoiov)” (71-6). The fact that Priam leaves the conclusion
(i.e., a renewal of his plea that Hector refrain from fighting with Achilles) unstated —
and, indeed, never returns to the urgent plea of the speech’s opening—is noteworthy.
What could be interpreted as a lack of rigor in rhetorical argumentation (logos) is
indicative of the old man’s desperation; he focuses on his own fears and pitiable state to
the exclusion of other considerations that might persuade his addressee. Perhaps for this

reason (and no doubt also because of the constraints of the narrative and the BouAn

Atég), Hector is unmoved by the speech (ovd” “Extogt Qupov énebe (78)).
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C. Persuasion and Achilles

Now that we have reached the end of the survey of speeches which I have
defined as “rhetorical” in the Iliad, it is possible to observe a number of speech-related
themes emerging. Those of broad significance will be treated in the upcoming sections,
but I take this opportunity to note one more specific point of interest: namely, the fact
that Achilles is the object of a dispropdrtionate number of the rhetorically-invested
speeches in the Iliad.’® While thfs is not in itself a surprising fact (given that the plot of
the epic revolves around Achilles and his involvement in the war), there are certain
patterns surrounding attempts to persuade Achilles that are worth noting. Although
many people try (Agamemnon, Odysseus, Phoenix, Ajax, Lycaon, Hector, the kings of
the Achaeans (19.303-4, 23.39-42), etc), only two people in the entirety of the Iliad are
successful at persuading Achilles to do something “out of character”—i.e., something
that he had been previously opposed to do. These two are Patroclus (to allow him to
enter battle in Book 16) and Priam (to relinquish Hector’s body in Book 24). The
explanation for Patroclus’ success is fairly simple: he is Achilles’ “nearest and dearest,”

“and thus the persuasion is based purely on Patroclus’ éthos, his identity. The reason for
Priam’s success is far more complex and difficult. His éthos is the farthest thing from
being persuasive for Achilles—he is the father of Achilles’ bitterest enemy, and Achilles
is the murderer of his son. But through his rhetoric, Priam is able to forge an éthos that
appeals to Achilles by analogy with Achilles” own father. Achilles responds favorably to
the invitation to transfer his pity for Peleus onto Priam. In addition, both Patroclus and
Priam take the approach of embodying onuéwx for Achilles, pointing to themselves as

argumentative “evidence” through gesture (Patroclus’ tears and clinging to Achilles

135 Much has been made of the uniqueness of Achilles’ speech in the Iliad; less scholarly attention has been
given to the speech and persuasion techniques directed at Achilles, asking what common thread binds
together both those that fail and those (rare ones) that succeed. Mackie touches on this issue when she
observes that Odysseus, Phoenix, and Agamemnon all “talk to and treat Achilles as though he had no
father, no properety, and consequently no status,” and such strategies are unsuccessful at moving Achilles
(see Mackie (1996) 140-52). 5till, Mackie’s point in this passage is one about Achilles’ language in response to
these advances; she does not attempt to examine any productive or successful approaches to persuading
Achilles. My aim in this section is to look briefly at what these might be.
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(16.2-20); Priam’s tears and suppliant gestures (24.477-512)) and deictic self-reference
(Patroclus: “Send me out...and I may be a light given to the Danaans” (16.38-9); Priam:
“Take pity on me...I put my lips to the hands of the man who has killed my children”
(24.503-6)).

IV. Patterns of Aristotelian Rhetoric in the Iliad
A. Techniques

Below, in table form, is a summary of the Aristotelian rhetorical techniques
utilized by Iliadic speakers (Tables 1a, 1b, and 1c). Patterns emerge that distinguish the
35 speeches of intermediate rhetorical complexity from the ten speeches of highest
rhetorical complexity. The most immediately-apparent difference between the two
groups is the use of a greater number of different techniques in each of the speeches of
the latter group (an average of 5.7 techniques per speech) than in the speeches of the
former group (an average of 3 techniques per speech). In addition, the complex speeches
employ Aristotle’s most speéific rhetorical category—the Topics of demonstrative
enthymemes (Level 1II in my schema explained at the beginning of this chapter)—in a
considerably higher proportion than do the intermediate speeches. Whereas the 10
complex speeches employ the Topics a total of 21 times, or 2.1 times per speech, the 35
intermediate speeches employ the Topics a total of 30 times, or only 0.86 times per
speech (see the tables below for a listing of the frequency of specific Topics). The
techniques of enthymeme and diathesis are almost universally employed, appearing in
all of the complex speeches and in most of the intermediate speeches; the technique of
éthos-appeal is widespread (in all but one of the complex speeches and in 14 of the
intermediate speeches); the technique of pathos appears in six complex and four
intermediate speeches; and paradeigma appears in six complex speeches, although in

only two intermediate speeches.
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It is worth noting those techniques which Aristotle lists in the Rhetoric but which
are not present in the Iliadic “rhetorical” speeches. While the first-order categories
(éthos, diathesis, and logos) and the second-order categories (enthymeme, paradeigma)
are all well-represented in Iliadic speeches, as are a number of the third-order topics, the
féllowing topics (listed in Rhetoric 11.23.1-30) do not appear:

e Topic of opposites (#1)

) poic of different grammatical forms of the same word (#2)

e Topic of definition and drawing syllogistic conclusions (#7)

e Topic of varied meanings of a word (#8)

e Topic of division (#9)

e Topic of contrasting opposites (“on the one hand...on the other hand”;
#14)

e Topic of concluding causes from results (#17)

e Topic of identifying purpose with cause (#19)

e Topic of the implausible (#21)

e Topic of the cause of a false impression (#23)

e Topic of cause and effect (#24)

o Topic of comparison of contraries (#26)

e Topic of prosecuting or defending on the basis of what would have been
a mistake (#27)

e Topic of name etymology (#28)

Thus about half of Aristotle’s topics go unused in the lliad.
B. Speakers

The disfribution of “rhetorical” speeches (és defined by my Aristotelian rubric)
according to speaker is presented in Table 2a. Of the ten rhetorically complex speeches,
four are delivered by Nestor, while each of the other speakers (Odysseus, Sarpedon,
Hector, Phoenix, Glaucus, Priam) has only one. This is a good measure of Nestor’s
dominance in terms of quantity of speech, and rhetorical elaborateness, in the Iliad. “If
the attribution of advanced age and command of speech is not an especially unique
one,” Dickson observes, “it still remains true that Nestor is the most conspicuous

embodiment of these traits in the poems.”% Of the 35 intermediate speeches, no speaker

136 Dickson (1995) 14.
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stands above the rest as strikingly as Nestor does in the complex speeches, but Hector
leads the way with five; Polydamas and Achilles have four; Agamemnon three; and
several other heroes deliver one or two such speeches (see Table 1b). Among the gods,
Hera has four intermediate speeches, while Zeus, Athena, and Poseidon each have one.
It is Nestor on the Greek side, and Hector on the Trojan, who have the greatest number of

rhetorical speeches (both delivering six).

Table 2a. Distribution of Rhetorical
Speeches According to Speaker

Speech Instances

3 Complex
& Intermediate
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Table 2b presents a summary of the individual Aristotelian rhetorical techniques
employed by each speaker.'”” It reveals a fairly regular distribution: that is, no strong
patterns emerge linking particular speakers with particular techniques (see Table 2b).
There are no clear distinctives between the speech of gods and mortals, or of males and
females, according to these categories. Two small points of note: 1) it is perhaps
surprising that neither Agamemnon, Ajax, or Patroclus employs an appeal to éthos,
given the widespread use of that technique. A possible explanation for this absence has
élready been offered in the case of Patroclus (the substitution of éthos-performance for
speech); as for Agamemnon, it is likely that his demonstrated lack of character
credibility throughout the Ilizd would render any appeal to éthos ineffective. There is no
such clear reason for Ajax not to appeal to his éthos, but considering that he only
delivers two rhetorical speeches in the poem—one of them a joint effort with Oilean
Ajax—the sample size is too small to consider the absence significant. 2) There is greater
selectiveness in the use of the techniques of paradeigma and pathos than in the use of
éthos, diathesis, enthymeme, or topics in general. While this is perhaps not inherently
remarkable, since they are more limited categories than the others, it is worth noting
which speakers invoke them. Only Nestor (three times) and Priam (twice) use pathos-
appeals more than once; Odysseus, Phoenix, Ajax, Glaucus, and Patroclus each do so
once. Likewise, only Nestor (three times) and Achilles (twice) use paradeigma more than
once; Hector, Sarpedon, and Phoenix are the only other speakers who avail themselves

of the technique.

137 Note that, for the purposes of these statistics (which are designed to show the range of techniques
employed by the range of Iliadic speakers), I have counted each technique as occurring only once per
speech, even if there are multiple instances of that technique in a speech.
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Although we have seen that Nestor and Hector deliver the greatest number of speeches
displaying Aristotelian categories of rhetoric, quantity is by no means the only criterion
for speaking prowess. What of the relative rhetorical success of all the speakers? Since
nearly all of these speeches are followed by a narrative indication of whether the
addressees approve and/or heed the speakers’” words or not, we can trace their
effectiveness at persuasion—taking into account, of course, that the constraints of the
plot at times overrule the effects of a given speech, making it impossible to categorize as
a success or failure (the relationship between rhetorical speeches and the plot of the Iliad
is discussed in the section C below). Those instances in which there is some ambiguity

about the effectiveness of a speech for its internal audience —either because the audience
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response is unstated (rare), because the speech convinces one part of the audience but
not another (only Odysseus” speech in 19.155-83, which convinces Agamemnon but not
Achilles), or because plot concerns clearly necessitate a speech’s failure to persuade
(Phoenix to Achilles in 9.434-605, Patroclus to Achilles in‘ 16.21-45, Polydamas to the
Trojans in 18.254-83, and Priam to Hector in 22.38-76) —are discounted.

Of the remaining speeches, who is the most “successful” rhetorician (judging by the
Hiadic characters’ ability to achieve the desired effect on their audiences)? By this
calculation, the answer is Hector: all six speeches that he delivers convince his audience
to take the action that he wanted (however misguided from the narrative perspective).
Five out of Nestor’s six speeches are successful. Thus the pefsuasive prowess of both
Hector and Nestor is borne out in the result, as well as in the number, of their speeches.
Among the other speakers with more than one “rhetorical” speech, most have mixed
results. The notable exception is Hera, whose four speeches are all successful. No
speaker among this group is characterized as especially ineffective, unless it is Zeus,
whose lone persuasive attempt (4.7-19) fails to convince Hera of the need for a
compromise in the outcome of the war. Although it may seem surprising that the father
of the gods rarely persuades others to do his bidding, the key concept here is persuasion.
Zeus is masterful at giving commands—Martin has spoken of him as “the source of all
authority in the poem,” based on his forceful and effective muthoi—and consequently he
has no need for (and thus, perhaps, ‘o practice in) the art of persuasive
_argumentation.’® When a need for persuasion does arise, Zeus is no match for his

consort, who must rely frequently on wheedling rather than authority.
C. Rhetoric and Plot in the Iliad

My contention in this chapter has been that the Iliad, in the direct speeches of its
characters, demonstrates a systematic employment of persuasion techniques that would
later come to be categorized as rhetorical, specifically by Aristotle. Any analysis of

persuasive speech, however, must examine the standards by which such speech is

138 Martin (1989) 48 {f.
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deemed successful —namely, the effectiveness of a speaker at persuading or motivating
his audience to the desired action or state of mind. Aristotle identifies the hortatory
(npotporr)) model as one form of deliberative rhetoric (Rhetoric 1.3.3); it is concerned
with the future (1.3.4) and what is expedient (1.3.5, TéAog d¢. . .T@ TLUBOLAEVOVTL TO
ovupégov kat PAafegov: 6 de amoteinwy wg xeigov PéAtiov oupPovAever); this
hortatory model is the category under which most or all of the Iliadic speeches fall. The
fact that these speeches take place in a literary, fictional context, however, complicates
the process of determining their rhetorical success. How do the narrative conception of
fate and the demands of the plot interact with the Iliadic characters” rhetoric, and affect
their success or failure to persuade other characters? In a related question, to what extent
do the constraints of literary characterization affect the internal rhetoric?

There is no question that all of the speeches in the Iliad drive the plot, to a greater
or lesser degree. The pertinent question for my study is whether the audience response
to persuasive speeches is dictated by fhe plot (thus rendering “good rhetoric”
irrelevant), or is represented as genuinely resulting from the words—and hence the
skill —of the speaker. There is evidence for both phenomena in the Iliad. Examples 0f the
tirst would include Nestor’s appeal to Agamemnon and Achilles in 1.254-84 to cease
their quarrel, a rhetorically nuanced and complex speech which nevertheless fails to
placate the rivals; if Nestor had been successful in soothing the menis of Achilles, the
entire plot of the lliad would have been short-circuited. Polydamas’ appeal to the Trojans
in 18.254-83 to withdraw from the battlefield in anticipation of Achilles’ arrival is
likewise rhetorically sound, but doomed by the plot necessities of Achilles’” upcoming
aristein and Hector’s tragic ihsistence on facing him. Priam’s speech to Hector in 22.38-
76—a last, desperate effort to dissuade his son from dueling with Achilles—is
unsuccessful for the same reason. Most prominent among these examples, Phoenix’
tour-de-force embassy speech to Achilles, despite its wide range of rhetorical techniques
and sensitivity to its audience, fails in its object. The speech is doomed before Phoenix
even begins for the same reason that nearly all speakefs who attempt to persuade

Achilles fail: the outcome of the Trojan war, expressed as Ao & éteAeteto BovAr) in 1.5,
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is directly tied to the actions of Achilles, and Achilles’ actions are governed by his
knowledge of his own fate—which renders him, beyond all others, nearly (but not
entirely, as we have seen above) impervious to persuasive arguments.

Such clearly plot-necessitated audience responses are not the norm, however.
More often than not in the Iliad, the dynamics of spoken interactions unfold in a more
natural, less pre-determined manner—that is, one can trace a correspondence between
“good” rhetoric and a positive audience response, “bad” rhetoric and ineffectiveness,
and even speeches that show a mixture of both and are received accordingly (such as
Diomedes’ passionate outburst of 9.32-49, acclaimed by the Achaeans but critiqued by
Nestor). Examples of good rhetoric enjoying success wc;uld include seven of the ten
rhetorically complex speeches that I have analyzed, the three unsuccessful speeches
being clear cases of plot necessity overruling skillful speech, as discussed above (Nestor
in 1.254-84, Phoenix in 9.434-605, and Priam in 22.38-76). Hera’s clever employment of
diathesis when wheedling Zeus, Hector’s exhortations to the Trojan troops, and a
variety of other speeches among my “intermediate” category enjoy success. Examples of
béd rhetoric failing to persuade an audience are fewer, but include Zeus’ ill-conceived
effort to placate Athena and Hera in 4.7-19, Agamemnon’s awkward attempt to exhort
Teucer in 8.281-91, and Polydamas’ antagonistic expression of a battle strategy to Hector
in 12.211-29. The common denominator in these rhetorical failures is the speakers’
insensitivity to the character and attitude of their addressees—or, to put it in Aristotelian
terms, a lack of diathesis.’®

To be sure, no literary representation of speech can be treated as an artifact of
rhetoric in the same way that a freestanding fifth- or fourth-century oration can be. The
suspense of the plot only adds to the complexity of variables present in the relationship
between speaker and addressee in a persuasion situation—and sometimes, as we have
seen, that suspense renders the internal rhetoric impotent. But rhetoric can be present,

and identified as such, even if it does not achieve its persuasive aim. Indeed, the

13% Further discussion of the Iliadic composer’s notion of “bad” speech can be found in the many studies on
the speech of Thersites, e.g. Kirk (1985) 138-42; Martin (1989) 109-113; Roisman (2007), et al.
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presence in the Iliad of rhetoric that fails to persuade because of its poor quality is vital
to my contention, for it provides a basis for comparison, which in turn implies a system
with standards—a system involving praxis and didaxis. As demonstrated by the list of
meta-rhetorical Iliadic passages in Chapter 1.V, this conceptualization of speech as a
skill—practiced with varying degrees of success by different speakers and in different
situations—is reinforced by the Iliadic narrator’s own voice, and by the words of the

characters themselves.
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Appendix A: List of Iliadic speeches that are intended to persuade but are not
highly rhetorically marked (i.e., having little or no correspondence to
Aristotelian rhetorical categories)

Book 1

Chryses to the Atreides, 1.17-21, supplication; Agamemnon to Chryses, 1.26-32,
warning/command; Chryses prayer to Apollo, 1.36-42, supplication; Achilles to
Agamemnon, 1.59-67, suggestion/command; Achilles to Agamemnon, 1.122-9,
command; Agamemnon to Achilles, 1.141-7, simple instruction; Athena to Achilles,
1.207-14, command; Agamemnon to the heralds, 1.322-5, simple command; Chryses to
Apollo, 1.451-7, supplication/prayer; Thetis to Zeus, 1.503-10 and 514-16
supplication/request; Zeus to Hera, 1.561-7, command/rebuke; Hephaistos to Hera,
1.573-83.

Book 2

Zeus to Dream, 2.8-15 and Dream to Agamemnon, 2.23-34, simple command;
Agamemnon to the Greek princes, 2.72-5, simple command; Nestor to the Greeks, 2.79-
83, simple command/appeal to Agamemnon’s status; Hera to Athena, 2.157-65, flyting +
command; Athena to Odysseus, 2.173-81, flyting + command; Odysseus to Greek kings,
2.190-7 and to Greek commoners, 200-206, exhortation/threat; Odysseus to Thersites,
2.246-64, flyting + simple command (”Stop, nor stand up alone against princes”),
although admitting that Thersites is a “fluent orator” (dxoirtopvOe); Agamemnon to the
Greeks, 2.381-93, simple instruction + threat (391-3); Agamemnon to Zeus, 2.412-18,
prayer; Nestor to Agamemnon, 2.434-40, simple command; Iris (in the guise of Polites)
to the Trojan assembly and Hector in particular, 2.796-806, simple command.

Book 3

Paris to Hector, 3.59-75, forbidding him to rebuke and issuing a command/suggestion;
Agamemnon to the Greeks, 2.82-3, simple command; Menelaus to assembled Greeks &
Trojans, 3.97-110, instruction + gnomic statement about old age being more trustworthy
than youth; Iris (in the guise of Laodike) to Helen, 3.130-38, simple command; Priam to
Helen, 3.162-70, 192, simple commands; herald Idaios to Priam, 3.250-58, simple
command/instruction; Agamemnon to Zeus, 3.276-91, simple prayer (i.e. does not make
arguments/give reasons); random Greeks & Trojans, 3.298-301 and 320-23, simple
prayers; Menelaus to Zeus, 3.351-4, simple prayer; Aphrodite (in the guise of an old
wool-dresser) to Helen, 3.390-94, command to go to bed with Paris; Helen to Aphrodite,
3.399-412, instructing Aphrodite to take her own advice; Aphrodite to Helen, 3.414-17,
command/threat; Helen to Paris, 3.428-36, flyting + oddly contradictory commands that
obscure her true intention (go back and fight Menelaus/no, stay here because he would
kill you); Paris to Helen, 3.438-46, attempt at erotic persuasion; Agamemnon to the
Trojans and allies, 3.456-60, simple command.
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Book 4

Hera to Zeus, 4.25-9, blaming with the intention of changing his mind on the subject of
Troy’s fate; Zeus to Hera, 31-49, concession speech with several embedded commands;
Zeus to Athena, 4.70-72, simple command; Agamemnon to herald Talthybios, 4.193-7,
simple command; Talathybios to Machaon, 4.204-7, simple command; Agamemnon
exhortation speeches: 4.234-9, 4.242-9, 4.257-64, 4.338-48, 4.370-400; Nestor 4.303-9.

Book 5

Diomedes prayer to Athena, 5.115-120; Aeneas’ exhortation to Pandaros, 5.171-78(?);
Sthenelos urges Diomedes to withdraw, 5.243-50; Ares” exhortation to the Trojans in the
guise of Akamas, 5.464-9; Agamemnon to the Achaeans, 5.529-32 (common exhortation
formula); Sarpedon to Hector, 5.684-88; Athena to Diomedes, 5.826-34.

Book 6

Adrestos supplication to Menelaus, 6.46-50, and Agamemnon to Menelaus, 6.55-60 (like
the defense and prosecution for a court speech); Helenos advice/suggestion to Aeneas
and Hector, 6.77-101(?); Hecuba to Hector, 6.253-62(?) and Helen to Hector, 6.354-8(?),
and Andromache to Hector, 6.407-39, to persuade him to stay; Hector to Andromache,
6.486-93.

Book 7

Apollo to Athena, 7.24-32 to persuade her to put an end to the fighting; Helenos to
Hector, 7.47-53 to urge him to duel; Agamemnon to Menelaus, 7.109-119, to dissuade
him from dueling with Hector; Nestor to Agamemnon, 7.327-43, strategic plan—more
instruction than persuasion; Antenor to the Trojans, 7.348-53, urging them to hand
Helen over; Priam to the Trojans, 7.368-78, proposing a plan without any elements of
persuasion.

Book 8

Diomedes to Odysseus, 8.93-6, urging him not to run from battle; Diomedes to Nestor,
8.102-111, urging him to withdraw from the battlefield [interesting that he gives two
opposite exhortation speeches within the space of a few lines, with very different
approaches and tones based on the difference in audience]; Nestor to Diomedes, 8.139-
44, urging him to leave the battlefield; Hector to Trojans and allies, 8.173, exhortation to
fight and set fire to the Achaean ships; Hector to his horses, 8.185-97, urging them
forward in battle; Athena to Poseidon, 8.201-7, reckless proposal of rebellion against
Zeus; Agamemnon to the troops, 8.228-44, scolding/flyting + prayer to Zeus; Athena to
Hera, 8.374-80, urging her to harness horses for battle.

Book 9

Agamemnon to the Achaeans, 9.17-28, urging them to give up and go home; Diomedes
to Agamemnon, 9.32-49, primarily a flyting rather than a persuasive speech; the only
element of ‘persuasion” seems to be the curt command, “if in truth your heart is so set
upon going, go. The way is there...” (42-3); Nestor to Agamemnon, 9.96-113 (persuades
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him of the necessity of persuading Achilles) and 163-72 (simple instruction); Odysseus to
Achilles in his own words, 9.225-63 and 300-306; and using Agamemnon’s words in 264-
99; Achilles to Phoinix, 9.607-19, gentle persuasion to stay with him and abandon
Agamemnon (Odysseus even recounts later that “he will never use force to persuade
him” (9.692); Ajax to Odysseus/Achilles, 9.624-42; Diomedes to the Achaeans, 9.704-9,
simple instruction.

Book 10

Agamemnon to Menelaus, 10.65-71, simple instruction; Prayers of Odysseus to Athena
(10.278-82) and Diomedes to Athena (10.284-94, a more elaborate request); Odysseus to
Diomedes, 10.341-8, simple instruction; Dolon to Odysseus & Diomedes, 10.378-81,
supplication; Athena to Diomedes, 10.509-11, simple instruction/warning.

Book 11 :

Peisandros and Hippolochos to Agamemnon, 11.131-5, battlefield supplication;
Agamemnon to the Danaans, 11.276-9, simple exhortation; Hector to the Trojans and
allies, 11.286-90, simple (formulaic) exhortation; Idomeneus to Nestor, 11.511-15, simple
instruction ending with a maxim to form an enthymeme (”A healer is a man worth many
men in his knowledge. . .” therefore drive Machaon out of the battle on your chariot);
Kebriones to Hector, 11.523-30, simple exhortation; Eurypylos to the Danaans, 11.586-90,
simple exhortation; Eurypylos to Patroclus, 11.827-35, appeal for help in dressing
wound. '

Book 12

Menestheus to Thootes, 12.343-50, simple command; Telamonian Ajax to Oilean Ajax,
12.366-9, simple exhortation; Teucer to the Lykians, 12.409-412, exhortation; Hector to
the Trojans, 12.440-1, simple command.

Book 13

Poseidon to the Aiantes, 13.47-58, exhortation; Poseidon to assorted Achaians, 13.95-124,
flyting/exhortation; Hector to the Trojans and allies, 13.150-54, simple command;
Idomeneus to Meriones, 13.275-94 (not really intended to persuade; epideictic/praise
speech?); Deiphobos to Aeneas, 13.463-7, simple command; Idomeneus to his comrades,
13.481-6, simple command.

Book 14

- Nestor to Machaon, 14.3-8, simple instruction; Agamemnon to Nestor, 14.65-81 (example
of bad attempt to persuade—advocates fleeing Troy for the third time); Hera to Sleep,
14.233-241 and 264-69, command accompanied by an incentive; Hera to Zeus, 14.330-40,
coy request to go to her chamber rather than make love on Mount Ida (she lets Zeus
“win” the argument and make love with her then and there); Sleep to Poseidon, 14.357-
60, simple command; Poseidon to the Greeks, 14.364-77.
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Book 15

Athena to Ares, 15.128-41; Zeus (via Iris) to Poseidon, 15.158-67 (=176-83), simple
command + threat; Iris to Poseidon, 15.201-4, persuasion effected by a simple gnomé
(“You know the Furies, how they forever side with the elder,” 204); Zeus to Apollo,
15.221-35, simple command; Apollo to Hector, 15.254-61, simple exhortation/command;
Thoas to the Greeks, 15.286-99, simple command; Hector to the Trojans, 15.347-51,
simple command + threat; Nestor to Zeus, 15.372-6, supplication/prayer; Menelaus to
Antilochus, 15.569-71, simple exhortation/command; Nestor to the Achaeans, 15.661-6,
exhortation/supplication (appeal to loved ones at home).

Book 16

Achilles to Patroclus, 16.80-100, simple command; Achilles to Patroclus, 126-9, simple
command; Achilles to the Myrmidons, 16.200-9, appeal to past; Achilles to Zeus, 233-48
(prayer); Patroclus to the Myrmidons, 16.269-74, simple exhortation/command;
Sarpedon to the Lycians, 16.422-5, simple flyting/exhortation; Sarpedon to Glaucus,
16.492-501, command + appeal to sense of duty and shame; Glaucus to Apollo, 16.514-
526, prayer; Glaucus to Aeneas and Hector, 16.537-47, command + appeal to sense of
duty and shame; Patroclus to the Aiantes, 16.556-61, exhortation; Apollo to Patroclus,
16.707-9, simple command; Apollo in the guise of Asios to Hector, 16.721-5 (argument
from greater/lesser; appeal to sense of shame). '

Book 17

Euphorbus to Menelaus, 17.12-17, simple command; Menelaus to Euphorbus, 17.29-32,
simple command+gnémeé; Menelaus to Ajax, 17.120-22, simple exhortation/command;
Hector to the Trojans & allies, 17.184-7, simple (formulaic) exhortation/command; Ajax
to Menelaus, 17.238-45; Menelaus to the Danaans, 17.248-55, simple command; Apollo to
Aeneas, 17.327-32, flyting; Aeneas to Hector, 17.335-41; unnamed random Achaean,
17.415-19; unnamed random Trojan, 17.421-2; Automedon to Alkimedon, 17.475-80,
simple command; Hector fo Aeneas, 17.485-90, suggestion with the force of a command;
Automedon to Alkimedon, 17.501-06, simple command; Automedon to the Aiantes and
Menelaus, 17.508-15, simple command; Athena (in the guise of Phoenix) to Menelaus,
17.556-9, flyting/command; Apollo (in the guise of Phainops) to Hector, 17.586-90,
ﬂytirig,' Meriones to Idomeneus, 17.622-3, simple command; Ajax to Menelaus, 17.652-5,
simple command; Menelaus to the Aiantes, 17.669-72; Menelaus to Antilochus, 17.685-
93, simple command; Ajax to Menelaus, 17.716-21, simple command.

Book 18

Thetis to Achilles, 18.134-7, simple command; Thetis to her sister nymphs, 18.140-4; Iris
(for Hera) to Achilles, 18.170-80, appeal to shame; Iris to Achilles, 197-201, simple
command; Polydamas to Hector and assembled Trojans, 18.254-83, warning/counsel
without many elements of persuasion besides emphasizing the threat of Achilles;
Charis/Aphrodite to Hephaistos, 18.392, simple command; Thetis to Hephaistos, 18.429-
61, supplication/petition, appeal to past and pity.
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Book 19

Thetis to Achilles, 19.8-11 and 19.29-36, simple commands; Achilles to Atreus, 19.56-73
(command = 68-71); Atreus to Achilles, 19.78-144 (command = 139-44); Agamemnon to
Odysseus and the Achaeans, 19.185-97, simple instructions/commands; Achilles to the
lords of Achaia, 19.305-8, begging them not to try to persuade him; Zeus to Athena,
19.342-8, simple command; Achilles to his horses, 19.400-03, simple command.

Book 20

Apollo (in the guise of Lycaon) to Aeneas, 20.83-5, simple flyting; Apollo (in the guise of
Lycaon) to Aeneas, 20.104-9, command to face Achilles based on Aeneas’” superior
lineage; Hera to Poseidon and Athene, 20.115-31, simple exhortation to involve them in
the battle; Poseidon to Hera, 20.133-43, counterargument that the gods should stay
away; Achilles to Aeneas, 20.196-8, exhortation to back down; Aeneas to Achilles,
20.200-258 (see esp. 244-58), exhortation to fight ending with “You will not by talking
turn me back from the strain of my warcraft...” (256ff.); Poseidon to the other gods,
20.293-308, exhortation to save Aeneas; Poseidon to Aeneas, 20.332-9, exhortation to stay
out of battle; Apollo to Hector, 20.376-8, simple command; Achilles to Hector, 20.429,
simple command.

Book 21 :

Lycaon to Achilles, 21.74-96, supplication + history; River Xanthos to Achilles, 21.214-
221, simple command/supplication designed to elicit an action; Xanthos to Apollo,
21.229-32, flyting designed to elicit an action; Achilles to Zeus, 21.273-83,
complaint/supplication designed to elicit an action; Poseidon and Athena to Achilles,
21.288-97, exhortation + simple command; Xanthos to brother Simoeis, 21.308-23, simple
command; Hera to Hephaistos, 21.331-41, simple command/instruction; River Xanthos
to Hephaistos, 21.357-60, simple command,; Xanthos to Hera, 21.369-76, supplication;
Hera to Hephaistos, 21.379-80, simple command; Hera to Athena, 21.420-22, simple
command; Poseidon to Apollo, 21.436-60, attempt to stir up a quarrel; Apollo to
Poseidon, 21.462-7, attempt to placate; Artemis to Apollo, 21.472-7, flyting; Hera to
Artemis, 21.481-8, flyting/challenge/command; Priam to the guards at the Scaean gates,
21.531-6, simple command.

Book 22

Hecuba to Hector, 22.82-9, supplication; Athena to Zeus, 22.178-81 (repeat of Hera to
Zeus, 16.441-3); Athena to Achilles, 22.216-23, simple command; Athena (in the guise of
Deiphobos) to Hector, 22.229-31 and 239-46, simple exhortation; Hector to Achilles,
22.250-59, simple command/suggestion; Hector to Achilles, 22.338-43, supplication.
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Book 23

Achilles to the Myrmidons, 23.6-11, simple exhortation; Achilles to the Achaean kings,
23.48-53, simple command; Achilles to Agamemnon, 23.156-60, simple command;
Achilles to Agamemnon and assembled Achaeans, 23.236-48, simple instruction; Nestor
to Antilochus, 23.306-48, instruction; Antilochus to his horses, 23.403-415; Menelaus to
his horses, 23.443-5, simple command; Achilles to Oilean Ajax and Idomeneus, 23.492-8,
peacemaking; Achilles to Ajax and Odysseus, 23.735-7, simple command; Odysseus to
Athena, 23.770, simple prayer/supplication; Achilles to Agamemnon, 23.890-94, simple
command to take the prize for spearthrowing (showing honor).

Book 24

Zeus to Thetis, 24.104-19, command to persuade Achilles to give up Hector’s body
(attempt to persuade x to persuade y, cf. Nestor to Patroclus in Book 11); Thetis (on
behalf of Zeus) to Achilles, 24.128-37, simple command; Zeus to Iris, 24.144-58, simple
command; Iris (on behalf of Zeus) to Priam, 24.171-87; Hecuba to Priam, 24.201-9,
attempt to dissuade; Priam to his sons, 24.253-64, simple instruction (+ flyting); Hecuba
to Priam, 24.287-298, command + last attempt to dissuade; Priam to Zeus, 24.308-13,
supplication; Zeus to Hermes, 24.334-8, simple command; herald to Priam, 24.353-7,
warning/suggestion; Hermes to Priam, 24.465-7, simple command/instruction; Achilles
to Priam, 24.517-551, exhortation to cease from grieving; Achilles to Priam, 24.560-70,
warning/command; Priam to Achilles, 24.635-42, simple request/command; Hermes to
Priam, 24.683-8, simple warning designed to make Priam get up and leave; Priam to the
Trojans, 24.716-17, simple command; Priam" to the Trojans, 24.778-81, simple
command/instruction.
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Chapter 3: The Genealogy of Rhetoric from Homer to Aristotle

I. Explaining the correspondence between Homeric practice and Aristotelian
theory: Three possibilities

Now that the points of correspondence between the techniques of persuasion
used in Homeric speech and those appearing in Aristotle’s Rhetoric have been
demonstrated, how can we explain these correspondences—especially considering that
they seem to have gone largely unacknowledged by Aristotle himself, leading to a
subsequent history of near silence on the subject of Homer’s contribution to rhetoric?“o;
What are the historical and literary processes that might have led from Homer’s poetic
representation of rhetoric to Aristotle’s canonical treatise? This chapter will examine the
three possible explanations for the rhetorical correspondences between Homer and
Aristotle: 1) common sources for both authors; 2) universality of rhetoric, with Aristotle
(following to some degree the anonymous handbook authors and Plato) arriving at his
theories apart from and independent of Homeric example; and 3) impact of the Homeric
paradigm on the development of formal rhetoric, culminating in Aristotle’s work.

In searching for the most likely of these explanationé, I will draw upon the
evidence of texts in the intervening centuries between Homer and Aristotle, both poetic
(Hesiod, Homeric hymns, Pindar, tragedy) and theoretical (the Sophists and Plato)."!
Specifically, I will be examining instances of rhetorical speech by Aristotle’s definition in
these texts. A comparative examination of non-Greek ancient narratives will inform my
discussion of the possibility of rhetoric’s universality. While acknowledging that it is

impossible to answer definitively questions such as “Did Homer invent rhetoric?” and

140 Aristotle’s treatment of Homer in the Rhetoric will be discussed in Chapter 4.

" Obviously, tragedy plays a major role in the progression I am tracing from poetic representation of
speech to formalized rhetoric, due to its nature and relative abundance of material. It will thus enter my
discussion as a literary intermediary between the poetry of Homer and the rhetorical theory of the Classical
era. I will not, however, treat tragedy with the extent of analysis that I have devoted to Homeric poetry, in
that I am chiefly concerned with the latter as the earliest representation of speech in Greek literature, and
with the phenomenon whereby the direct speech of characters is distinguished from the narrative voice.
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“Was Aristotle borrowing from Homer in developing his rhetorical theory?”, my
intention is to identify the most plausible account of the transmission and transmutation
of the rhetoric that we have already seen demonstrated in Homeric poetry into the

familiar Classical manifestation of rhetoric.
A. Common sources

It is certainly possible that both Homer and Aristotle drew on the same pre-
Homeric material in creating their respective representations of a rule-governed system
for persuasive speech. The lack of attestation for pre-Homeric sources (beyond a few
references to the shadowy figures of Orpheus and Muséeus), however, makes it
impossible to argue for this possibility in any meaningful way.? Even if the Homeric
epics were derived from “earlier sources,” the fact that subsequent Greek literature does
not acknowledge such sources suggests that the epics (in the process of crystallization
from an oral-performative tradition into their eventual textualization in the sixth century
or later) must have effectively assimilated and superseded any source material. The
point of relevance for our purposes is that the Homeric epics represent the earliest
surviving Greek literature (leaving aside the textualization debate, for which see

footnote 72, Chapter 1), and were generally treated as such by the ancients.

142 See West (1983) on the Orphic Poems. To the mythical figure of Orpheus, best known for his gifts at
singing and lyre-playing, were attributed various works of poetry; the earliest attestations date to the late-
sixth or early-fifth century B.C.E. (West 7). Even if a tradition of Orphic poetry predated the Homeric epics
(which would be pure speculation), its subject matter—centering on religious ritual, theogonies,
cosmogonies, metempsychosis, and the like, (which led to the appropriation of Orphic material by the
Pythagoreans, Bacchic mysteries, and other mystery cults) —makes it unlikely that such poetry would have
provided the necessary rhetorical paradigms for Homer and Aristotle. The figure of Musaeus occupied a
place similar to and allied with Orpheus in Greek tradition, but with even less claim to being an actual
historical figure. His name is often invoked in the Classical era and later as an early (pre-Homeric) poet, but
his name served primarily as the mouthpiece for a variety of oracles and poetry on religious and
eschatological themes (See West 39-44).
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B. Universality of rhetoric

In seeking to explain the correspondences between Homer’s and Aristotle’s
notions of effective rhetoric, it is necessary to consider the pdssibility that Homeric
speakers are depicted as using a mode of speech that is universally available, an innate
human capacity. Plett distinguishes between what he calls “primary grammar,” or
ordinary speech, and “secondary grammar,” or rhetorical language; is the Homeric
composer employing “primary grammar,” merely mimicking a mode of unlearned,
everyday communication that occurs naturally in society?”? Or is there a consciously-
deployed, rule-governed system for persuasion represented in Homeric characters’
speech, a phenomenon unique within pre-Classical Greek literature?

In order to answer this question, it is first of all necessary to reprise my definition
of the term “rhetoric.” This term has been conceived and deployed in numerous ways
throughout its history, and perhaps no modern scholar has devoted more study to the
subjec;t than George Kennedy. I therefore turn to Kennedy’s Comparative Rhetoric for an
articulation of three different historical conceptualizations of the term “rhetoric,” from
most to least specific. He describes the first of these as follows:

Some might argue that “rhetoric” is a peculiarly Western phenomenon, a
structured system of teaching public speaking and written composition,
developed in classical Greece, taught in Roman, medieval, renaissance, and early
modern schools, and, with some revisions, still in use today.'* (2-3)
As is appropriate for the narrowest definition of the term, this definition includes
elements of technical metarhetoric, that is, manuals analyzing and providing instruction
in the practice of rhetoric. (We must keep in mind, however, that a “structured system,”

and instruction in that system, can be practiced and displayed without the benefit of a

technical manual; to think otherwise would be to follow Havelock’s problematic claim

143 See Plett (1985) 62.
14 Kennedy (1998).
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that systematic and logical thinking was not possible before the invention of writing.!%)
This narrow definition, observes Kennedy, is only “a subset of a more general meaning
that also goes back to the beginnings of Western rhetorical consciousness.” He explains
the second and more general meaning thus:

A common brief definition of “rhetoric” in classical antiquity was “the art of

persuasion,” or in Aristotle’s fuller form (Rhetoric 1.2.1) “an ability, in each case,

to see the available means of persuasion.” (3)
The invocation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric marks this definition as the one generally
understood in Classical Greece (and which gradually evolved into the school-curriculum
rhetoric described in the first passage). Although the translated phrase “art of
persuasion” may sound like a casual and non-technical activity to the modern English-
speaking ear, the original context of the phrase, and the word téxvn in connection with
persuasion, denoted just the opposite: that persuasion was a technique, a skill. But there
is a yet more fundamental understanding of rhetoric, according to Kennedy. This
understanding |

existed in Greece before “rhetoric,” that is, before it had the name that came to
designate it as a specific area of study. “Rhetoric” in this broader sense is a
universal phenomenon, one found even among animals, for individuals
everywhere seek to persuade others to take or refrain from some action, or to
hold or discard some belief. (3)

...Rhetoric, in the most general sense, may thus be identified with the energy
inherent in an utterance (or an artistic representation): the mental or emotional
energy that impels the speaker to expression, the energy level coded in the
message, and the energy received by the recipient who then uses mental energy
in decoding and perhaps acting on the message. Rhetorical labor takes place. (5)

Surely this final and most wide-ranging definition of rhetoric as “energy [mental or
emotional] inherent in an utterance” —which can be expressed by a monkey’s call of
warning or a stag’s roar of competition over a mate (to cite two of Kennedy’s

examples)—qualifies as a universal and innate capacity of living creatures. But it is a

modern construal of a term that has traditionally had a much more preci'se definition, as

145 See Chapter 1, footnote 60 (p. 30), which quotes Havelock (1986) 39: “May not all logical thinking be a
product of Greek alphabetic literacy?” Halverson's critique (1992) astutely points out the shortcomings of
this view.
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attested in the first two Kennedy passages above. This more precise definition is what I
have been working with in this dissertation, and what I will continue to employ. To
revisit my working definition of rhetoric, introduced in Chapter 1: Rhetoric is a learned
and deliberately-practiced skill, involving the deployment of tropes and technigues, and aimed at
winning an audience’s approval or assent.

We return now to the question of which of these definitions of rhetoric aptly
describes the practice of characters in the Homeric epics. Clearly, Homer—as does every
speaker and author/composer—represents his characters employing rhetoric by
KennedY’s most general definition: “mental or emotional energy that impels the speaker
to expression, the energy level coded in the message, and the energy received by the
recipient.” Homer is, in this sense, depicting a common and universal practice of
rhetoric. But does he also depict rhetoric in the sense of that term which has prevailed
from Aristotle’s up to our own time —the “structured system,” the “ability, in each case,
to see the available means of persuasion”? Based upon my examination of speeches in
the Iliad (Chapter 2), and supported in many instances by the ancient commentators
themselves (Chapter 1), I would argue that indeed Homer does operate from this sense
of rhetoric (despite the absence of rhetorical terminology in the epics'¥). Across a wide
spectrum of Homeric speakers, the degree of sophistication in arguments, variety in
tropes, and sensitivity shown to the particular audience is too marked to be an
accidental or unconscious phenomenon. In order to contextualize synchronically this
claim that Homeric “rhetoric” is not simply a universal phenomenon, I have looked at
surviving non-Greek literature that predates or is roughly contemporaneous with the
Homeric epics and that is roughly similar in form (i.e., narrative with embedded direct
speech). What folloWs is a very brief overview of the appearance of rhetoric in three
major ancient non-Greek texts; for a helpful and more in-depth overview of rhetoric in
ancient literate societies, Kennedy’s Comparative Rhetoric is an excellent resource. I have
found that in the represented speeches of these works, it is possible to identify

occasional instances of a few of the rhetorical tropes that exist in Homer, such as rebukes

146 See, however, the end of Chapter 1 for a list of meta-rhetorical references in the Iiad.
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that appeal to shame and simple, isolated enthymemes. But on the whole, these speeches
are of the type that I did not include in my reckoning of rhetorical speeches in the Iliad
based on criteria of complexity and technical sophistication.

In ancient Near Eastern literature, the most obvious parallel to the Homeric epics
is the Epic of Gilgamesh, which in its fullest surviving version dates from the seventh
century B.C.E. (although portions of the poem appear earlier in other versions).” Most
of the direct speeches in Gilgamesh involve information exchange or simple instructions,
with no rhetorical techniques adduced—or, at least, with few of the rhetorical
techniques found in Greek literature (logical argumentation, diathesis, etc.).*® There are a
few exceptions, however. Tablet II of the epic contains Gilgamesh’s speech attempting to
enlist Enkidu’s help in attacking the monster Humbaba, a seemingly impossible heroic
task. In the speech, he employs logical argument by reminding Enkidu of human
mortality and the irrationality of fearing death in face of this fact; he invokes shaming
tactics with the words “Now you are afraid of death—what has become of your bold
strength?”; he offers the incentive of eternal fame to be achieved by the defeat of
Humbaba; and he points out Enkidu’s own past experience with wilderness survival as
preparation for this task (“You were born and raised in the wilderness, a lion leaped up
on you, so you have experienced it all” (emphasis added)).!® Tablet III depicts the Elders
of the éity of Uruk using gndmai to caution Gilgamesh before he ventures out to fight

Humbaba (”“The one who goes on ahead saves the comrade.” “The one who knows the

147 For a comprehensive treatment of the composition history of the Epic of Gilgamesh, see Tigay (1982).

18 Denning-Bolle (1987) has noted the presence of “stylistic devices used in Mesopotamian narrative
literature that are also present in dialogic contexts. These include repetition, parallelism, metaphor, simile,
and stories-within-stories.” (225-6). She points out that, for example, the flood narrative in the Epic of
Gilgamesh is contained within the direct speech of Utnapishtim to Gilgamesh; that Gilgamesh rejects the
advances of Ishtar in a speech that “repeats an earlier dialogue of hers with another prospective lover;” and
that Enkidu “recounts his dream of the gods’ dialogic counsel in his dialogue with Gilgamesh.” (226-7) But
although each of these phenomena of embedded direct speech “jolts the reader or listener for a moment,” in
the words of Denning-Bolle, none of them is actually used for persuasive purposes. That is, none of these
stories or dialogues within character speech in the Epic of Gilgamesh is part of an effort to convince the
internal audience of something, in the way that Homeric rhetorical speeches do.

Wills (1970) identifies some aspects of rhetorical speech in ancient Mesopotamian literary and
historical texts, part of his contention that there were assemblies in early Mesopotamian history that “seem
to have had both deliberative and judicial functions and to have served as arenas for public address. (405)

149 Translation of the Epic of Gilgamesh from Kovacs (1989).
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route protects his friend.” Let Enkidu go ahead of you...”). Tablet V contains fragments
of Enkidu’s hortatory speech to Gilgamesh, which includes words intended to shame the
hero into action. And Kennedy observes that “the debate of the gods [over whether
Gilgamesh or Enkidu should die in punishment for their offenses, Tablet VII}, which is
really a trial of the two warriors, shows some awareness of what in Western rhetorical
theory is called ‘stasis theory,” the determination of the question at issue.”’*® This
“debate,” however, merely consists of three gods making progressive declarations: Anu
asserts that “one of them must die;” Enlil says “Let Enkidu die;” Shamash then
unsuccessfully protests punishment of the “innocent” Enkidu, pointing out that he
himself was responsible for motivating the warriors” actions. Other than this final point,
which incorporates a brief enthymeme and does not lead to any change in the decision
to punish Enkidu, the gods” “debate” does not involve any persuasive techniques.

Few other works of Near Eastern literature offer an exact comparison with
Homer by containing represented persuasive speech.m Elements of a rhetorical voice do
appear in the Egyptian epistolary tradition, however. In surviving letters from
fourteenth-century B.C.E. Egypt, for example—a collection known as the “Amarna
Letters,” addressed to the king of Egypt from various correspondents in Mesopotamia,

Syria, and Palestine and treating official, business, and personal topics—Kennedy notes

1% Kennedy (1998) 122.

151 But see Denning-Bolle (1987) on the importance of dialogue in Near Eastern wisdom literature. She
observes that “in Sumerian literature, the ancients termed one particular genre, adaman-dug-ga, which refers
specifically to the contest literature. In this literature, two or more parties engage in a dispute, vying with
each other over which is the superior object or creature.” (225) Although this term is relatively rare in lexical
lists, Denning-Bolle sees it as a parallel to ancient Greek phenomena: “The Mesopotamian enjoyed the art of
verbal sparring as much as the Greeks reveled in the debater’s techniques of the agora.” (225)

Kennedy (1998) discusses Near Eastern rhetorical instruction, centered on the virtues of keeping
silent, restraining one’s tongue, and waiting for the right moment to speak, and illustrated in surviving
writings such as the Egyptian Instructions of Ptahhotep (on which see also Fox (1983)) and the Hebrew book
of Proverbs. Since these correspond more closely to Greek rhetorical handbooks of the fifth and fourth
centuries than to the represented speech found in Homer, however, they do not fit into my immediate
category of comparison. The Near Eastern tradition of wisdom literature offers robust and interesting
ground for comparison with Greek concepts of rhetoric (although not an exact parallel with either Homeric
speech or later theoretical handbooks/treatises). I discuss the relationship between wisdom literature and
Greek rhetoric in connection with Hesiod specifically (below,' section I1.C), and hope to visit this subject in
greater depth in a future project.
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that “ethos, pathos, and logical argument are all used as means of persuasion.”!2 Ethos is
demonstrated in the letters, for example, by means of letter-writers “citing honorable
actions of the past” to demonstrate their good character; pathos by writers describing
their terrible circumstances in pleas for assistance from the king; logical argument by
enthymeme, as when writers accompany their requests to the king with a rehearsal of
their prior deeds of service.’® Identifying such neat Aristotelian categories within
Egyptian rhetoric may be misleading, however; Fox argues that éthos alone is “the major
mode of persuasion in Egyptian rhetoric,” and that “didactic wisdom literature gives no
thought to argumentation as such and shows no awareness of the possibility that
arguméntation could operate independently of ethos.”15

Although it is beyond my capacity to discuss them in any depth here, China and
India also have literary traditions that are traceable as far back as the sixth century
B.C.E. Both of these ancient cultures possessed literary forms in which direct speech was
embedded into narrative: the Chinese Shu Jing (Book of History), a compilation of
documents that record the deeds and sayings of ancient emperors; and the Sanskrit epics
Mahabharata and Ramayana, which recount tales of wars, heroes, and gods from an
earlier age. Because of the length of these three works, the difficulties of accessing full
English translations of the Shu Jing and Mahabharata, and the paucity of scholarship in
English on the subject of rhetoric or speech in these works, I believe it prudent to defer
to Kennedy’s useful, if limited, examinations of rhetoric in these works in his
Comparative Rhetoric in general, and to the works of Mary Garrett (”Pathos reconsidered
from the perspective of classical Chinese rhetorical theories”) and Kevin McGrath (The®
Sanskrit Hero: Karna in Epic Mahabharata) in particular.™ On rhetoric in ancient China,
Kennedy observes. that persuasion in the Shu Jing makes little use of arguments from
pathos, more of arguments from éthos, and tends to employ inductive rather than

deductive argumentation (i.e. favoring appeals to example, precedent, and authority,

152 Kennedy (1998) 124.

153 Ibid, 124.

154 Fox (1983) 16.

155 Kennedy (1998), Garrett (1993), McGrath (2004).
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but rarely employing enthymemes or the argument from probability).’ Garrett is not
concerned with literary representations of rhetoric in Chinese literature so much as with
a broad comparison Western and Chinese rhetorical theories, particularly concerning the
emotions. The differences between the two are stark, according to Garrett: in Classical
China, “what those in power desired was not assent to one proposal, but a deep
imprinting of particular attitudes, loyélties, and predilections in the entire population so
that pleading or coercion on specific occasions would not be necessary, only the issuance
of directives and occasional exhortations.”’ A closer analogue for Homeric rhetoric
may be found in the ancient Sanskrit epics; the Mahabharata, according to Kennedy,
“describes a-society in which debate among nobles on political issues was frequent,
important, sophisticated, and popular,” and the Ramayana likewise depicts political
proposals (such as the speech of King Dasa-ratha to an assembly of chiefs and citizens,
- proposing his son Rama as successor) and debate amongst characters in situations that
resemble those of the Iliad.’*® McGrath offers a detailed study of six major dialogues in
the Mahabharata involving the hero Karna, and the speeches contained therein
demonstrate admonition, prediction, and some commands.’® But while those aspects are
shared with rhetorical speech in Homer (and McGrath notes that Karna is characterized
as the “best of speakers,” vadatam vara), 1 do not detect from McGrath’s analysis that the
character speeches involve sustained rhetorical argumentation aimed at persuasion; they
are conversational and dialogic interactions—all but one of them conducted in private—
in contrast to the long, rhetorically complex public speeches of the Iliad.

This brief look at comparative data offers some context for judging whether
Homeric persuasive speech represents a universally-practiced phenomenon (one that
later came to be labeled “rhetoric”), whether that phenomenon is an unlearned or a
learned mode of human communication, and whether, if learned, it differs in a

significant and innovative way from contemporary and even later literatures. The

156 Kennedy (1998) 151.-
157 Garrett (1993) 22.

158 Kennedy (1998) 176-8.
15 McGrath (2004) 133-77.
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comparative texts show some rhetorical features, often differing in emphasis and
generally less wide-ranging and systematic than the Greek conception of the subject that
I have been working from. These rhetorical features (such as simple enthymematic
patterns) generally occur in isolation rather than in combination, and do not evince the
sophisticated level of argumentation found in Homeric speech. The unique place of
Homeric speech within the history of rhetoric is further illustrated in what follows, an
examination of Greek literature after Homer but before Aristotle (section IT). While some
rhetorical features appear in these works, this examination leads me to conclude that the
scale and scope of Homeric rhetoric remains unmatched in the pre-Classical era.

A final comment on the distinction between universal and conscious or rule-
governed rhetoric comes from Aristotle himself, who at the beginning of his Rhetoric
observes that

All [people], up to a point, tryv both to test and uphold an argument and to
defend themselves and attack. Now among the general public, some do these
things at random (eikr)) and others through an ability acquired by habit (dix
ovvnBewav amno éEewc), but since both ways are possible, it is clear that it would
also be possible to do the same by [following] a path; for it is possible to observe
(Oewpetv) the cause why some succeed by habit and others accidentally, and all
would at once agree that such observation is the activity of an art (téxvn).!®
(1.1.1-2)
Aristotle here presents two different ways of conceptualizing rhetoric: as something that
can occur universally, randomly, and without calculation or practice; or as something
systematic that must be cultivated by habit and consciously practiced. It is this latter
conception of rhetoric that I believe to be in evidence in the speeches of the Iliad.
Aristotle then makes a further distinction, that between practice and theory of rhetoric.
His description of theoretical activity —the observation and analysis of the “habit” of
cultivated rhetoric—describes his own program in the Rhetoric. Consciously rhetorical
speech (such as that practiced by Homeric speakers) and meta-rhetorical instruction

(such as Aristotle’s) are simply two sides of the same coin in opposition to universal,

uncalculated persuasion in Aristotle’s most basic dichotomy.

160 Translation of Aristotle from Kennedy (2007).
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C. The rhetorical legacy of Homer

A final possibility that would explain the close correspondence between the
details of Homeric persuasive speech and Aristotle’s rhetorical theory is that the former
informed the latter. Aristotle does not acknowledge Homer as an inventor or precursor
of rhetorical theory and practice (he cites Homer in the Rhetoric to illustrate mostly
minor figures of style, such as metaphor and asyndeton). The possible reasons for this
neglect will be explored in Chapter 4. Perhaps Aristotle was aware of Homer’s use of
éthos, diathesis, enthymeme, topics, and the like and chose to ignore this fact in his
treatise (which admittedly offers little credit to rhetorical predecessors); perhaps he was
genuinely blind to the possibility that the earliest Greek poetry provided clear
illustrations of the techné he was describing. Regardless, it is indisputable that Aristotle
had a deep familiarity with the Homeric epics, a familiarity arising from cultural
tradition as well as personal investigation (for which the Poetics is clear evidence). I
would contend that it is unlikely that the rhetorical sophistication and the consistent -
patterns of argumentation found in Homer’s direct speeches went undetected by such a
keen critic as Aristotle, or failed to provide a template for the Sophists and handbook-

writers that preceded him.1¢!
I1. Between Homer and Aristotle: tracing a literary lineage of rhetoric

If indeed Homeric speech is a significant (and largely unacknowledged) source
for later rhetorical theory, how was the notion of rhetorical persuasion transmitted from

Homer to Aristotle —crossing lines of time, genre, and medium (oral to written)?'62 Did it

161 For more on the role of the Sophists in the development of rhetorical theory, and the relationship between
the Sophists and Homer, see section ILF below.

162 The composition process and date of the Homeric epics is, of course, still a subject of scholarly debate,
due to the fluidity of the oral tradition. For those who adhere to an early textualization model, such as
Powell and Janko, the epics were dictated as text in the early eighth century B.C.E. (see Janko (1982), Powell
(1991)). By contrast, Nagy’s “evolutionary model” describes a progression from fluid oral tradition to textual
canon that stretches from the second millennium B.C.E. and the mid-second century B.C.E.. Nagy locates the
“definitive period” within this evolution—the time when Homeric poetry began to crystallize into a more
stable textual version—in the sixth and fifth centuries (see Nagy (1996b) 29-63, (2003) 2-3, etc.). Historical
tradition claims that the sixth-century Athenian tyrant Peisistratus (or his son Hipparchus) had overseen the
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find its way into other forms of Archaic literature along the way? In an attempt to
answer these questions, I have surveyed the role of rhetorical speech at representative
moments in the chronologically intervening literature: the Homeric Hymns, Hesiod,
varieties of Archaic lyric, tragedy, and sophistic oratory. This survey, necessarily brief
though it must be, brings to light noteworthy points of comparison between Homeric
poetry and the literature that follows it with regard to the understanding and portrayal
of rhetoric. Insofar as it is possible to trace a “literary lineage” for rhetoric in the Archaic
age—that is, pointing to the use of persuasive techniques in Archaic poetry, and
evaluating the techniques’ similarity and possible indebtedness to those found in
Homer —1I have attempted to do so. Two basic observations emerge from this survey.
First, no representation of rhetoric within Archaic literature approaches Homer’s in
terms of its detailed and wide-ranging employment of rhetorical techniques. Second,
when complex rhetoric is depicted during this period, it tends to be in literature that
bears an affinity to the Homeric epics in genre and/or narrative content. Thus, as we will
see, certain Homeric Hymns and the militéry exhortation elegies of Callinus and Tyrtaeus
are the only Archaic works that contain rhetorical speech bearing a strong resemblance
to Homeric rhetoric. It is these works that might be seen as propagating the “literary
lineage” for rhetoric from Homer down through tragedy and certain sophistic works,
and thence to the rhetorical theories of Plato and Aristotle. But such examples of
complex rhetoric—i.e., speech that involves the range of logical argumentation, diathesis,
and éthos appeals—are few and far between in the Archaic period, a fact that only
highlights the innovation and uniqueness of the Homeric poems’ representation of

rhetorical speech.

textualization of the Homeric poems and a rhapsodic presentation of them at the Panathenaia (See Powell
(1991) 216, footnote 156). Whatever the date at which the Iliad and Odyssey assumed textual form, we can say
with certainty that by the time of Aristotle, reasonably stable textual version of the epics were in circulation.
Aristotle’s quotations of Homer —following the precedent of Plato, Isocrates, and the artium scriptores, who
in the generation before Aristotle quoted and commented on aspects of the Homeric epics—indicate that
something similar to our modern version of the text had already achieved canonical status within Greek
literary and cultural consciousness by the fifth century B.C.E.. (For a study of what Plato’s version of Homer
might have been, based on Homeric quotations in Plato, see LaBarbe (1949). There is no equivalent study of
“Aristotle’s Homer,” as far as I am aware.)
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A. Homeric Hymns

The dating and origins of the Homeric Hymns are murky, and even when only
the longer poems are considered, their composition likely spahs more than a hundred
years.!® We know from a variety of ancient sources (the opening lines of Pindar’s
Nemean 2, for example) that hymns were often performed by rhapsodes as preludes
(prooimig) to a performance of epic material.!® There is thus a nétural relationship
between hymns and epic, and the two genres have certain characteristics in common
(e.g. portrayal of the gods, a narrative arc, hexameter form). Indeed, the Homeric Hymns
share a number of formulae—and occasionally full verses—with Homer, a fact which “is
not surprising in view of the Hymns’ creation and transmission among a professional
rhapsode class,” according to West!® For my examination of these poems’
representation of persuasive speech, it is not necessary to pinpoint the dating or to
resolve questions about composition method. The question I am investigating is whether
the Hymns depict a range and combination of persuasive techniques similar to that
exhibited by Homer’s speakers. Do they partake in and propagate the incipient system
of rhetoric first witnessed in the Iliad, or fall short of that epic’s level of rhetorical
sophistication? In drawing such a comparison, it is, of course, important to consider the
differences in genre and subject matter between the Hymns and Homeric poetry. As we
will see, genre seems to be less of a determining factor than is subject matter: despite the
Hymns’ inherent religious nature and purpose, which distinguish them from the epic

genre, they retain a certain formal similarity to Homeric epic insofar as they are

188 The dates proposed by various scholars for the origins of the long hymns range from the late seventh
century to the early fifth century B.C.E. (see West (2003), Janko (1982), and Gorgemanns (1976)). West and
Janko contend that the Hymn to Aphrodite is the earliest of the long hymns, based on its lexical and stylistic
features; and there is general scholarly consensus that the Hymn to Hermes is the latest, likewise based on
grounds of diction (see West, Janko, Gérgemanns (who argues for a fifth-century dating of the Hymn to
Hermes), and Allen et al. (1936)).

164 Nemean 2.1-3 reads: "O8ev meg kal Opnpidat/ dantwv €méwv 1o MOAA" dowol/ dpxovial, Awog €k
npootuiov... (“Just as the sons of Homer, those singers of verses stitched together, most often begin with a
prelude to Zeus...” (Text and translation from Race (1997)). ‘

165 West (2003) 5. In contrast to Janko (1982), who argues that the formulae in the Homeric Hymns show
chronological development from Homer, Cantilena (1982) contends (based on his in-depth cataloguing and
analysis of the formulae in the Homeric Hymns) that the hymns possess a formular tradition that is
independent from Homer's.
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narrative hexametric poems containing direct speech and dialogues between characters.
Thus there are opportunities within the Hymns for the sort of p‘ersuasive discourse that
we have seen in Homer to be depicted. It would seem to be the subject matter of the
individual long hymns, then, that makes some of them more likely to contain rhetorical
speech than others.

Only the four longest Homeric Hymns (counting the Delian and Pythian portions
of the Hymn to Apollo as a unity'®) are relevant for this investigation, as only they
contain instances of persuasivé direct speech.!®” Treating them in the order of their
traditional numbering, I begin with the direct speeches aimed at persuasion in the Hymn
to Dememter. This hymn exhibits only modest examples of persuasive techniques: simple
commands, sometimes attended by a single reason, none of them complex enough to
have qualified the analysis to which I subjected Iliadic speeches in Chapter 2. Typical of
such persuasive speeches in the Hymn to Demeter are those found in an exchange in
which Demeter begs Helios for information on the whereabouts of her daughter:

Helios, have regard for me, if ever I have gladdened your heart either by word
or deed (e mote o1 oeo/ A EmeL 1) EQywt kEAdIMV kai Bupdv iva)...Look down
from the sky with your rays over the whole earth and sea: so tell me truly if
perchance you have seen who it is, of gods or mortals, that has taken her away
from me by force against her will and gone off with her.1®8 (64-73)

Helios, in response, offers the following argument:

So, goddess, end your loud lamenting; there is no call for you to rage for ever
like this to no purpose. Aidoneus, the Major General, is not an unsuitable son-
in-law to have among the gods (o0 Tot aewnc/ yauPBeos év abavatowg
MOAVOTHAVIWE ADWVEDG)... (82-84)

166 T treat the Hymn to Apollo as a unified whole for the purposes of my survey of the poem’s persuasive
direct speeches, since considering the Delian and Pythian portions separately would not affect my analysis.
The question of the Hymn to Apollo’s unity has been amply treated elsewhere: see among others Janko (1982),
who makes case for the Delian and Pythian halves as separate poems (99-100 et passim), and Clay (1989),
who argues for its unity (18-19, including a footnote that chronicles the state of scholarship on the issue);
West (2003) summarizes the controversy (10), and refers to Karl Forstel (1979), Untersuchungen zum
Homerischen Apollonhymnus (Diss. Bochum) and Walter Burkert (2001), Homerica (Kleine Schriften i,
Gottingen) on the subject.

167 The 59-line Hymn to Dionysus (Hymn 7) is the only other Hymn to contain any represented direct speech,
and its exchange between the Tyrsenian pirates’” helmsman and captain in lines 17-31 is a disagreement
(over the treatment of the captured god) without any attempt at persuasion.

168 Text and translation of the Homeric Hymns from West (2003).
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In both instances, I have emphasized the portion of the speech that could be considered
a rhetorical technique; both represent the premise of an enthymeme of which a
command (or commands) is the conclusion. Demeter’s premise rests on an appeal to her
own éthos by invoking past favors bestowed upon her addressee; Helios’” premise argues
the advantage to be derived from Aidoneus’ rape of Kore, a reason for Demeter to cease
lamenting (compare Achilles’ more evocative and sympathetic argument for the same
cause, addressed to Priam in [liad 24 and featuring the paradeigma of Niobe). This hymn’s
_ only other instance of persuasion (that is, a request accompanied by a reason) is the
Eleusinian queen Metaneira’s proposal to the disguised Demeter:

Now that you have come here, you shall have as much as I have myself. Just rear
this boy for me...If you were to raise him and see him to young manhood’s
measure, then any woman who saw you might well envy you, so richly would
I repay you for his nurturing (1] o0& k€ tic oe doboa yuvatkwv BnAvtegawv/
NAdoar téoa k€ tot amnod Bgemtnoa doinv). (218-23)
Metaneira’s argument is simple, but it does comprise an enthymeme based upon the
topic of incentives: namely, the offer of reward (a common persuasive trope throughout
the Homeric Hymns, as we will see). The final description of persuasion in the Hymn to
Demeter is Hermes’ speech to Hades in 347-56, conveying Zeus' demand that he
relinquish Persephone to her mother. Zeus instructs Hermes to “persuade [Hades] with
soft words” (uaAaiolol magapdapevos éméeoowy (336)) using the same formula that we
have already seen Hesiod (Theogony 90) and Homer use to characterize persuasion.
Hermes’ speech is straightforward and formal, a single enthymeme comprised of a
command (”Zeus the father has instructed me to bring illustrious Persephone out from
the Darkness to them”) followed by a reason (“so that her mother may set eyes on her
and cease from her wrath and her dreadful resentment against the immortals”). Hermes
elaborates on this premise with more specific details of Demeter’s wrath, turning into an
argument from the topic of consequences: she will “destroy the feeble stock of earthborn
humankind,” which will result in ”"diminishing the immortals’ tribute.” Despite the

simplicity of Hermes’ rhetoric, the fact that the command comes from Zeus is enough to
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win Hades” compliance (358). Beyond these examples, there are no other depictions of
persuasion in the Hymn to Demeter, only pure commands (e.g. Demeter commanding
Metaneira to have her people build the goddess a temple (270-74); or Rhea conveying to
Demeter Zeus’ command to make the earth produce grain once again (467-9)).

Iﬁ contrast with the Hymn to Demeter, the Hymn to Apollo contains several
speeches that exhibit more complex persuasive argumentation along the lines of
Homeric speeches. The first of these speeches is Leto’s address to the personified island
of Delos, an attempt to convince her to host the birth of Apollo:

Delos, if only you would be willing to be the seat of my son, Phoibos Apollo, and
establish his rich temple on your soil! No one else is ever going to engage with
you or honor you, for I do not see you ever being rich in cattle or sheep, nor will
you bring forth a harvest or grow abundant fruit trees. But if you have the
temple of Apollo the far-shooter, all men will bring you hecatombs as they
congregate here, and you will have the savor of the fat ever going up beyond
measure, and you will feed your inhabitants from the hand of others, for you do

not have richness under your soil. (51-60)
Leto’s approach to persuading Delos puts a subtle psychological - twist on the
straightforward argument from incentives. She builds her case gradually, beginning
with a wistful statement of her request, then pointing out Delos’ natural disadvantages
“and needs, and finally proposing a mutually beneficial solution. Along with deploying
the topic of incentives, this solution incorporates a measure of diathesis in its flattering
suggestion that, once Apollo’s temple is established on Delos, the island will gain honor
and popularity as well as wealth. Leto’s proposal meets with some resistance, however,
as Delos responds by negotiating, expressing apprehension about Apollo’s
unpredictable character and requesting the guarantee of an oath from Leto (62-82).
Although Delos’ request is not itself accompanied by any arguments such as would
qualify it as rhetorical by the standards to which I have been adhering, the fact that she
negotiates for a favorable “deal” through an exchange of words with Leto reveals her as

a canny protector of her own interests. This hymn seems to have a conception of speech-

craft that, on a small scale, demonstrates some of the range of the Homeric conception.
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In the Pythian portion of the Hymn to Apollo, the primary instance of persuasive
speech is uttered by the personified fountain Telphousa, in response to Apollo’s
assertion that he will establish a temple within her locality. The fact that Apollo asserts
his intention to appropriate Telphousa for his purposes, rather than requests permission
to do so, stands in contrast to the earlier interaction between Leto and Delos in a parallel
situation. Whereas Leto had seen it necessary to persuade her audience, Apollo, in
Miller’s words, ”displays.an abruptness and apparent insensitivity quitevalien to his
mother’s character. Where Leto first broaches her request hypothetically, next suggests
reasons why Delos should be willing to listen, and finally makes an attractive proposal
of quid pro quo, Apollo issues a flat statement of intent that totally ignores Telphusa’s
interest in the matter.”'¢® Such disregard for his audience’s feelings and for the efﬁcacy
of rhetoric does not serve Apollo well, for Telphousa responds by growing angry
(koadinv £xoAwoato (256)) and channeling this anger into a deceptive counter-
proposal, couched in respectful and winsome terms. After addressing him as dvag
éxaegye to open the speech, she attempts to dissuade him from his plan with several
arguments, followed by a counter-proposal:

I will speak out, and you must take it to heart. You will always be bothered by
the clatter of racehorses, and of mules being watered from my divine springs;
here people will want to gaze at well-built chariots and the clatter of racing
horses, rather than at a big temple with a mass of wealth inside it. No, if you
would take my advice (of course you are nobler and more powerful than I,
lord, and your strength is supreme), make it at Crisa (dAA” el d1) 1t iBoto (ov
0¢ kpéoowv kal &oelwv/ €ool aval Euébev, oéo dE oBévog Eotl Héylotov)/ €v
Kotont moinoat)...there there will be no noise of chariots or clatter of racing
horses round your well-built altar, but just the same the thronging peoples
would bring their gifts for le-Paieon, and your heart would be glad as you
received the fine offerings from the surrounding peoples. (261-74)

Telphousa first offers reasons why Apollo’s plan is faulty, which appeal to his desire
both for comfort and for honor and attention, and thus constitute an argument from the

topic of incentives. She then turns this argument around in her alternative plan. The

conclusion of her enthymeme is the suggestion (offered in the deferential tone of a

169 Miller (1986) 76.
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conditional clause), “if you would take my advice, make if at Crisa.” Its premise is the
topic of incentives that follows, a promise that this new locale would lack the problems
of her territory, and that Apollo’s “heart would be glad” at the offerings he would
receive. In addition, she exerts the technique of diathesis through her flattery of Apollo
(“of course you are nobler and more powerful than I, lord”), aiming to gain his favor.
Miller calls Telphousa’s speech “a small masterpiece’ of rhetoric, for like Leto—and
conspicuously unlike Apollo—she speaks unerringly to the interests and desires (as she
conceives them) of her auditor.”’” It is accordingly a successful piece of persuasion, for
we find out in the line after her speech that “so saying she persuaded the Far-shooter.”
(275) This completes the account of speeches in the Hymn to Apollo that could be
considered persuasive. Apollo gives two speeches of command to the Cretan sailors late
in the poem (475-501 and 532-44), but they are simple instructions for establishing and
tending his temple, with the second speech, as Clay observes, constituting his first
oracle.”” Apollo utters them with the assumption that he will be obeyed and that
persuasion is unnecessary (much as he had done in his command to Telphousa).

The Hymn to Hermes is, of all the Homeric Hymns, the richest in both
rhetorically-constructed direct speech and meta-reference to the persuasive power of
speech. It has the greatest number of direct speeches within the narrative (20) of any of
the hymns, and a higher proportion of direct speech to narrative than all the other
longer hymns save the Hymn to Aphrodite (in which a single speech from Aphrodite to
Anchises constitutes one-third of the hymn's total lines); 48% of the Hymn to Hermes is
speech.’”? Such emphasis on speech is, of course, appropriate to the god whose power

‘lies in tricks and clever reasoning, and this power is on abundant display in the hymn.1”3

170 Miller (1986) 79.

171 Clay (1989) 86.

172 Speech comprises 39% of the Hymn to Demeter, 32% of the Hymn to Apollo, and 57% of the Hymn to
Aphrodite (but in only 6 total speeches).

173 The connection between the Hymn fo.Hermes and rhetoric has been noted by several scholars (e.g. the brief
discussion in Kennedy (1963) 40ff.), most notably Gérgemanns in “Rhetorik und Poetik im homerischen
Hermeshymnus” (1976). Gorgemanns examines how the Hymn fo Hermes engages with its historical and
cultural context, particularly with regard to the emergence of rhetoric, concluding that “der Hermeshymnos
einen Platz in der Geschichte der Rhetorik und Poetik verdient und dass sich in ihm Motive finden, die seit
der Sophistenzeit breit entfaltet werden.” (128)
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Hermes indeed refers to his own power as a téxvn, boasting to his mother Maia that
¢yw TéXxvne erufnoouat 1 tig apiot (“I am going to embark on the finest of arts”
(167)) as he moves to assert his position among the Olympian gods. This téxvn proves to
be skill in both deeds (invention and thievery), and words (glib and beguiling rhetoric).
The first portion of the hymn (1-153) primarily chronicles Hermes’ deeds, while the
remainder (154-580) focuses on his verbal interactions with other characters. Although I
will focus primarily on this latter portion of the hymn, there are a few instances of
Hermes’ speech prior to this which—while not containing as much persuasion as do the
later speeches—do establish aspects of the god’s speaking prowess. Clay observes that
enigmatic rhetoric is characteristic of two of Hermes' early speeches, namely his
addresses to the tortoise whose shell he appropriates for constructing a lyre, and to the
old farmer from Onchestus who sees him stealing Apollo’s cattle:

Speech, insofar as it involves communication or mediation between individuals,
belongs to Hermes’ domain. But the rhetoric of Hermes is of a peculiar sort;
persuasive, seductive, and deceptive, it is characteristically ambiguous and
riddling, concealing as much as revealing, and abounding in double and ulterior
meanings...Hermes’ domain, then, is not the sphere of language that lays claim
to truth, but rather that use of language whose goal extends outside itself and
which is a means to an end: persuasion, seductive rhetoric, lies, oaths, perjuries,
and even magical incantations.!”
Hermes’ first use of persuasive speech comes when he addresses the farmer from
Onchestus (90-93). It is a modest persuasive attempt, perhaps befitting the simplicity of
his humble audience, the only mortal character in the poem. Hermes employs the topic
of incentives, promising to grant fruitfulness to the farmer’s grapevines if he stays quiet
about what he has seen. The encounter ends with no authorial comment, and only later
will it become clear that Hermes’ request was ineffective, as the farmer betrays him to
Apollo (187-211).
Hermes’ speech to the farmer is only a precursor, however, to the rhetorical

outpouring that occurs once Apollo confronts Hermes about the theft of his cattle, with

the ensuing quarrel that lasts nearly through the end of the poem. Apollo’s initial volley

173 Clay (1989) 106, 110-11.
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is a short enthymematic speech comprised of a command plus a threat: “Tell me where
my cows are, double quick, otherwise we two shall quarrel in no seemly fashion: I shall
take you and hurl you into misty Tartarus, into the dismal Darkness past help...” (254-
7). Hermes’ response to this threat and Apollo’s implied accusation of theft is a poetic
version of Classical forensic oratory, a boldly-argued defense speéch. Even the narrator’s
introduction heralds it as crafty (tov & ‘Eoung pvbowoiv aueifeto KEQ@(X/\E’OLGLV, 260).
Hermes’ contention centers around the probability (or lack thereof) of Apollo’s claim:

I couldn’t tell you where they are, or earn a reward for it. I don’t look like a
cattle rustler, a strong man (o0 1 Bowv éAatnot koatalwt dpwti éotka). That
isn’t my business, I'm more interested in other things: what I'm interested in is
sleeping, and my mother’s milk, and having wrappings round my shoulders,
and warm baths. I hope no one comes to hear what this dispute was about; it
would astonish the immortals, the idea of a newborn child coming through the
porch with cattle that dwell in the fields. That's nonsense you're talking. I was

born yesterday, my feet are tender, and it's rough ground beneath. If you like, I'll

swear a big oath, by my father’s head: I promise I'm not to blame personally...

(264-75)

This neat piece of persuasion incorporates an appeal to éthos at the same time as an
argument from eikos, with Hermes citing his own youthful age and innocent character as
reasons why Apollo’s accusation is preposterous. He also employs the topic of
consequence (Aristotle topic #13, Rhet. 2.23.14) by invoking the threat of the other gods’
mockery; this topic serves as the premise for an enthymeme whose implied conclusion is
that Apollo should drop his accusation.

Hermes ends the speech by volunteering to swear an oath—a rhetorical gesture
that caps his overall protestation of innocence (albeit with a thinly-veiled undertone of
mockery, which is not lost on Apollo, as his response (282-92) reveals). In this speech,
Hermes has exemplified the argument from eikos that would become central to later
forensic oratory, as we know from several references in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Among these
references is his claim at 2.25.8 that eikos is one of the four sources of enthymemes (along
with paradigm, necessary signs (tekméria), and fallible signs (sémeia)). Aristotle also cites
the Art of Corax and its well-known example (which Plato attributes to Tisias in

Phaedrus 273a-b) of the varying uses of the argument from probability:
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If a weak man were charged with assault, he should be acquitted as not being a

likely suspect for the charge; for it is not probable [that a weak man would attack

another]. And if he is a likely suspect, for example, if he is strong, [he should be
acquitted]; for it is not likely [that he would start a fight] for the very reason that

it was going to seem probable. (Rhet. 2.24.11)

Apollo shows his appreciation for Hermes’ crafty speech with his response: “My dear
sly swindler (@ mémov fregomevta doAodoadec), by the way you talk (ol ayopeverg), I
reckon you will often be burgling prosperous houses by night...” (282-85). The narrator
furthers this characterization of Hermes with the comment that “the Cyllenian was
hoping to deceive Silverbow with his arts and his wily words” (6 téxvnolv 1e kai
atpvAiowot Adyotow/ 1jBeAev éEamatav KvAAviog Agyvedrtofov, 317-18).

The clash between Hermes and Apollo reaches its rhetorical climax | in the
courtroom drama on Olyfnpus, in which both appeal to Zeus to arbitrate their dispute.
Both combatants offer speeches that resemble later forensic oratory: first Apollo for the
prosecution, then Hermes for the defense. Apollo’s speech (334-64) is a straightforward
(and correct) account of Hermes’ fraudulent actions, with no argument adduced —a pure
accusatioh. Hermes’ speech, however, is a variation on his earlier protestation to Apollo,
along with several new elements of argumentation:

Father Zeus, I shall tell you it as it was, for I am truthful and do not know how to
tell a lie. He came into our place in search of his shambling cattle today as the
sun was just rising. He didn’t bring witnesses or observers from the blessed
gods, but insisted on disclosure with much duress...because he has the delicate
bloom of his glorious prime, while I was born yesterday, as he well knows, and I
don’t look like a cattle rustler, a strong man. Believe me (since you call yourself
my dear father) that I didn’t drive his cows home...I am in awe of Helios and the
other gods, and I love you, and I respect him. You yourself know I'm not to
blame. I'll give you a great oath too... (368-83)

Once again, Hermes’ defense contains a wealth of rhetorical techniques. His first line is a
blatant claim to a trustworthy character (an appeal to éthos); next he attempts to discredit
his accuser by portraying him as a bully. The contrasting picture that Hermes paints

between Apollo, in the strength of his prime, and himself, a newborn, serves both to put

Zeus in a sympathetic frame of mind (diathesis) and to revisit the argument from eikos. To
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drive home this argument, Hermes repeats a line from his earlier speech, claiming that
“I don’t look like a cattle rustler, a strong man” (o¥ Tt Bowv éAatnoL koataiwt dpwrtt
¢owwg (377)). He thus invites his audience to view the evidence that his appearance
presents. After this, Hermes employs diathesis again, first by reminding Zeus that he is
his father in order to dispose him favorably; then by flattery, as he professes awe, love,
and respect for the gods. Finally, he promises to swear an oath, as he had done in the
speech to Apollo, in order to increase his credibility. Despite the fact that Zeus is not
convinced of Hermes’ innocence as a result of the speech, he is nevertheless entertained;
the narrator characterizes Hermes’ defense as “expertly” presented (”“Zeus laughed out
loud when he saw the wicked boy making his fine, expert denials (e kat émiotapévawg
doveduevov) about the cows” (389-90)). Zeus then commands Hermes to lead Apollo
“and without deceit to show the place where he had hidden the sturdy cattle.” Hermes
makes no further attempt to argue his innocence; as Clay points out, he has already
achieved his aim. “After all, he had never expected to refute Apollo’s charges but,
instead, had manipulated the situation to gain access to Olympué and thereby to win
official recognition of his divine status and the paternity of Zeus.””

A final example of Hermes' rhetorical prowess occurs in his exchange with
Apollo regarding the lyre that Hermes has fashioned, which Apollo requests in return
for a guarantee: “I shall introduce you to the immortals, to enjoy prestige and fortune. I
shall give you fine gifts, and never deceive you.” (460-62) This simple offer of incentives
is met by “crafty words” (uUBowowv keQdaAéoloLv (463)) from Hermes, who flatters his
brother by citing his status and skill at learning any art before expressing his interest in
what Apollo has offered: |

And they say you have the privilege of prophetic knowledge from Zeus’
utterance, Far-shooter, the complete revelation of Zeus’ will; in which I myself
have now learned that you are richly endowed. You can help yourself to the
knowledge you want. But as your heart is set on playing the lyre, play it, make
music, and be festive, accept it from me; and you, dear friend, give me préstige in
turn. (471-77)

175 Clay (1989) 136.
157



Having put Apollo in a favorable state of mind through flattery (diathesis) and
acquiesced to his request for the lyre (argument from the topic of incentives), Hermes
then casually inserts his own demand. “In passing, the wily Hermes hints broadly at the
nature of the gift he would like to receive from Apollo,” observes Clay—namely, the
timai enjoyed by the gods.'”¢ Of all the Homeric Hymns, the Hymn to Hermes is
particularly rich in the technical features of rhetoric that would later be identified in
Aristotle’s theory. Hermes’ defense speeches are a match for some of the Iliadic speeches
I have analyzed in terms of their range of argumentation and their canny employment of
techniques such as ethos, diathesis and eikos. ‘

The final long Homeric hymn in the traditional ordering is the Hymn to Aphrodite.
Although it contains several speeches intended to persuade, none of these speeches
moves beyond simple prayer or command attached to a single reason or threat—much
the same as the persuasive speeches in the Hymn to Demeter. The first such speech is
Anchises’ address and prayer to Aphrodite in 92-106, in which he promises to build her
an altar in return for her blessing:

I will build you an altar on a hilltop, in a conspicuous place, and make goodly
sacrifices to you at every due season. Only have a kindly heart, and grant that I
may be a man outstanding among the Trojans, and make my future offspring
healthy, and myself to live long and well, seeing the light of the sun and enjoying
good fortune among the peoples, and to reach the doorstep of old age. (100-106)
This enthymeme is comprised of a simple premise from the topic of incentives followed
by a series of requests/commands—in essence, a prayer formula.””” Aphrodite’s response
contains the next instance of simple persuasion; her case is aided by the fact that, as Clay
notes, Anchises desires to believe her.'” First she claims that Anchises was mistaken in

taking her for a goddess, and then she responds to his offer to build her an altar with a

counter-proposal, based on her claim to be a Phrygian princess:

176 Clay (1989) 141-2.

177 Ibid, 174: “ Anchises...promises her an altar in a conspicuous place and fine sacrifices in all seasons (100-2).
Upon this promise, in accordance with the normal sequence of prayer, follows a request.. It is the prayer of
a moderate and sensible man who recognizes the superiority of the gods and the limitations of the human
condition.”

178 Ibid, 175.
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Now I beseech you by Zeus and your noble parents (no humble people would

have produced such a child as you (o0 uév vao ke kakol toldvde tékolev)): take

me, a virgin with no experience of love, and show me to your father and your
dutiful mother...[My father and mother] will send you gold in plenty and woven
cloth, and you must accept the many fine dowry gifts. When you have done that,

hold a delightful wedding-feast that will impress men and immortal gods. (131-

42)

Again we see an enthymeme based on a premise using the topic of incentives. While this
topic is a simple rhetorical technique in itself, Aphrodite elaborates upon it through an
emphasis on her own biography and situation. “In the course of her speech, Aphrodite
manages to allude to her virginity, which makes her more desirable as a wife, her
elevated social status, and the wealth that marriage to her will bring to Anchises—all in
all, a masterful selling job on someone who hardly needs to be sold,” Clay observes.’” In
addition to this enthymeme, Aphrodite’s flattering parenthetical remark—that Anchises
appears to be the child of noble parents—shows an attempt to dispose him favorably to
her request (diathesis).

A final speech of persuasion in this hymn occurs at the end of Aphrodite’s long
speech to Anchises (192-290) in which she reveals her true identity, gives him mythical
background on the consequences of a goddess loving a mortal man, and informs him
that she will bear him a son. The final ten lines of the speech turn from informative to
demanding;:

You will take him straight away to windy Ilios. If anyone asks you who was the
mother that got your dear son under her girdle, be sure to answer him as I tell
you: say he is the child of a nymph...But if you speak out and foolishly boast of
having united in love with fair-garlanded Cytherea, Zeus will be angry and will
strike you with a smoking bolt. There, I have told you everything. Take note of it,
restrain yourself from mentioning me, and have regard for the gods’ wrath. (280-
90)

As a whole, this speech from Aphrodite shows remarkable range of subject matter, and
compared to other speeches in the Homeric Hymns is “of a remarkable length,” observes

Walcot. “Its contents are more than sufficiently varied to maintain interest—

175 Clay (1989) 178.
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encouragement to Anchises, the stories of Ganymedes and Tithonos, an admission of her
own sense of shame, instructions for the child’s concealment from the world, and a final
order, reinforced with a threat, to keep their mutual secret.”!® But for all this, the only
element of persuasion in the speech is the simple enthymeme formed by a request
combined with a threat. Invoking the lightning bolt of Zeus as a deterrent, Aphrodite
effectively bullies her Way to a promise of compliance from Anchises, and it is here that
the hymn ends.

Clearly, some notion of rhetoric—that is, what makes for effective persuasion—is
taken up by the Homeric Hymns; manifestations of persuasive technique range from the
relatively simple in the Hymn to Aphrodite and Hymn to. Demeter to the more complex in
the Hymn to Apollo and especially the Hymn to Hermes. The narrative situations depicted
in each hymn are, of course, one reason for the differing amounts of persuasive speech
that they contain. The Hymn to Hermes focuses on a string of confrontations between
characters that involve accusation, defense, and supplication; in addition, crafty speech
is the hallmark of the god it celebrates. The Hymn to Demeter, in contrast, focuses on the
often solitary grief and endeavors of Demeter, and the cultic and ritual aspects of the
goddess that are integral to her worship; speech is accordingly deemphasized. Along
with subject matter as a determining factor for the widely varying amounts and
sophistication of rhetorical speech within the longer hymns, chronological development
may also play a role. Since the Hymn to Hermes is widely believed to be the latest of the
long hymns, we might speculate that the understanding and practice of rhetorical

techniques generally increased over time in Archaic Greece.’® The persuasive speeches

780 Walcot (1991) 152. v

181 Although there is less scholarly consensus on which of the other long hymns is the earliest, and it is
probably impossible to have certainty on this question given the fluid nature of the hymns’ early
development via oral tradition, several scholars (e.g. West (2003) and Janko (1982)) believe that the Hymn to
Aphrodite is earliest based on its vocabulary (though that could be explained as intentional borrowing or
archaizing) and the fact that the Hymn to Demefer seems to “make use” of the Hymn to Aprhodite (see West
(2003) 9. While I am cautious about the dangers of attempting to date the hymns based on diction and
otherwise scant evidence, I do find it suggestive that the Hymn to Aphrodite contains the least rhetorical
speech among the long hymns, followed by the Hymn to Demeter, the Hymn to Apollo, and finally the Hymn to
Hermes. Further investigation into a possible connection between the sophistication of direct speech within
the hymns and a relative chronology (cf. Gérgemanns’ (1976) investigation into the relationship between the

160



represented in the hymns to Apollo and particularly to Hermes at times nearly match
those found in Homer in terms of their argumentative quality and the diversity of
techniques used; they thus help to propagate the “literary lineage” of rhetoric in Archaic

Greece.
B. Military Exhortation: Callinus, Tyrtaeus

What is the place of Archaic lyric poetry, with its variety of forms and
performance occasions, in the transmission of rhetoric from its systematic literary
representation in Homer to its systematic theoretical representation in the fifth and
fourth centuries?'? This question is a difficult one to answer because of the vastly
different generic terrain presented by epic and lyric. To deal in generalizations: among
the formal characteristics of lyric poetry is a tendency to eschew linear narrative, with its
alternation of authorial voice and character speech; thus relatively few lyric poems
contain instances of direct speech. Complicating the investigation of lyric instances of
direct speech aimed at persuasion is the difficulty of determining what exactly
constitutes “direct speech” in lyric poetry. Namely, what is the place of the self-
identified, first-person voice that characterizes much of Archaic lyric; does this count as
represented speech? In such cases the poet could be seen as speaking “in character”
(whether that character is a prima facie representation of the poet him/herself, or an
assumed persona), although the poetic situation differs from that of narrative-embedded
speech in not possessing a narrative frame for and an omniscient perspective on direct
speech between characters. In tracing the literary lineage of rhetorical speech, I believe it
is useful to consider certain examples of this lyric phenomenon, within parameters that
keep the terms of my investigétion as consistent as possible. I will therefore look at

several poems in which the first-person authorial voice acts as one character trying to

Hymn to Hermes and the fifth-century development of rhetoric under the sophists) might be the subject of a
future project.

182 The word “lyric” is, of course, merely a cover term for poetry that has immense variety in form, occasion,
and subject matter. I use it as a convention for referring to the typically short, non-hexametric poetry of the
Archaic period, but I acknowledge the unsatisfactory nature of the term.
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persuade another (i.e, a specific audience) to take some action or attitude. The
intersection of this type of lyric voice with rhetorical elements occurs primarily in two
forms: exhortation poetry and advice poetry. The former would include the hortatory
elegies of Callinus and Tyrtaeus, which attempt to motivate their countrymen to military
action; the latter bears much in common with the wisdom-literature genre, and will be
treated in section I.C below. 1 begin with Callinus and Tyrtaeus, both because they are
among the earliest of all lyric poets, and because they echo Iliadic battlefield speeches
more closely than do any other speeches from Archaic poetry.

Callinus 1 is a hortatory elegy bearing striking rhetorical similarity to some of the
exhortation speeches m the Iliad.*®> This is perhaps not surprising, given the subject
matter of Callinus’ poem. It is a fierce indictment of his audience’s cowardice, and a call
to arms:

How long will you lie idle? When will you young men
take courage? Don’t our neighbours make you feel

ashamed, so much at ease? You look to sit at peace,
but all the country’s in the grip of war!

and throw your last spear even as you die.
For proud it is and precious for a man to fight
defending country, children, wedded wife
against the foe. Death comes no sooner than the Fates
have spun the thread; so charge, turn not aside,
with leveled spear and brave heart in behind the shield
from the first moment that the armies meet.
A man has no escape from his appointed death,
not though his blood be of immortal stock.
Men sometimes flee the carnage and the clattering
of spears, and meet their destiny at home,
- but such as these the people do not love or miss:
the hero’s fate is mourned by high and low.
Everyone feels the loss of the stout-hearted man
who dies; alive, he ranks with demigods,
for in the people’s eyes he is a tower of strength,
his single efforts worth a company’s.’®

18 Callinus can be dated to the mid-seventh century (see Gerber (1997) 99-100). On similarities between
Homeric exhortation speeches and the poems of Callinus and Tyrtaeus, see Latacz (1977).
184 Text of Callinus from West (1972); translation from West (1993).
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The rhetorical scheme of this poem could be simply stated as pathbs—logos (enthymeme)-
diathesis. The opening two couplets, with their insistent and scornful questions, plunge
immediately into the technique of shaming the audience (a play on their emotions,
pathos). This technique is made explicit with the question “Don’t our neighbours make
you feel ashamed, so much at ease?” (o0d" aidelo®’ audpimepktiovag/ wde Ainv
pedévteg; (2-3)), which adds the fuel of external sources to the indictment. In addition,
Callinus’ contrast between the comfortable situation of his intended audience—young
men reclining at a symposium, as suggested by the opening-line katdreloBe —and the
desperate straits of their country gripped by war (3-4) combines an appeal to pity with
the one to shame.

After a lacuna, we find the apparent end of a command: to “throw your last
spear even as you die.” (5) This imperative sets in motion a series of enthymemes in
which command-conclusions alternate with reason-premises. Following the fragmentary
command are two premises in the form of gndmai, offering reasons for heeding the
commands between which they are sandwiched: “For (ya&p) proud it is and precious for
a man to fight defending country, children, wedded wife” (6-7); and “Death comes no
sooner than the Fates have spun the thread” (8-9). Of the argument contained in the first
gnomé, Gerber, among others, notes that Callinus’ emphasis on children and wife as a
motivation for fighting is a departure from Homer’s emphasis on personal glory.’®> But
the second contains a sentiment that we have seen from lliadic speakers: since fate
controls our destiny, we have nothing to lose in fighting boldly (compare Sarpedon’s
battlefield exhortation to Glaucus in Iliad 12.326-8: “seeing that the spirits of death stand -
close about us in their thousands, no man can turn aside nor escape them, let us go on”).
Another enthymematic conclusion—“so charge, turn not aside”(9)—is followed by a
restatement of the gnémé about destiny governing mortal life: “a man has no escape from
his appointed death...”(12-13). This premise brings the logos portion of the poem to a

close.

185 Gerber (1997) 100.
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To conclude his elegy (14-21), Callinus turns away from his previous techniques
and offers a fictional paradeigma, one intended to dispose his audience favorably toward
his cause (diathesis). This is the tale of two soldiers, the first a deserter whom “the people
do not love or miss” (16). The second soldier is described as “stout-hearted”
(koateEddoovog), a warrior who is revered in life, mourned in death (17-21). The
implied offer of status within the community for anyone who fights courageously
resembles the Homeric incentive of kAéog d&dOitov, but again with the emphasis on
civic protection rather than on individual glory. Rather than restate his command that
the audience rise and fight, Callinus ends the elegy with a strong image of the model
that they should emulate: a “tower of strength” who alone does the work of many men.
Within a short space, Callinus’ rhetoric has' incorporated accusation, logical reasoning,
and an appeal to his audience’s disposition and (presumably) desires. Although the
elegy has no context by which we can judge its effectiveness, Callinus appears to be
familiar with many of the same persuasive tactics that Homer’s characters had

employed.’®
C. Wisdom Literature: Hesiod, Solon, Theognis

Nothing in Hesiod’s poems approaches the degree of complexity and diversity in
persuasive argumentation that is found in Homer.!¥” There are, however, several
passages in Theogony and Works and Days that are worth comparing with what we have
seen of Homer’s treatment of persuasive speech. Like Homer, Hesiod incorporates into
his poetry both meta-references to the craft of speech and representation of direct
persuasive speech. In the Theogony, this representation takes the form of character

speeches; in the Works and Days, however, it takes the form of the narrator’s first-person

voice —a phenomenon we do not see in Homer.

18 This poem stands as representative of a rhetorical type also exhibited in Tyrtaeus 10 and 11; I have chosen
the Callinus for the fact that he encapsulates a similar variety of techniques within a slightly briefer span.

187 On the vexed issue of dating Hesiod in relation to Homer, see West (1966) for the view that Hesiod
antedates Homer; Most (2006) for the agﬁostic view of their relative dating; and Janko’s (2007) review of
Most for the most widely-accepted view, i.e. that Hesiod’s compositions are slightly later than (the earliest
instantiations of) the Homeric epics.
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The Muses are a major locus for speéch and persuasion in Hesiod’s poetry.
Solmsen has pointed out Hesiod’s conception of a “twofold gift of the Muses”: poetry
and effective speech. These gifts are not learned but are simply bestowed—on poets
such as himself through an “awakening” or “calling”; and on kings from birth.1% We can
see this idea displayed at the end of Hesiod's catalogue of the Muses in the Theogony,
where a description of Calliope’s role contains a description of persuasive speech
practiced by kings: |

...Calliope (Beautiful Voiced)—she is the greatest of them all, for she attends
upon venerated kings too. Whomever among Zeus-nourished kings the
daughters of great Zeus honor and behold when he is born, they pour sweet dew
upon his tongue, and his words flow soothingly from his mouth (tov & &mne’ éx -
otopatog et puetAxa). All the populace look to him as he decides disputes with
straight judgments; and speaking publicly without erring, he quickly ends even a
great quarrel by his skill. For this is why kings are wise, because when the
populace is being harmed in the assembly they easily manage to turn the deeds
around, effecting persuasion with mild words (uaAakoiol mapaipapevor
¢néecow).. . For it is from the Muses and far-shooting Apollo that men are poets
upon the earth and lyre-players, but it is from Zeus that they are kings; and that
man is blessed, whomever the Muses love, for the speech flows sweet from his
mouth (6 & 6ABLoc, dvtiva Movoal/ plAwvtar YAvkeQr ol Amd oTouaTos OéeL
avdn).1® (79-97)

Several phrases in this passage have parallels in Homer, as has been noted by Solmsen,
West, and others. The image of “honeyed words” flowing from the mouth of a king (tov
0’ éme’ €x otouartog del peidxa) recalls the first description of Nestor in the Iliad: Tov
kal ano yAwoons uéArtog yAvkiowv oéev avdn (1.249). This description introduces
Nestor’s speech of conciliation and arbitration between the disputing Achilles and
Agamemnon (II. 1.254-91), which places him in much the same role as is here described

in the Hesiodic passage: that of an arbiter-king. West observes that this passage (84ff.)

188 Solmsen (1954) 7ff.
18 Text and translation of Hesiod from Most (2006).
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“is closely similar to Od. 8.170-73, and most commentators have assumed that one
passage is modeled on the other.”?* The phrase paAaxolol nagaidpdpevol eméecoty
(90) is also similar to a Homeric formula denoting the beguiling power of speech. Hector
uses it as an accusation against Polydamas in II. 12.248-9 (“If you...turn back some other
man from the fighting, beguiling him with your words (nagpdpevog énéeoow)...”);
Eurymachus uses it in Od. 2.188-9 to rebuke the seer Halitherses for inciting anger and
false hope in Telemachus (“If you...stir up a younger man to anger, beguiling him with
your words (maodapevog éméecowv)...”). And in a different context, Helen uses the
phrase énéeool nagaidpapevog during her lament for Hector in II. 24.771, as she recalls
his characteristic gentleness of speech. Hesiod’s attention to the gift of .speech shows that
he and his audience prized persuasive and eloquent words; this is no great revelation. In
comparisons with Homer, however, it is interesting to note that Hesiod does not depict
the technique or cultivation of this eloquence, or mention the necessity of practice or -
even skill. For Hesiod, honeyed and persuasive words are si}nply granted to kings by
the Muses (an instance of what Detienne would call “magicoreligious” speech,
characteristic of Archaic poetry and ritual; that is, speech that derives its efficacy from
religious power).

‘Among the Theogony's rare instances of direct speech, only two speeches could
be considered parallel to the speeches we examined in the Iliad—that is, attempts to
persuade. The first of these occurs during the Theogony’s first succession myth, when
Gaia begs her children to help her take revenge on Ouranos for sequestering them all in
a cavern inside of her:

And she spoke, encouraging them while she grieved in her dear heart: “Sons of
mine and of a wicked father, obey me, if you wish (ai «' ¢0éAnte/ melBecBat):
we would avenge your father’s evil outrage (tetcaipeBa Awpnv). For (yag) he
was the first to devise unseemly deeds.” (163-66)

190 West (1966) 183. Od. 8.167-73 reads: “Thus the gods do not give gifts to all men the same —neither natural
ability nor mind nor eloquence in the assembly (&yopnTic). For one man may be weaker in appearance, but
god crowns his words with beauty, and everyone delights to watch him. He speaks forcefully, with
winsome modesty (dopaAéws dyogevel/ aidol pelArin); he is conspicuous among those gathered around,
and people look at him as a god when he comes to the city.” (Translation my own.)
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Gaia’s appeal for aid is framed as a conditional, with the reward of revenge held forth
tentatively through the use of a potential optative (teioaipueBa Awpnv), and the request
for obedience softened by the deferential “if you wish.” It is worth noting that Gaia takes
this tack with her children, rather than simply issuing commands. Clearly, she does not
possess the authority to force them to obey her; it is necessary to persuade them. In
order to do this, she must offer an appealing incentive for the proposed action—in this
case, revenge. Gaia reminds them of why this should be an incentive with her final
statement, a reason for action which turns the request into an enthymeme: “For he was
the first to devise unseemly deeds.” That this is an enthymematic premise is signaled by
the conjunction yag, which, as we have seen, is a typical marker of enthymemes in
Homeric persuasive speeches as well. Gaia also makes use of diathesis: she stirs up
emotion and a sympathetic disposition in her audience by simultaneously painting a
negative picture of Ouranos (calling him atdoBaAog and accusing him of kaxn AwfBn)
and creating affinity between herself and her children with the suggestion that they
have all been wronged together, using the first-person plural teioaipefa. A further
rhetorical characteristic of this speech is noted by West, who comments that the word
TEOTEQOG in line 166 constitutes “an almost juristic use, meaning not so much ‘he did it
before you did” as ‘he did it when you had done nothing’, ‘he started it’.”"! Gaia is, in a
sense, bringing Ouranos to trial before his and her offspring. Her case is ultimately
successful in its call to action, although only with the bravest member of the audience,
namely Kronos (167-72).

The other persuasive direct speech in the Theogony is Zeus' appeal to the
hundred-handed monster children of Gaia and Ouranos (Obriareos, Kottos, and Gyges)
to be allies in the Olympians’ fight against the Titans. Although lengthier than Gaia’s
speech, it is still short in comparison to many of the oratorical displays found in Homer;
it does, however, contain some of the same rhetorical elements ’;hat occur in Homeric

speeches. Its battlefield context resembles that of many of the Iliad’s hortatory speeches:

191 West (1966) 216.
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The father of men and of gods spoke among them: “Listen to me, splendid
children of Earth and Sky, so that I can say what the spirit in my breast bids me.
We have already been fighting every day for a very long time, facing one another
for the sake of victory and supremacy, the Titan gods and all of us who were
born from Cronus. So manifest your great strength and your untouchable
hands (Vpeic de peydAnv te Pinv kal xeipag adnrovg/ daivete), facing the
Titans in baleful conflict, mindful of our kind friendship, how after so many
sufferings you have come up to the light once again out from under a deadly
bond, by our plans (uvnoduevor GAdtnToc évéog, dooa mabdvres/ €g haog ap
ikegBe duonAeyéog OTO deopov/ Nuetéoag dix BovAac)...” (643-53)
This speech has a number of Homeric resonances in its vocabulary and phrasing, as
West details in his commentary on the passage; line 645 (”so that I can say what the
spirit in my breast bids me” (8¢’ einw t& pe Buuog évi otBecol keAever), in fact,
appears nine times in the Homeric poems.””? The subject matter and construction of
Zeus’ attempt at persuasion also bear a strong resemblance to some of the Iliadic
speeches analyzed in Chapter 2. After opening the speech with a command, and then
establishing the gods’ situation and need, Zeus employs a rhetorical argument, the
enthymeme that closes the speech. First comes the conclusion in the form of another
command (“So manifest your great strength and your untouchable hands, facing the
Titans in baleful conflict”); it is followed by a reason that invokes the past and relies
upon the audience’s sense of obligation to the speaker (“mindful of our kind friendship,
how after so many sufferings you have come up to the light once again out from under a
deadly bond, by our plans”). In addition, Zeus’ mention of the Olympians’ “faithful
friendship” to the hundred-handed also emphasizes the trustworthiness of the speaker
(an appeal to éthos). The speech meets with success, as Kottos gives a speech of assent
(654-63) and the hundred-handed join the Olympians in battle.
While the Theogony contains only these very brief and rhetorically simple
parallels to persuasive speech in Homer, Hesiod’s other poem, the Works and Days,

displays a different kind of persuasive speech altogether: a didactic first-person

authorial voice. The Works and Days is the first instantiation in Greek of a long tradition

192 West (1966) 343-44.
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of wisdom literature that originated in the Near East and is marked by exhortation and
instruction addressed to a specific person or group—in Hesiod’s case, to both his brother
Perses and unjust kings.*® The hortatory or didactic mode in which much of the Works
and Days is couched bears certain resemblances to the persuasive rhetoric of direct
speeches that has been the subject of this study, though there are also differences. In his
recent dissertation The Rhetoric of Instruction in Archaic Greek Didactic Poetry, Prince
argues that

The Works and Days is not a literal law-court transcript but a crafted poetic world,
and as such the text is imbued with artifice and rhetoric. The dynamics of poetic
self-fashioning herein are complex and such rhetorical devices cannot either be
read literally or be ignored entirely by historians—or by literary critics. The
extent to which Hesiod analyzes claims to authority is one of the hallmarks of his
poetry. 1%
While I agree with Prince’s assessment of Hesiod’s complex claims to authority and
poetic self-fashioning, I hasten to point out that he is using the term “rhetoric” to mean
something somewhat different from my working definition of the term. Hesiod does
cast his Works and Days in the form of persuasive discourse, and as such he inhabits a
middle ground between the explicit and technical type of rhetoric displayed in
persuasive speeches between characters in, for example, the Iliad, and the broader sense
of rhetoric as it is commonly used in modern literary criticism—that is, an author’s
attempt to convince his listening or reading audience of the reality of the literary world
he has created. It is this latter sense that Prince is particularly concerned with;‘ 1, of
course, am interested in Hesiod’s use of specific rhetorical techniques (in the manner of

Homer or Aristotle) within the “crafted poetic world” where he directly addresses his

brother and the kings. In his commentary on the Works and Days, West identifies the

193 For an extended discussion of the Near Eastern and Greek traditions of wisdom literature, see West (1978)
3ff. West offers three possible explanations for the presence of wisdom literature (most notably the Works
and Days) in the Greek tradition: “that it is an autochthonous growth; that it descends directly from an
original Indo-European tradition; or that it came to Greece from the Near East in or after the Mycenaean
age.” (26) He concludes that, in all likelihood, “the Hesiodic poem stands in a tradition cognate with or
influenced by oriental wisdom literature,” and gives evidence for “an Ionian tradition of paraenetic poetry”
as a possible link. (26-7)

1% Prince (2002) 129.
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following features of the authorial voice: “Hesiod uses a variety of means to diversify
and strengthen his sermon: myth, parable, allegory, proverbial maxims, threats of divine
anger.”'% Such features are by now familiar from our examination of both Aristotle’s
rhetorical theory and Homeric direct speeches. In terms of rhetorical technique,
however, these features are all variations on the same note. The didactic portion of the
Works and Days is essentially a series of enthymemes whose conclusions (commands to
work hard, follow justice (Diké), and cultivate the earth in various ways) are followed by
sententious maxims or threats, often similar to each other and usually involving the
gods.

The hortatory/didactic mode shows up briefly near the beginning of the poem
(27-36) with a preview of the chiding tone that Hesiod will take in earnest with Perses
later: “Perses, lay this down in your heart, and may the Strife who exults in misfortune
not keep your heart from work...” (27-8). A closer analysis of several passages from the
later section (213ff.)—rebuke and exhortation which subsequently blends into the less
personal, more didactic second half of the poem—will reveal the characteristics of this
inode of “persuasive” speech. Lines 213-47 are representative of Hesiod’s tone towards
Perses, as they involve an exhortation followed by a series of gnémai (signaled at several
points by the word ya&g), forming an extended enthymeme:

As for you, Perses, give heed to Justice (d{xn) and do not foster Outrageousness
(VBoLs). For (y&) Outrageousness is evil in a worthless mortal; and even a fine
man cannot bear her easily, but encounters calamities (dtrnowv) and then is
weighed down under her. The better road is the one towards what is just,
passing her by on the other side. Justice wins out over Outrageousness when she
arrives at the end; but the fool only knows this after he has suffered. For (y&o) at
once Oath starts to run along beside crooked judgments, and there is a clamor
when Justice is dragged where men, gift-eaters, carry her off and pronounce
verdicts with crooked judgments; but she stays, weeping, with the city and the
people’s abodes, clad in invisibility, bearing evil to the human beings who driver
her out and do not deal straight. But those who give straight judgments to
foreigners and fellow-citizens and do not turn aside from justice at all, their city
blooms and the people in it flower...But to those who care only for evil
outrageousness and cruel deeds, far-seeing Zeus, Cronus’ son, marks out

195 West (1978) 1.
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justice...Upon them, Cronus’ son brings forth woe from the sky, famine together
with pestilence, and the people die away... (213-43)
Although Hesiod gives several different reasons for why Perses should “hearken to
Right and not promote violence,” they all make the same essential point: that it is in
Perses’ best interests to follow dikn and abandon UPBoic. The enthymematic premise
alternates between stock incentives and threats, resting on the assumptidn that the
gods—both Zeus and personified Right—are active in dispensing reward and
punishment to humans. Hesiod makes no attempt to tailor his argument to Perses
specifically —that is, to employ diathesis; nor does he appeal to his own éthos or try to
incite Perses” emotions (unless one deems the vague threats of divine punishment
enough to instill fear). The gndmai he employs are generalized enough to apply to a
much broader audience, as is typical of wisdom literature.
Hesiod then turns his attention and rebuke to the “kings” whom he accuses of
treating him unjustly:
As for you kings, too, ponder this justice (dikn) yourselves. For (y&o) among
human beings there are immortals nearby, who take notice of all those who grind
one another down with crooked judgments and have no care for the gods’
retribution...Bear this in mind, kings, and straighten your discourses, you gift-
eaters, and put crooked judgments quite out of your minds. A man contrives evil
for himself when he contrives evil for someone else, and the evil plan is most evil
for the planner. (248-66)
Not only is the enthymeme pattern the same here as it was in Hesiod’s exhortation to
Perses, the argument is the same as well: commands followed by threats of divine
retribution. This is, indeed, the extent of persuasive technique in the Works and Days.
There is more of the same type of argumentation in subsequent passages addressed to
Perses (274ff.), but there is nothing any more rhetorically complex or varied (judging by
Aristotelian criteria of ethos, diathesis, logos, and the numerous sub-categories thereof,
which Iliadic speakers exercise in their persuasion attempts). As West puts it, “Hesiod’s

arguments for Dike and for work are essentially of a very simple form. Dike is good

because the gods reward it. Hybris is bad because the gods punish it. Work is good
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because it brings prosperity, independence, and hence social status.”'* While Martin has
argued convincingly that a highly complex authorial strategy lies behind this “simple
form,” the complexity is rather on the global, narrative level than on the patent level of
rhetorical arguments (pisteis, to use Aristotle’s term).'

Regardless of the dating of Hesiod’s compositions relative to the Homeric
poems, one thing is clear: there is some overlap in the methods of persuasion used and
represented by the composers of both, but there is even more difference. Hesiod and his
characters, like Homer’s characters, use commands, threats, and basic enthymematic
argumentation featuring paradeigmata and gndémai in their attempts to persuade. All of
these methods can be identified in the wisdom literature of contemporary, as well as
earlier, Near Eastern societies.!”® This would imply that these rhetorical elements are
either borrowed by both Homer and Hesiod from an older and geographically broad
tradition; or that all of these authors are drawing on universally-recognized and natural
or instinctive methods for persuading others. I will go no further in trying to decide
between these two possibilities for explaining the widespread existence of the
persuasive methods that I have just listed, because my aim is to highlight the fact of their
difference—namely, their limited scope and complexity—when compared with the
techniques found in Homeric speech. Of course, Homeric speech includes commands,
threats, and basic enthymematic argumentation. But Homer’s significance for the origins
of the technical discipline of rhetoric is found in those speeches (detailed in Chapter 2)
that in detail of argumentation (e.g. the use of what Aristotle would call “topics of
demonstrative enthymemes”), tailoring to their audience, and combination of techniques
set them apart from the litany of commands and proverbs found in Hesiod or in
Sumerian, Akkadian, Baylonian, Egyptian, and Hebrew wisdom literature.

Ultimately, I would argue that Homer’s conception and presentation of‘
persuasive speech cannot be lumped in with that of other Archaic authors, and

described as “arhetorical” (Cole), “native vigor” (Kennedy), or “magicoreligious,” the

1% West (1978) 47.
197 See Martin (2004).
1% Again, see West (1978) 3-25 on wisdom literature in the ancient world.
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term that Detienne uses to describe the characteristic mode of speech in the Archaic
world.® Detienne posits a boundary between magicoreligious speech in the Archaic era
and the secularized, philosophized speech that arose in the Classical era:

For philosophy to pose the problem of the relation between speech and reality,
and for sophistry and rhetoric to construct a theory of language as an instrument
of persuasion, it was first necessary for the Greeks to supersede the system of
thought in which speech was intermeshed in a network of symbolic values and
was itself regarded as a natural power or dynamic reality acting spontaneously
on its listeners.2
While I grant that a “system of thought in which speech...was itself regarded as a
natural power or dynamic reality acting spontaneously” may describe the attitude of
Hesiod, I challenge the placement of Homer completely within this system. I believe that
there is sufficient evidence (as seen in Chapter 2) for asserting that the conception of
speech in the Homeric epics is different from that in most other Archaic authors in this
respect. Speech in Homer is not primarily depicted as a “natural power or dynamic
reality,” divineiy bestowed to (deserving) speakers in the form of uncontrolled
inspiration. Iliadic speakers cultivate speaking as a skill that is learned and taught; they
employ logical argumentation in the service of persuasion; and they practice speaking
with varying degrees of talent and effectiveness (sometimes even disputing each others’
speaking prowess, as Polydamas and Hector do in Iliad 12.211-50). In many ways, the
characterization and practice of speech in Homer would better fit under Detienne’s
notion of “secular” discourse than under the “magicoreligious” heading into which he
places Homer as an Archaic poet.?!

Greek wisdom literature continues to have a life in Archaic lyric (primarily

elegiac) poetry. The political and wisdom poetry of Solon and Theognis contains a great

199 Cole (1991) 41; Kennedy (1963) 39; Detienne (1996) 70ff. et passim.

200 Detienne (1996) 88.

201 As I will argue in Chapter 4, Detienne is, in a very general sense, promoting an idea of the ancient Greek
world that has Aristotelian origins: namely, that there is a stark dichotomy between the poetry-located,
magicoreligious authoritative discourse of the Archaic age and the prose-located, philosophical-technical
authoritative discourse of the Classical era. This line of thinking —though it is a generalization that may hold
true in the case of many Archaic authors, such as Hesiod—has produced, I believe, an unfortunate
conceptual barrier to the recognition that technical discourse and a system such as rhetoric might be
depicted within Archaic poetry.
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deal of instruction, occasionally attended by maxims about the state of society or the
way the world operates. West characterizes what we might call gnomic or paraentic lyric
thus:

Besides Hesiod, the two names most associated with early Greek gnomic poetry
are Phocylides and Theognis...The elegiac metre was widely used for
admonitory poems of modest compass (up to a hundred lines or so). The advice
might be for a particular political situation, or of general and lasting
applicability. It might be addressed to the people of a city, to some sector of
them, or to an individual; Theognis constantly addresses his younger friend,
Cyrnus. Or the poet might turn from one group to another, as Hesiod turns from
Perses to the kings. Solon did this in the elegy of which fr. 4a is the
beginning...Another feature common to Hesiod and paraenetic elegy is the
combination of injunctions with reasoning, complaints about the existing state of
affairs, and warnings that the gods punish wickedness.2
These characteristics of gnomic lyric that West describes indeed have much in common
with the instructive tone of Hesiod's Works and Days. As was the case with Hesiod, the
poetry of Theognis and Solon exhibits limited rhetorical features: what few
enthymematic arguments are present depend on incentives or threats; the speakers’
generalized tones of address lack audience-sensitive diathesis; and they do not make
reference to their own character (éthos) as part of their argument. This is largely due to
the fact that the audience to these poets is a generalized one (even Cyrnus, Theognis’
addressee, has no discernible personality to which Theognis can tailor his rhetoric—
much like Perses for Hesiod). Typical of this type of lyric voice is Solon 4c:
And as for you, who now have all the wealth you want, make the stern spirit
gentler in your hearts, adjust to moderation.?®* (1-3)
This admonition is loosely structured as an enthymeme, with the relative clause “who
now have all the wealth you want” acting as a premise. Because his addressees are

prospering, Solon reasons, they can afford to be magnanimous. No further elaboration

of or arguments for the demand are presented; no appeals are made to the speaker’s

202 West (1978) 23-4.
23 Translations of Solon and Theognis from West (1993).
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authority or the audience’s goodwill. Similarly straightforward and generalized advice
occurs in the corpus of Theognis:

Next, do not consort with knaves, but hold fast always to the men of worth:

drink among those, and eat, and sit with those, and seek their favour, who have

wealth and influence. From sound men you will learn sound lessons: if you mix

with rogues, you'll even lose what sense you have... (31-36)

This passage, highly representative of Theognis” entire corpus, is a prosaic enthymeme
based on the gnomic premise that one becomes like one’s friends. There is neither
subtlety of argument nor tailoring to the individual addressed.

It is interesting to compare the differences between the rhetorical speech of
characters within a narrative (such as Homeric epic) and the authorial voice in wisdom
literature. One might expect to see certain affinities between these two types of speech,
in that both aim to persuade their audience. And, in fact, there are some points of
commonality —primarily in the use of the enthymeme structure and gndmai. On the
whole, however, the rhetoric found in wisdom literature is relatively limited and
simplistic compared to that of Homeric speakers. Wisdom literature makes only limited
use of logos techniques (e.g. almost none of the topics of demonstrative enthymemes are
used, and the enthymemes are rarely expanded, elaborated, or strung together with
other techniques), and éthos and diathesis are essentially nonexistent. Itb seems likely that
there are, in fact,v generic reasons for this: authors of wisdom literature by definition
speak from a position of authority. Hesiod, for example, is the responsible and
experienced brother of Perses, wise in the ways of Diké; his authority to instruct is
assumed throughout the Works and Days.?* Likewise Solon, as the Athenian statesman,
and Theognis, as Cyrnus’ teacher/mentor, have no need to explicitly establish their
authority as they instruct—or even to exert much persuasive argumentation. Their
authorial status, implicit in the wisdom genre, removes the necessity for highly

rhetorical speech. We will now turn to lyric poetry that contains represented character

24 Although, as Martin (2004) has observed, this authority is reinforced throughout by the myths and
parables that he recounts (the two Erides, Prometheus and Epimetheus, the hawk and the nightingale).
Martin argues that “the choice of the brother-figure enables the poet to approach as an equal and persuade
his addressee in a way that the more familiar guise of tutor or father-figure prevents.” (18)
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speech, which bears a closer formal parallel to Homer than does the lyric poetry couched

exclusively in the authorial voice that we have examined thus far.
D. Lyric representations of direct speech: Stesichorus, Bacchylides, Pindar

The instances of represented speech in lyric poetry are relatively few, given the
téndency of lyric poems to be short in length (compared with other poetic genres) and
non-narrative in form. The instances of rhetorical persuasion occurring in lyric direct
speech are even fewer. But there are occasional examples, such as those I discuss below.
It is surely no coincidence that these examples come from three poets—Stesichorus,
Bacchylides, and Pindar—who share more qualities with Homer than do most lyric
poets, having composed lengthy choral lyrics treating heroic themes and characters.

Stesichorus, purported by the Suda to have lived from c. 632 to c. 556 B.C.E,,
treated primarily epic themes in a variety of meters, including the dactylo-epitrite. This
meter, notes Robbins, “lends itself especially well to narration, and the poetry of
Stesichorus was classified in antiquity as €7, for it was suited to epic themes.”?% In the
33-line fragment of the Lille papyrus which constitutes the largest continuous fragment
of Stesichorus’ poetry published to date, we encounter a remarkable, possibly complete
speech delivered by Jocasta to an audience of the prophet Teiresias and her sons Eteocles
and Polynices:

“Do not add to my woes the burden of worry, or raise grim prospects for my
future life. For (yae) the immortal gods have not ordained for men on this holy
earth unchanging enmity for all their days, no more than changeless love; they
set men’s outlook for the day. As to your prophecies, I pray the lord Apollo will
not fulfill them all; but if I am destined to see my sons slain by each other, if the
Fates have so dispensed, then may death’s ghastly close be mine straightway
before I can ever behold the terrible moaning and tears of such woes, my sons
killed in the house or the city fallen. But come, dear sons, and hearken to my
words. Here’s how I declare the outcome for you: one to have the palace and live
by [the streams of Dirce], the other to go hence, taking all your dear father’s gold
and property —whichever of you two draws the first lot by Destiny’s design.
This, I think, should prove the way to free you from an evil fate as this godly seer
foretells, if truly Kronos’ son [is to preserve] King Cadmus’ people and city, and

205 Robbins (1997) 233.
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put off to later times whatever ill is fated for our clan.” So spoke the lady with
appeasing words, seeking to check her sons from combat in the house, and the
seer Teiresias supported her. They agreed...? (PMGF 222(b) = P.Lille 76 Aii + 734,
201-234)
Jocasta’s argument, as we have it, begins with an enthymeme: a command/conclusion
(“do not add to my woes the burden of worry”) presumably directed at Teiresias,
followed by a gnomic premise about the variability of the gods in ordaining human
relations. Then comes an appeal to pity from her audience in the form of a death-wish (a
particularly manipulative incarnation of the technique of &80g). Bremer notes that this
conditional argument—a wish to die in the event of some disaster occurring—

’

constitutes “a specific variation on a Homeric theme,” of which he cites as Homeric
examples Priam’s address to the Trojans in II. 24.244-46, Andromache’s to Hector in
6.464-65, and Odysseus’ to Telemachus in Od. 16.106-111, among others.?” More than
simply a “theme,” I would argue that it is a rhetorical trope shared by these speakers,
calculated both to express their abhorrence of a situation and to engender pity leading to
action in their audience (e.g. Andromache to convince Hector to stay out of battle;
Odysseus to incite Telemachus to fight the suitors). The action that Jocasta seeks her
audience to take is stated in the next and final portion of her speech. This proposal takes
the form of an enthymeme, a conclusion that the two brothers should draw lots over
distribution of their father’s kingdom and property followed by the premise that in so
doing they will avoid, or at least postpone, their prophesied doom (an argument from
the topic of incentives).

Jocasta’s speech is declared a success by the narrator, who describes her as a dix
yova, pvbois avlalvoig evémowoa (232). A similar formula, dyavoig eéréeowv, occurs
several times in the Iliad (2.164, 180, 189; 24.772) to describe persuasive speech. This only
strengthens the rhetorical affinities between this direct speech and many of the Iliadic

speeches we have examined. In his commentary on Jocasta’s speech, Bremer

206 Text of Stesichorus from Hutchinson (2001), translation from West (1993).
27 Bremer (1987) 145ff.
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acknowledges its “psychological” acuity—a close corollary to the rhetorical
sophistication that I find in it:

In the first paft (as far back as we can read it: 201-210) she resists the impact of

Teiresias” words...In the second part (211-217) she almost surrenders to the

prophecy...In the third (218-231) she pulls herself together, addresses her sons

and puts them on to a course of action which will, so she persuades herself to
think, be a way out of the evil fate foretold by T...from a psychological point of

view, this oMo is a splendid piece; especially how at the nadir of despair (217-

18) she switches from the minor into the major key.?0
It is a pity that so little of Stesichorus’ corpus survives; the fragments that we do possess
suggest material that is rich in represented direct speech. In his depiction of one
character’s rhetoric, Stesichorus shows more similarity with the rhetoric depicted by
Homer than does any other lyric poet. But this passage also serves as a bridge of sorts in
the transmission of rhetorical consciousness to a later genre of poetry: Robbins observes
that this fragment is remarkable in “the way it, like the Oresteia [of Stesichorus],
anticipates tragedy.”?%”

The epinician odes of Baccylides and Pindar (late sixth-early fifth centuries
B.C.E.) often entail mythical narratives that embed direct speech. “The longer poems of
Pindar and of Bacchylides in particular show the same fondness [as Stesichorus] for
dramaﬁc confrontation and for speeches,” says Robbins, who identifies Bacchylides
epinician 5 and Pindar’s fourth Pythian as primary examples of these phenomena.?'
While Bacchylides 5 does contain an exchange between Heracles and Meleager in direct
speech, neither character is exefting persuasion on the other. In fact, the speeches in
Bacchylides’ odes (always found within the mythical portion) generally serve to provide
information to or praise another character, but do not involve persuasion. This is,
perhaps, fitting for the genre of epinician poetry; its geheral purpose is epideictic rather
than deliberative. The only direct speech within the surviving works of Bacchylides that

seeks to persuade with a significant use of rhetorical technique occurs in dithyramb 17.

208 Bremer (1987) 151.
209 Robbins (1997) 241.
20 Jbid, 242.
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It is the opening gambit of a heated exchange between Theseus and Minos, a rebuke
from Theseus aimed at making Minos desist from his rape of Eriboea.?"!

“Son of Strongest Zeus,” he called, “You guide an unclean thought within your
mind. A hero curbs his violence! What regal Moira ratifies as mine from god —
what Justice weighs out as my fated share I will fulfill, when it may come, but
you must check the outrage you intend! Perhaps the child of Phoenix (she of
lovely name) did lie with Zeus once under Ida’s crag, did give you birth, a strong
man among men; yet I was born to wealthy Pittheus’ child who slept beside
Poseidon Water-Lord....50, Captain of the Cnossians, I now demand from you
cessation of this violence. I would not choose to see the holy light of dawn if
insult came from you to any of this company. I'd sooner show you what this
hand can do. All to come is shaped by god.”?2 (20-46)
Theseus first accuses Minos of an outrage, and contrasts his actions with those of a hero
(loxe peyaAavyov flows Bilav). In doing so, he both suggests that Minos is capable of a
hero’s behavior and indicts him for falling short; it is the sort of antagonistic call to a
higher standard that we saw in the rhetoric of Hector and Polydamas at several points in
the Iliad (12.211-250, 13.726-47). Theseus then begins an argument based on éthos that
will extend throughout the speech. To highlight his own trustworthy character, he
contrasts his pious obedience to fate (6 T p[¢]v éx Oewv polga TaykEaThg/ AL
KQTEVEVOE...[e]kMATjoopev (24-27))—which puts him at Minos” mercy —with Minos’
“outrage” (lit. “unbearable plah,” Bapeiav...untiv (28-9)). He takes a bolder tone in his
next argument, which is a claim to equal footing with Minos in the area of paternity. He
refers flatteringly to Minos as Bpot@v ¢péotartov (32-3); both the choice of the adjective
¢déotatog and the context of comparing two heroes in terms of virtue and breeding are,
as Maehler notes, reminiscent of Nestor’s conciliatory speech to Agamemnon and
Achilles in Iliad 1.280-81: el d¢ oL kaQTEEOS €001, Bea ¢ 0¢ yelvato puntno, / dAA” 8 ye
Péereds €otv). 2 Theseus uses the adjective not so much to placate Minos as to show

him respect, which he in turn demands Minos show him as being likewise the son of a

M For further analysis of this dithyramb (sometimes categorized as a paean in view of its address to Apollo
and its description of the Athenian youths “singing a paian” (rawdviEarv, 129)), see, among others, Burnett
(1985) 15-37 and Maehler (2004) 172-89.

212 Text of Bacchylides from Maehler (2004); translation from Burnett (1985).

213 See Maehler (2004) 180.
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god (a deft combination of the techniques of diathesis and éthos). Having summoned the
reasons (or enthymematic premises) why Minos should behave in a manner befitting his
kingly and heroic status Theseus finally makes his demand (the enthymematic
conclusion): 1@ og, moAépapxe Kvwolwv,/ kéAoual moAvotovov/ égvkev Ofotv (39-41).
He ends the speech on a threatening note, promising to show Minos the strength of his
hand (xewpwv Pilav) should he continue his hubristic behavior. The speech has the effect
of dumbfounding the listening sailors with its “proud boldness” (Maehler’s rendering of
vnegadavov [B]agoog (49-50)); it is not well received, however, by its primary
audience. Minos responds with an angry challenge for Theseus in a speech (52-66) that is
pugnacious rather than persuasive. It sets in motion the remaining action of the poem.
The extant corpus of Pindar, considerably larger than that ofFBaCChylides and
remarkable in that it preserves four complete books of epinician odes, nevertheless
contains only a handful of speeches which depict persuasion between Characters.. By my
reckoning, only the speeches of Pelops to Poseidon (Olympian 1.75-85), Jason to Pelias
(Pythian 4.138-55), Pelias to Jason (Pythian 4.156-67), and Themis to the assembled
Olympians (Isthmian 8.35-45) qualify as attempts to persuade in the vein of Homeric
persuasion, or Aristotelian theory.?4 I will examine more closely the first two of these as
representative of Pindar’s use of the rhetorical techniques that we have been tracing. In
Olympian 1, Pelops approaches Poseidon—his former paramour (36-45) —with a request
for aid in winning a chariot race set up as a hurdle to attaining the hand of Hippodameia
in marriage. His opening tactic is to remind Poseidon of the romantic favors he had
granted the god in the past: “If the loving gifts of Kypris count at all for gratitude
(xapwc), Poseidon, come! Hold back the bronze spear of Oinomaos and speed me in the

swiftest of chariots to Elis and bring me to victorious power.”?'> (75-8) The desperation

214 Of course, persuasion within character speech is only a small part of the picture when it comes to Pindar’s
relationship to rhetoric. This relationship is a complex one for many reasons:.Pindar’s (much discussed)
idiosyncratic but elusive authorial persona, which fits neatly into neither a “narrator” nor a “character” box
and is intertwined with the aspects of choral performance and occasion; and the fact that the authorial voice
encompasses both rhetorical (i.e. attempts to persuade the audience) and meta-rhetorical (i.e. reflections on
persuasion) discourse. On this much broader subject of rhetoric in the authorial voice of Pindar, I defer to
the work of Race (1990), Pratt (1993), Pelliccia (1995), and of course Bundy (1962).

25 Text of Pindar from Snell (1987); translation from Race (1997).
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of Pelops’ situation leads him to make a fairly explicit attempt at putting his audience in
a frame of mind favorable to his request (diathesis) by hinting at Poseidon’s obligation to
him. Mention of this obligation also serves as the premise to an enthymematic argument,
which finds its conclusion in the three imperative commands dye, médacov, and
niopevoov. After detailing to Poseidon the dire odds of survival in the competition for
Hippodameia’s hand (thirteen would-be suitors have already been killed), Pelops makes
his closing argument, based on an appeal to his own éthos. Two gnomic statements,
followed by a rhetorical question, illustrate his courageous character:

Great risk does not take hold of a cowardly (&vaAxic) man. But since men must

die, why would anyone sit in darkness and coddle a nameless old age

(&dvavuuov yneac) to no use, deprived of all noble deeds? No! that contest shall

be mine to undertake; you grant the success I desire. (81-85)

Pelops’ scornful mention of a “cowardly man” and “nameless old age” contrast with his
own willingness to risk his life. Although he gives no explicit premise for the final
command to Poseidon to grant him success, he relies on the assumption that the god
will reward him for his bravery. An additional subtext of Pelops’ bravado is the threat of
his death; perhaps he counts on this to motivate his lover to protect him. In all, it is a
successful piece of argumentation; his words are “not unfulfilled” (o0d” &xpavror, 86),
and with Poseidon’s aid he goes on to win the race.

Jason’s address to Pelias, contained in the myth of the Argonauts that dominates
the uniquely lengthy Pythian 4, is an attempt to negotiate a peaceful distribution of
power between two parties. In this respect, it is similar to Jocasta’s speech to her sons in
Stesichorus PMGF 222(b), examined above. As a stranger to the land of Argos, Jason
does not yet have the resources to reclaim by force the throne that Pelias had usurped
from Jason’s father Aison; he must persuade Pelias to relinquish it. The narrator
introduces his speech with the following description:

nioavv & Tdowv
paABaxa pwva notiotdlwv 6agov
BaAAeto koNmIdA COPV EMEwV. ..

181



In a soft voice Jason distilled soothing speech and laid the foundation of wise

words. (136-8)
Jason begins by addressing his rival respectfully as the son of Poseidon, and then offers
a gnoémé concerning human behavior: “The minds of mortals are all too swift to
commend deceitful gain above justice, even though they are headed for a rough
reckoning the day after.” (139-40) Somewhat unusually, the gnémé is used not to
emphasize the inevitability of an outcome, but to spur Pelias on to a different, and
nobler, course. “You and I, however, must rule our tempers with law and weave our
future happiness” (141), Jason continues, stating his first demand. He refers to the joint
duties of himself and Pelias are an attempt to engender camaraderie (diathesis); this
technique is developed in the subsequent lines as he invokes their common ancestry
from Enarea (142-45). The central proposition of the speech hinges on an appeal to
propriety and reason, and marks a change in Jason’s tone:

It is not proper (o0 mpémet) for the two of us to divide the great honor of our
forefathers (ueydAav mpoydvwv Tipav) with bronze-piercing swords or javelins.
For I give over to you the sheep, the tawny herds of cattle, and all the fields
which you stole from my parents and administer to fatten your wealth—I do not
mind if these overly enrich your house—but, as for the scepter of sole rule and
the throne upon which Kretheus” son [Aison] once sat and rendered straight
justice to his people of horsemen, these you must give up without grief on both
sides, lest some more troubling evil arise for us from them. (147-55)
Having established a bond between Pelias and himself through reminders of their
kinship, Jason now uses this bond to invoke the peyaAav mpoyovwv Tipayv as a reason
for the two men not to be at odds (in anticipation of Pelias” objection to what he is about
to say). Jason makes another attempt at diathesis by invoking their shared forefathers,
and his suggestion that any dispute would be ov mpéner appeals to his listener’s sense of
shame (pathos), albeit peremptorily. His subsequent statement of power distribution—
couched as a demand more than a request—reveals Jason to be somewhat conflicted in
his persuasive tactics. He has just been cultivating camaraderie between Pelias and

himself, but now peppers his demands with accusation. The final summary of his

demand (“These you must give up without grief on both sides, lest some more troubling
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evil arise for us from them”) constitutes an enthymeme; the topic of incentives, in the
form of a veiled threat of harm, is the premise. On the whole, Jason’s speech —although
it uses persuasive techniques—is too antagonistic to be effective, in the tradition of
various rhetorical speeches by Agamemnon, Hector, and Achilles (among others) in the
Iliad. Although Pelias responds “calmly” (156 ff.), he has no intention of complying with
Jason. His ingratiating reply, with its suggestion that Jason recover the golden fleece
before assuming the kingship, is another example of persuasive speech (although I
refrain from discussing it here).

In general, Pindar is highly concerned with one particular aspect of rhetoric,
namely truth and falsehood in speech—both his own speech and that of others.?’¢ In
Olympian 1, for example, he reflects that “wonders are many, but then too, I think, in
men’s talk (q)o’(ng) stories (uDOot) are embellished beyond the true account (tov &Aabn
A6yov) and deceive by means of elaborate lies (\evdeotL mowkidowg). For Charis, who
fashions all things pleasant for mortals, by béstowing honor makes even what is
unbelievable often believed...” (28-32) This passage shows Pindar’s understanding of
the power of “speech” (for which he uses no fewer than three different terms in this
dense four-line passage) as a tool, which can be used either in service of or in opposition
to the truth—an observation that will become a common criticism of the discipline of
rhetoric. Another meta-rhetorical comment occurs in Nemean 7, where Pindar notes the
convincingly deceptive power of poetic speech: “I believe that Odysseus’ story has
become greater than his actual suffering because of Homer’s sweet verse, for upon his
fictions and soaring craft rests great majesty, and his skill deceives with misleading
tales.” (20-23) The “skill [that] deceives with misleading tales” (codia d¢ wkAémrel
naQdyotoa pvboig) could apply equally to Homer, the author of a fictional narrative, or
to Odysseus, the character famous for his cunning untig, displayed so often in his

speeches.

216 See Pratt (1993), who connects Pindar’s concern for truth with his epinician mission to praise the victor in
an accurate and reliable manner. Conversely, Pratt notes, “most liars that appear in Pindar’s poetry [such as
Odysseus in Nemean 7 and 8] are envious slanderers, because Pindar is particularly anxious to condemn and
reject this type of lying.” (122)
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E. Tragedy

The emergence of tragedy in fifth-century Athens provides a dramatic increase in
the body of pre-Aristotelian poetry that represents speech. Already by the time that
Aeschylus was producing his last plays in the 450s, the Sophistic movement had begun
in Athens. Euripides’ language was thought by his own contemporaries to be influenced
by sophistry, a reputation most famously caricatured in Aristophanes’ Frogs. Tragedy’s
contact with the trends toward professional rhetorical instruction in Classical Athens
makes it a less “pristine” case than is Archaic poetry for examining the development of
rhetoric within literature prior to the rise of theoretical treatises. In addition, there are
the obvious differences of genre: tragedy does not provide a narrative frame for
character speech, a fact that Plato observes in Republic 3.392d-394c, where he compares
the diction (Aéig) of epic to that of tragedy by distinguishing between poetry that
consists solely of “narrative” (dujynotg), such as dithyramb; poetry that consists solely
of “imitation” (uiunotg), such as tragedy; and poetry that mixes the two, such as epic.
As I have discussed before, the contextualization of speech within a narrative
framework is the phénomenon that I am particularly interested in for this project, as this
“mixture” of dictions offers the reader opportunity to assess the ways that the narrator
characterizes, and other characters react to, persuasive attempts. Another difficulty in
comparing tragic persuaéive speeches with those of epic is that in tragedy, persuasion of
one character by another only rarely occurs in the course of a single, self-contained
speech, as happens in epic. More often, tragic persuasion is wrought through an
extended dialogue scene and involves a series of challenges and responses by the
interested parties. Interaction, or dialectic, is integral to the rhetoric of tragedy in a way
that it is not, and cannot, be in the epic genre. While tragedy presents a fascinating
manifestation of rhetorical speech, then (and one that has received considerable

scholarly treatment), it is not feasible for this project to treat it in depth.?”

217 On the subject of rhetoric and tragedy, see for example Pelling (2005).
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Such qualifications aside, it is impossible to ignore entirely the breadth of
examples of represented speech found in tragedy, and the fact that many of these
speeches can be considered “rhetorical” (by my working definition) at a time before
Aristotle’s manual had arrived on the scene. I will therefore briefly examine three
examples of rhetorical speeches in tragedy —one from each tragedian—to see how this
new literary genre incorporated a by-now familiar set of persuasive speech techniques.
There are, of course, numerous other speeches that could be fruitful subjects in an
analysis of the relationship between tragedy and rhetoric; the lawcourt scene in the
Eumenides comes to mind as an example of forensic rhetoric, as do Creon’s prosecution
and Antigone’s defense speeches in the Antigone. But since the relationship between
tragedy and rhetoric is not my primary focus, but rather—for me—a link in the
genealogy of rhetoric between Homer and Aristotle, I have had to limit my examination
to three speeches which must serve as representatives for an entire genre. I conceive of
these as the rhetorical descendents of Homeric speeches: on a par with the
argumentative complexity of the Iliad’s speeches, but less remarkable in terms of
innovation for having the benefit of a tradition of literary rhetoric preceding them, and a
burgeoning sophistic tradition surrounding their composition.

The first tragic speech whose rhetorical features I will examine occurs in
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon: Clytemnestra’s speech to the elders of Argos (who comprise the
chorus) and to Agamemnon in 855-913. This is only one persuasive momént in a trilogy
that is fraught with attempts at persuasion, ranging from the insidiously personal (as
here) to the publicly formal (as in the forensic arguments of Orestes’ trial in the
Eumenides). In the Oresteia, Kirby observes, “a nauseous pendulum swings between
peitho and bia...It is not until the Eumenides that the conflict is resolved: the bia of the
avenging Furies is assuaged in a triumph of peitho, when Athena persuades them to
relent.”?8 In this speech, Clytemnestra’s persuasive gambit is not voiced until near the

end, when she turns to Agamemnon with an ostensibly gracious suggestion to tread on

28 Kirby (1990) 220-21.
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the tapestries. She spends much time at the beginning of the speech establishing her own
éthos and stirring up her listeners’ pity and sympathy (diathesis):
Men of the city, honored lords of Argos here, I shall feel no shame to speak to
you of the love [ bear my husband; for in time timidity dies away for human
kind.?? (855-58)
Clytemnestra begins with an address designed to demonstrate her humility and lack of
guile in the face of her affection for her husband (appealing to her own éthos). She moves
on to a description of her misery during the Trojan war years, a vivid tale full of pathos-
evoking details:

It is not from others that I have learned; I shall speak of my own life of sorrow so
long as this man was beneath Ilium. First, for a woman far from her husband to
sit in her house alone is a fearful grief, hearing many a malignant rumor; as one
messenger follows another bringing yet worse tidings, uttering sorrow for the
house...Because of such malignant rumors as these many nooses were knotted
for my neck and hung on high, untied by others by force after they had seized
me against my will. (858-76)

Clytemnestra here fashions an enthymeme out of the gnomic premise “for a woman far

r7

from her husband to sit in her house alone is a fearful grief...” and the individualized
premise “because of such malignant rumors as these many nooses were knotted for my
neck...” But rather than serving as an argument for some action on the audience’s part,
these enthymematic premises set up Clytemnestra’s larger purpose: to build up
overwhelming sympathy and support for her person, and to dispose her audience
favorably to any action she will propose léter in the speech. Clytemnestra’s next strategy
is to misdirect any suspicion of treachery on her part by suggesting its presence as an
external threat. All of her claims contribute to the picture of a dutiful wife, concerned
only for her husband’s safety and the preservation of his kingdom. She is now engaged
in persuasion by deception: |

This, 1 say, is why our son does not stand here, the warrant of your pledges and
of mine, as he should have stood, Orestes; do not be surprised at this. For he is
the guest of a kindly ally, Strophius the Phocian, who warned me of trouble on
two accounts, of your peril before Ilium, and of how the people’s lawless clamor

219 Text of Agamemnon from Page (1972); translation from Lloyd-Jones (1979).
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might overthrow the council, since it is inbred in mortals to kick the man who
has fallen. Such a pretext carries no deceit. (877-86)
Clytemnestra next reprises her earlier appeals to pathos before launching into an
expression of joy over Agamemnon’s return. Her pitiable anecdotes affirm her earlier
self-portrayal as a faithful and loving wife (éthos):

For me the gushing fountains of my tears have run dry, and no drop is left in
them; and my late-watching eyes are sore with weeping for the beacon-fires for
you left ever unattended. And in my dreams the light sound of a gnat's
trumpeting would wake me, since I saw more sufferings concerning you than the
time through which I slept had room for. (887-94)

Reaching a crescendo in her roundabout rhetorical strategy (the contention of her speech
has not yet been revealed), Clytemnestra turns towards her approaching husband for
the first time with a torrent of blatant and excessive flattery. This strategy bespeaks her
intimate knowledge of Agamemnon’s character and weaknesses, which she exploits to

dispose him favorably towards her cause (diathesis):

Now, having endured all this, with a heart free from mourning I can call my

husband here the watchdog of the fold, the forestay that preserves the ship, the

firmly grounded pillar of the lofty roofs, only-begotten child to a father, land

appearing to sailors beyond hopé; fair weather seen after the storm, for the

thirsty traveler the water of a fountain; it is a joy to escape any manner of

constraint. Such are the appellations of which I hold him worthy. But let envy be
* absent; for many are the sufferings which I bore in time past. (895-905)

In the final lines of her speech, Clytemnestra finally states the object of her persuasive

attempt, for which she has been preparing the ground (so to speak) throughout:

And now, dear one, descend from this your chariot, not setting upon the ground
your foot, O king, the foot that conquered Troy! Handmaids, why do you d'elay,
you who have assigned to you the task of strewing the ground he walks on with
tapestries? At once let his path be spread with purple, that Justice may lead him
to the home he never hoped to see!- And for the rest, may forethought not
overcome by sleep accomplish all justly with the gods’ aid as it is fated! (905-13)

Clytemnestra ends her speech with a double flourish of flattery for Agamemnon and
piety on her own part. “Justice” is said to accompany Agamemnon’s triumphal return,

hinting that the lavish welcome is no more than Agamemnon deserves as a conquering
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hero (although “the home he never hoped to see” serves the additional meaning of
hinting at Clytemnestra’s true intentions*’). By deferring to the gods and fate in the final
line, Clytemnestra completes the elaborate picture of her unimpeachable éthos that she
has been spinning out over the course of the speech.

The effectiveness of Clytemnestra’s rhetoric is not revealed immediately} but
emerges over the course of the ensuing stichomythia with an initially- and weakly-
reluctant Agamemnon. During this exchange, Clytemnestra continues to ply the
technique of diathesis-via-flattery, until she wears down his feeble defenses. Agamemnon
yields with telling references to Clytemnestra’s argumentative power, speaking of her
persuasiveness in terms of coercion: “Well, if this is your pleasure...” (944) and “Since I
am constrained to defer to you in this, I will go...” (956-7). Clytemnestra’s speech
resembles some of the Iliadic speeches analyzed earlier in its long and detailed
construction of the speaker’s éthos and its attention to diathesis through a variety of
means (primarily pity and flattery, in this case). There is less emphasis on logical
argumentation here than in many of the speeches in Homer, although Clytemnestra
introduces several brief enthymemes in the stichomythia that follow this speech (e.g. the
gnomic premises “He of whom none is jealous is not envied” (939) and “For the
fortunate even to yield up victory is becoming” (941), which both lead to the
enthymematic conclusion “be persuaded” (943)). Allin all, the rhetoric of Clytemnestra’s
speech is well-developed and demonstrates a mastery of many techniques that Aristotle
will identify in his treatise.

My second brief case-study for rhetoric in tragedy comes from the corpus of
Sophocles: Neoptolemus’ address to Philoctetes in Philoctetes 1314-47. This tragedy
stands out—even amidst a genre teeming with attempts to persuade —as being almost
entirely preoccupied with the persuasion of a character. Its plot is reminiscent of Iliad 9,
with Philoctetes instead of Achilles being the object of successive persuasion attempts
taking a variety of forms (from trickery to coercion and finally, at the end of the play, to

rhetorical appeal—unsuccessful by Neoptolemus, finally successful by Heracles). In

220 See Denniston and Page (157) 148.
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1314-47, Neoptolemus—having just returned Philoctetes’ bow to him, thereby
demonstrating his refusal to use force or “bargaining chips” against the wounded
hero—makes a final effort to gain Philoctetes’ compliance through persuasion. He
begins with a nod to Philoctetes’ recently rehabilitated view of his (Neoptolemus’) éthos,
but quickly shifts to criticism, perhaps suggesting a contrast between the nobility and
courage shown by his father and himself and the self-pitying obstinacy of Philoctetes:

I am pleased to hear you speak well of my father —of him and of myself. But
now, listen to what I ask of you. Men must bear the fortune given them by the
gods. But those who are set upon by damage that is of their own doing, such as
yourself, it is just neither to have sympathy for them, nor to pity them. You have
become an animal, and refuse all advice: if someone, thinking on your behalf,
does give advice, you hate him, you consider him an enemy.?! (1314-23)

Neoptolemus’ first rhetorical technique—arousing his listener’s emotions (pathos)—
comes in the form of a strident rebuke. This rebuke uses gnémai (“Men must bear the
fortune given them by the gods” and “Those who are set upon by damage that is of their
own doing...”) and an argument illustrating the unreasonable nature of Philoctetes’
hostility to stir up his sense of shame. Neoptolemus next turns to a positive argument,
offering hope to Philoctetes of an improvement in his condition. An appeal to éthos is
implicit here, as Neoptolemus cites divine authority to gain credibility for his claims:

Nevertheless, I shall speak, calling upon the Zeus of oath-making. Consider
this—and write it deeply into your mind. You are sick with this disease by divine .
will...There is never to be any respite from this grave infection—so long as the
same sun rises here, and sets there—until you come willingly to Troy, and,
meeting the sons of Asklepios, you will be cured of disease, and will be proven
with me and with your bow to be Troy’s destruction. As to how I know these
things are the case, I shall tell you. A man from Troy was captured by us—
Helenos, the best of seers—who has said clearly these things must happen. And
more —that all Troy must be taken this summer. He has agreed to be put to
death, should he prove to be a liar. Therefore, knowing this, come willingly.
(1324-43)

Neoptolemus makes an appeal to oaths and invokes the evidence of a prophet as part of

his argument, much as Odysseus did in Iliad 2.284-332 in his speech recalling the

2 Text of Philoctetes from Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1990); translation from Phillips (2003).
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prophecy of Calchas and pointing to its fulfillment as evidence for the action that he was
urging. This passage relies on an enthymeme for which the premise is the topic of
consideration of incentives—namely, the promise of healing for Philoctetes’ “grave
infection”—and the conclusion is the imperative command to consent willingly. A
second enthymematic premise follows, concluding the speech:

For it is wonderful, to be judged the best of the Greeks (EAAfvwv...&pwotov), to

come into healing hands, and then, in sacking Troy, to bring upon yourself the

highest fame. (1344-47)

This premise includes a gnomé (“It is wonderful, to be judged the best of the Greeks,” a
phrase which recalls the oft-used Iliadic designation &oiotog Axawwv) and another
appeal to the topic of consideration of incentives. By his consent, Neoptolemus argues,
Philoctetes will win not only respite from his suffering but also glory to replace the
disgréce and dehumanization that Neoptolemus had attributed to him earlier in the
speech.

This speech gives Philoctetes pause (“How not to believe the words of this man
who has advised (maprjveoev) me with my best interests in mind?” (1350-51)), but in the
end he holds fast to his original resolve to remain in Lemnos. His reasoning for doing so
(1348-72) suggests that the reason for Neoptolemus’ failure to convince lies not in the
weakness of his rhetoric or even his éthos (Philoctetes by now sees him as an ally). .
Rather, it is a matter in which Philoctetes will never be convinced by rhetoric alone, even
that of a friend; compare Achilles’ response to Phoenix’ plea in Iliad 9. It is only the
introduction of an external, unexpected factor —a deus ex machina—that can achieve what
no amount of words will. For Achilles that factor was the death of Patroclus; for
Philoctetes it is the appearance of Heracles.

A final case-study of tragedy’s integrationr of rhetoric is the speech of Medea in
Euripides’ Medea. Much could be said about the role of persuasion in this play, and
Medea addresses many of her rhetorically-heated speeches to herself as she internally
debates whether to carry out her destructive plans. Indeed, for all of the rhetoric she

displays, Medea actually attempts little straightforward persuasion—that is, stating her
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claim or command and arguing for the listener to assent (her supplication to Aegeus in
708-18 is an exception). Instead, she persuades obliquely, using manipulation and
deception to achieve her aims. The prime instance of this approach comes in her speech
to Jason in the fourth episode, her final encounter with Jason before she commits the
murders she has been deliberating throughout the play:
Jason, I beg you to pardon what I said before. It is only reasonable that you
should bear with my passionate moods, since we have exchanged many acts of
loving kindness. I have debated the matter with myself and have reproached
myself...I thought over these things and saw that I was being very foolish and
that my rage was needless. 22 (869-83)
Mastronarde compares Medea’s rhetorical stance in this speech with Clytemnestra’s in
the speech to Agafnemnon analyzed above—that of “the weak, irrational female.”??
Through much of this speech, Medea concentrates on rebuilding her éthos in Jason’s eyes
(following her earlier diatribes égainst him) to make herself a credible and sympathetic
figure. To do so, she does not shy away from the use of a logical form of argumentation, -
namely enthymeme. The enthymematic conclusion is stated first—it is “reasonable” for
Jason to forgive her for her earlier outburst (tac 8" épac ogyac Ppéperv/ eikdc 0’)—and
the premise is her reminder of their love and shared past (émtei varv mOAA” Omeigyaotan
diAa (870-71)). Then comes a declaration of remorse and self-abasement that effectively
conveys the éthos that Medea is trying to convey, that of a humbled and deferential wife,
ready to comply with Jason’s wishes. To this technique she adds diathesis, disposing
Jason favorably through flattery: |

And so now I applaud you. You seem to me to show good sense in making this
marriage in addition to ours—and I seem idiotic. I ought to be sharing in these
plans and helping to bring them to fulfillment, standing beside the marriage bed
and taking pleasure in waiting upon your bride. (884-88)

Both through flattery and through her offer of support for his new marriage, Medea

ingratiates herself back into Jason's good graces. The degree to which Medea has

reversed her earlier attitude—now claiming that she ought to “take pleasure” in

222 Text of the Medea from Mastronarde (2002); translation from Morwood (1997).
223 Mastronarde (2002) 312.
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attending her rival’'s marriage bed —would seem to be so extreme as to arouse Jason’s
suspicion. But as his reply will make clear, Medea has judged his character and reactions
correctly. She ends her speech with an appeal cloaked in self-deprecating sentiments:
But we are what we are—I won't call us evil—we women. And so you should
not be like us in our weaknesses nor match folly with folly. I ask for your good
will and admit that I viewed the business wrongly before but now have come to
see it with better judgement. (889-93)
Again, Medea uses her intimate knowledge of Jason’s character and opinions to gain his
trust. Her parenthetical aside that she wouldn’t go so far as to call women evil (ovk €0
kakov) recalls Jason’s earlier diatribe against women, 569-75, which had ended with the
sentiment that, if women did not exist, xoUtwe &v ovk 1v ovdev AVBQWTOIKG KAKOV.
Aware of Jason’s low view of women, Medea turns this to her advantage by implying
that a refusal to assent to her request would represent the same petulant “folly” (vrjrua)
that he decries in women. She subtly reinforces Jason’s sense of superiority over women
in general (and over herself in particular) by the admission that, after all, he was right
about women’s “weaknesses” and “folly.” The negative paradeigma of female character
forms the dubious but effective premise to an enthymeme whose conclusion is Medea’s
request for Jason to show good will—that is, he should show godd will to her because
otherwise he will be behaving like a weak and foolish woman. With a final gesture of
humility and feigned repentance (“I admit that I viewed the business wrongly before”),
Medea concludes the portion of her speech addressed to Jason. She goes on to address
her children with emotional words that betray her internal conflict, although she also
takes the opportunity to advance her deceitful persona: “Be like your mother and as you
greet him be reconciled from your previous hatred towards one who loves you...” (896-
98)). Jason readily grants Medea’s request for pardon, and his response—dripping with
condescension and a self-satisfied sense of magnanimity —reveals just how accurate was
Medea’s assessment of his character and weaknesses: |

I approve of what you say, woman, and I find no fault with your former attitude
either. It is fair enough that one of your sex, a woman, should fly into a passion
with a husband who traffics in contraband love. But your heart now follows a
better course... (908-911)
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Much like the rhetorical approach Clytemnestra had taken with Agamemnon, Medea's
approach succeeds in persuasion-through-deceit predicated on knowledge of how her
husband will react to certain “triggers” (in particular, flattery and slavish devotion).

Both women provide examples of the successful deployment of diathesis on a large scale.

F. From poetry to prose: Sophists, Plato

No survey of pre-Aristotelian developments in rhetoric would be complete
without an acknowledgment of the fifth century rise of sophistic practices and the
debate surrounding them, for they surely represent the impetus towards a didactic and
systematized Cataléguing of rhetorical techniques, and a formal theory of rhetoric. Both
sophistic speeches and the Socratic dialogues of Plato fall outside the purviewL of my
survey of direct speech in poetry, but they inhabit a moment in which the Homeric
tradition is coming into contact with, and exerting influence over, the emergence of a
discipline called rhetoric. This intersection and influence is implicit, rather than explicit,
in the sophistic writings that survive: in a curious and short-lived phenomenon (which
would later be picked up as a method of rhetorical instruction in the Second Sophistic),
several Sophists placed deliberative or forensic set-speeches in the mouths of
mythological figures, and in situations suggested by the epic tradition. These hybrids of
heroic myth and display-oratory are briefly examined below.

From the sophistic era in Greece??* come our first surviving instances of a “meta-
vocabulary,” or technical terminology, of rhetoric. The word rhétoriké, for example, is
first attested in Plato’s Gorgias; and the term eikos—denoting the argument from
probability—was purported to be an invéntion of Tisias or Corax and gained popularity

in the speeches of Antiphon.??> O’Sullivan articulates the widely accepted account of the

24 Roughly following Dillon and Gergel (2003: vii-viii), I am taking the “sophistic era” to stretch
chronologically from Gorgias’ embassy to Athens in 427 B.C.E. to his death in 375 B.C.E..

25 On the term rhétoriké and its appearance in the Gorgiﬁs, see Schiappa (1990); who argues that this. term
was in fact coined by Plato. On the origins of the argument from probability, see O’Sullivan (1992) 28,
Gagarin (1994), and Schiappa (1999) 35ff. Plato is one of our best sources for connecting Tisias with the
invention of the argument from probability; see Phaedrus 267a and 273a-c.
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~origins of the argurﬁent from probability, saying that “The argument from eikoc...goes
back to Tisias and/or Corax, and its extensive use can be seen in what is perhaps our
earliest rhetorical document, Antiphon’s Tetralogies, as well as in tragedy and
Thucydides.”?¢ Interestingly, although this view acknowledges the appearance of eikos
in tragedy and Thucydides, it says nothing of its presence in Homeric speeches and in
the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (where the eikos argument features prominently, as noted in
section II.A above). Both Schiappa and Cole rightly call into question what Schiappa
calls “the standard account of rhetoric’s beginnings,” which places Corax and Tisias at
the head of the rhetorical tradition and attributes the invention of various rhetorical
techniques to the fifth-century Sophists (little. of whose work survives) and the fabled
technai (none of which sufvive, supposedly due to fact that they were rendered obsolete
by the comprehensive nature of Aristotle’s Rhetoric).?? I differ from these two historians
of rhetoric, however, in the direction that I take in moving away from this standard
account. While Schiappa and Cole conclude that a systematized notion of rhetoric does
not develop until later than the fifth-century Sophistic movement—namely, with Plato
and Aristotle—I have tried to demonstrate that nearly all the specific techniqﬁes that
constitute rhetoric (by a fourth-century, i.e. Aristotelian, definition) were present in
Homeric epic. O’Sullivan’s neglect of the technique of eikos in Homer, while noting it in
tragedy and Thucydides, is a telling example of the consequences of a scholarly history
that has written out the possibility of rhetoric in Homer. Another example is Cole’s
assertion that “Greek literature before Plato is largely ‘arhetorical” in character”?%,
instead, “What does come out in Homeric speech is eloquence: a combination of
volubility, native gift for holding the attention of an audience, and a mind well stocked
with accurate memories and sound counsels.”?” This attitude is, I would suggest, the
legacy of Aristotle’s attitude towards Homer with regard to rhetoric (which will be

discussed in Chapter 4).

26 O¥Sullivan (1992) 28.

277 See Schiappa (1999) 3-65, et passim.
228 Cole (1991) x, see also 40-41.

22 Ibid, 40.
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Of the Sophists whose work survives to us, many combine their experiments in
ornate language and intricate display-argumentation with subject matter drawn straight
from mythology and epic?’ Surviving speeches of Gorgias (c. 483-376 B.C.E.),
Antisthenes (c. 445-365) and Alcidamas (c. 420-360) place orations in the mouth of
Homeric heroes in Homeric situations: Gorgias has Palamedes deliver an impassioned
defense against Odysseus, who has accused him of treason, in the Defense of Palamedes;
Antisthenes produces opposing speeches by Ajax and Odysseus in which each puts in
his claim to the arms of Achilles; and Alcidamas (a pupil of Gorgias) provides what is
perhaps a retort to his mentor by composing Odysseus’ speech prosecuting Palamedes.
In addition to these examples of what I will call “mytho-forensic” modellspeeches,
Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen—while not couched in Helen’s own voice—is a loosely-
forensic, largely-epideictic defense of the Homeric heroine/villainess.?*! Although these
speeches might seem to bear little resemblance to actual speeches in Hom'er because of
formal properties (their length and the fact that they are in prose), a closer examination
of their persuasive techniques reveals a rhetorical connection to go along with their
characters’ connection to the epics. These speeches represent lines of argumentation in
the process of being crystallized into the fifth-century Athenian social institutions of
forensic oratory, philosophical debate, and rhetorical instruction, and as such they
comprise a sort of hybrid form linking the rhetoric of Homeric characters and that of
formal theory and practice in Classical Athens.?

Gorgias’ Defense of Palamedes is a work that exemplifies this link. Gorgias has
created an epideictic speech (as is his wont) that is actually a forensic defense-speech
within the composition’s internal, mythological reality. Palamedes, the ostensible
speaker, relies on two major rhetorical strategies: the argument from eikos, to which he

appeals in citing numerous improbabilities of his accuser’s claim; and appeals to éthos as

30 See Morgan (2000) 89-131.

31 On the Sophists, see Dillon and Gergel (2003), Pernot (2000) 24-59, Kennedy (1994) 17-29.

%2 Morgan (2000} observes: “The sophists...occupy a position that mediates between what we consider the
realm of philosophy and that of the poets and other public performers...Their concerns with language, and
their manipulations of myth to express these concerns place them in the philosophical camp, but they also
display their expertise in a more freewheeling and extrovert manner, as befits the performers of public
display orations.” (11)
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he continually reminds the army of his upright character and former benefactions
towards them (“To the truth of this claim I offer my past life as witness, and to this you>
yourselves can be witnesses.” (15))%3. Toward the end of the speech, though, Palamedes
turns to diathesis. He draws attention to his own strategies of persuasion as a means of
flattering his audience, assuring them that he respects their intelligence (a trope that will
become familiar through Socrates’ use of it in the Apology):

Appeals to pity and entreaties and the intercession of friends are of use when the
trial takes place before a mob; but among you, the most distinguished of the
Greeks, and deservedly so regarded, it is not proper to resort to persuasion by
[these] means...but it is right for me to escape this charge by relying on the most
perspicuous justice, explaining the truth, not seeking to deceive you. (33)
The use of flattery to increase the audience’s receptivity is a strategy familiar from the
Iliad in such instances as Nestor’s appeal to Achilles and Agamemnon (1.275-84) or
Hera’s protestation of innocence to Zeus (15.36-45). Further shades of the heroic and
Homeric world from which Palamedes has been appropriated can be seen in his
culminating argument, an elaborate enthymeme. He begins the enthymeme with the
conclusion, a gnomé: “In all cases good men must take great care not to make mistakes”
(the implied extension being that they must not make the mistake of wrongly convicting
him). As a premise, Palamedes introduces the threat of public reprobation when the

truth ultimately emerges—availing himself of the topic of incentives and disincentives:

For you run the great risk, through appearing unjust, of losing one reputation
and gaining a different one...If you kill me unjustly, it will become obvious to
many; for I am not unknown, and your wickedness will become known and
perspicuous to the whole of Greece. (35-36)
This argument recalls Phoenix” appeal to Achilles in Iliad 9, in which he warned Achilles
(by means of the Meleager paradeigma) not to wait to help the Greek army until it is too
late. Phoenix, like Palamedes, cited the potential loss of reputation and honor as an

incentive:

It would be worse to defend the ships after they are burning. No, with gifts
promised go forth. The Achaians will honour you as they would an immortal.

23 Text of the Defense of Palamedes from Caffaro; translation from Dillon and Gergel (2003).
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But if without gifts you go into the fighting where men perish, your honour will

no longer be as great... (Iliad 9.601-605)

Palamedes then cites a second and final premise to this enthymeme, an even more
pressing reason for sparing his life: the religious implications of an unjust verdict. “You
will have on your consciences the commission of a dreadful, godless, unjust, lawle_ss
deed, in having put to death a man who was an ally, useful to you, a benefactor of
Greece, and a fellow Greek,” (36) he says, using the opportunity to renew his appeal to
his own éthos.

Along with the other mytho-forensic speeches mentioned above, the Defense of
Palamedes represents an intriguing link between an Archaic—particularly Homeric—
literary tradition (thanks to its mythologica1 subject matter), and trends in fifth-century
Athenian society (thanks to its displays of sophistic technique and hints of logography).
But given the complex strategies of argumentation we have seen from speakers in the
lliad, 1 would argue that these sophistic speeches owe more to the Homeric tradition
than simply their mythological identities. The legacy of Homeric speech no doubt
informed, and was channeled through, these examples of rhetorical pedagogy and
display, which in turn gave rise to the formalized rhetoric of the following generations.

A final pre-A.ristotelian link in the literary transmission of rhetoric is the work of
Plato, whose wide-ranging, complex, and at times seemingly contradictory relationship
with rhetoric has been the subject of much scholarly work.?* Unlike Aristotle’s treatment
of rhetoric, which is patently systematic and as such can serve as a measuring stick for
evaluating rhetoric in speech or literature, Plato’s treatment (which spans numerous
dialogues, but appears most prominently in the Gorgias and Phaedrus) is diffuse,
inquisitive, and ultimately aporetic. Aristotle is concerned with the nature of rhetoric
only to a limited extent; once he has dispensed with a definition early in the Rhetoric (“an
ability, in each [particular] case, to see the available means of persuasion” (1.2.1)), he

briskly moves on to discussing the components of rhetoric and how to practice it

24 To name just a few: Ferrari (1987), White (1993), Schiappa (1999) and (2003), McCoy (2008). For further
bibliography on Plato and rhetoric, see Nienkamp (1999), 215-217.
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effectively, the subjects which comprise most of his treatise. In contrast, the discussions
of rhetoric that Plato depicts have little to say about the mechanics of rhetorical practice,
instead concerning themselves with what rhetoric is, and whether or not it leads its
practitioners—and audience —closer to the truth. One further distinction I will mention

_(out of the many that could be noted) between Aristotle and Plato with regafd to
rhetoric is their respective views on the relationship between rhetoric and dialectic.
While Aristotle defines rhetoric as the antistrophos, or counterpart, to dialectic (Rhetoric
1.1.1), Plato sees these two pursuits as separate, even opposite. For Plato, dialectic is an
essential component of the philosophical process (see Phaedrus 276a-278b) that produces
a “living, breathing discourse” (276a) in contrast to what Nightingale has termed the
“alien discourse[s]” of memorized or written-down rhetorical speeches.?> With such a
perspective on rhetoric, Plato holds the “conventional” understanding of rhetoric (ie., a
system of techniques and arguments to be exerted in persuasion of another)—an
understanding shared by Iliadic speakers, the sophists, Aristotle, and modern society
alike—always at arm’s length.

Nienkamp has observed that “part of the difficulty in extracting positions on
rhetoric from the Gorgias and the Phaedrus is that the dialogues are about much more
than rhetoric—in fact, they situate rhetoric in larger philosophical, societal, and
interpersonal contexts, a rendering that colors the specific positions on rhetoric offered
in each...These dialogues addvan emphasis on ethics and language use.”?¢ Such an
emphasis means that pinning down any notion of “Platonic rhetorical theory” is
diffiéult, if not impossible; Plato’s “views” on rhetoric, as expressed through the mouth
of Socrates, have constant recourse to the broader reqﬁirements of his philosophical and
ethical principles. Additionally, these views seem to unfold and evolve between
dialogues, and even within a single dialogue, depending on the identity and opinions of

Socrates” interlocutors and on the course of discussion. The early dialogue Gorgias

25 See Nightingale (1995) 133-71 on “alien and authentic discourse” in the Phaedrus, Plato’s notion that the
philosopher must not simply passively assimilate, but must actively engage with, “alien discourse” —such
as rhetorical speeches or writings—and make them “authentic” by “measuring them against the truths he
has discovered by dialectical investigation.” (134)

2% Nienkamp (1999) 13.
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(composed around 385 B.C.E.) contains Socrates’ famous denotation of rhetoric as a
“knack” (éumewpia) rather than a “skill” (téxvn)—that is, something that mimics other
subjects such as politics, medicine, and the like, but without having any actual
expertise.?” In Socrates’ view, this “knack” is ‘no more than a type of flattery (xoAaxeia,
Gorgias 466a), in that it tells the listener whatever he wants to hear. This harsh view of
rhetoric’s nature is borne out in the subsequent evaluation of rhetoric that Socrates offers
in the Gorgias: that “for the person who has no intention of behaving unjustly it doesn’t
seem to me to have much use—if in fact it has any use at all” (481b).¥ Throughout most
of the dialogue, Socrates argues that rhetoric stands in opposition to justice and virtue
and the life of philosophy because it tends to be used unscrupulously by those who wish
to exercise power unjustly. But near the end, he hints at the possibility that rhetoric
might be practiced in an ethically acceptable fashion:

But among so many arguments this one alone survives refutation and remains
steady:...that every form of flattery, both the form concerned with oneself and
that concerned with others, whether they’re few or many, is to be avoided, and
that oratory and every other activity is always to be used in support of what’s just.
(527b-c) (Italics added)

This receptivity to rhetoric is more quy developed in the Phaedrus, which dates
to between 375 and 365 B.C.E. (see Nehamas & Woodruff xiii). The Phaedrus is a complex
dialogue encompassing a variety of types of discourse, as Nightingale has observed —
including different literary genres and types of rhetoric.?®* And it is in the Phaedrus that
Plato gives an account of rhetoric that links aspects of rhetorical practice that we see in
Homeric speech to aspects of rhetorical theory that we see in Aristotle—albeit in a

distinctly Platonic idiom. In the Phaedrus, Socrates rests his case for a philosophically-

based rhetoric on the premise that “the nature of speech is in fact to direct the soul”

7 Gorgias 462b-466a.

28 Text of the Gorgias from Burnet (1903); translation from Zeyl (1987).

2% Nightingale (1995) 133-71. In the course of Plato’s wide-ranging treatment of different types of discourse
in the Phaedrus, Nightingale notes, he has the characters of Phaedrus and Socrates perform contemporary
genres of rhetoric (especially encomiastic) within the three speeches embedded in the dialogue (154ff.). Each
of the speeches is intended to be persuasive in its own right, but each speech progressively changes and
challenges the internal audience’s (Phaedrus’) interpretation of the speech(es) that preceded it—thus
enacting the process of what Nightingale calls “authentic discourse” that Plato is striving for.
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(Phaedrus 271d), and it is this concept of psychagdgia that constitutes an acceptable
manner of practicing rhetoric for Socrates.?® Towards the end of the Phaedrus (260a-
262c), he builds the argument that to practice rhetoric successfully—as a téxvn, not a
to1B1) (synonymous with éumepio)—it is necessary to know the truth about every
subject upon which the course of persuasion touches: “There is no genuine art of
speaking (Tob d& Aéyerv...&€tvpog Téxvn) without a grasp of truth, and there never will
be” (260e). This notion that persuasion must be grounded in truth leads Socrates to
make a distinction between the formal properties of rhetoric—which are the sole
concern of Sophists and handbook-writers, but which Socrates calls “a little threadbare”
(268a)—and the content or subject matter of rhetoric. Along with possessing true
knowledge of the subject under debate in any speech, Socrates says, the speaker must
possess true knowledge of the souls of the audience:

Anyone who teaches the art of rhetoric seriously will, first, describe the soul with
absolute precision (naon axpBeia yoael...puxnv)...Second, he will explain
“how, in virtue of its nature, it acts and is acted upon by certain things...Third, he
will classify the kinds of speech and of soul there are, as well as the various ways
in which they are affected, and explain what causes each. He will then coordinate

each kind of soul with the kind of speech appropriate to it. (271a-b)
Socrates had given attention to the nature and aetiology of souls earlier in the Phaedrus,
during his so-called “Great Speech” on erds (Phaedrus 244a-257b). What he means in
speaking of different “kinds of soul” is extraordinarily complex and intertwined with
the whole of Plato’s philosophical thought; suffice it to say that for the purposes of
rhetoric, Plato sees it as essential —and, indeed, the only valid practice —for instructors to
describe, and speakers to get to know, the souls of those whom they are attempting to
persuade. “Otherwise,” argues Socrates, “all we’ll have will be an empirical and artless
practice (TQUT) pOvov kai épmegia &AAx téXvr)). We won't be able to supply, on the
basis of an art,...a soul with the reasons and customary rules for conduct that will

impart to it the convictions and virtues we want” (270b).

240 Text of the Phaedrus from Burnet (1903); translation from Nehamas and Woodruff (1995).
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Focusing on the souls of the audience would seem to be a uniquely Platonic
approach to rhetorical effectiveness, but it is worth comparing this idea to aspects of
both Homeric and Aristotelian rhetoric. As we saw in Chapter 2, Homeric speakers often
tailor their rhetoric to the particular audience: Nestor attempts to appease Achilles and
Agamemnon with individualized flattery, claiming that the former is “stronger,” the
latter “greater” (Iliad 1.280-81); Hera cannily approaches Zeus with arguments about the
respect demanded by her status as queen of the gods and his wife, and with flattering
words about his ultimate authority (see Il. 4.51-67 and 15.36-45). Moreover, Homeric
speakers make explicit reference to the effectiveness of such attention to the particular
character of their audience, as when Nestor tells Patroclus that he is the only one who
can persuade Achilles to return to battle, since “the persuasion of a friend is a strong
thing” (Il. 11.793). The speaker-audience dynamic plays a large role in determining the
rhetorical tacks taken by speakers in the Illind—whether the parties in question are
acquainted with each other (as they are in most of the Iliad’s persuasive speeches) or not
(as in the case of the speeches between Achilles and Priam). What we see represented in
the Iliad, then, is a strategy for persuasion that looks not unlike Socrates’ description of
the well-trained orator:

On meeting someone he will be able to discern what he is like and make clear to
himself that the person actually standing in front of him is of just this particular
sort of nature (¢pvoig) he had learned about in school—to that he must now
apply speeches of such-and-such a kind in this particular way in order to secure
conviction about such-and-such an issue.?! (Phaedrus 271e-272a)
Likewise, Plato’s theory has certain affinities with Aristotle’s notion of diathesis—
literally, “disposing the listener” favorably based on an assessment of the listener’s
character and points of susceptibility to emotional appeal (see Rhetoric 1.2.3, 2.12-17). As

is his wont, Aristotle takes a pragmatic approach to assessing an audience’s character

and tailoring one’s rhetoric accordingly. In Rhetoric 2.12-17, he details different types of

21T have changed Nehamas” and Woodruff's translation in one regard here, substituting the word “nature”
where they have “character” to translate ¢pvoic. In my opinion this is a necessary change to avoid confusion
with the Greek word more frequently translated as “character,” namely f)Bog ($pvoic in this context likely
signifies something similar to 180og, but it possesses valences that I believe are different enough to justify
retaining a distinct translation).
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audience character (the young, the old, those in the prime of life) and the effects on
audience character of various circumstances (good birth, wealth, and power) in an
attempt to create a calculus for diathesis. The young, for example, are “prone to desires,”
and “impulsive and quick-tempered and inclined to follow up their anger [by action],”
according to Aristotle (Rh. 2.12.3ff.). His implication is that an effective approach to
persuading the young is to play upon their desires and stir them to anger (among other
things), whereas the old will be persuaded by what is advantageous for themselves, and
are susceptible to appeals to pity, since “they think that all kinds of sufferings are close
to hand for themselves” (Rh. 2.13.15).

What we see in tracking rhetorical notions from Homer to Plato to Aristotle is a
common awareness of the need for a successful orator to understand the identity
(variously termed the nature (¢pvoic), the soul (Puxn), or the character (110og)) of the
audience, and to match his speech to that particular identity. Homeric characters
represent this practice in fictional deliberative contexts; Plato articulates an approach to
the practice whereby philosophy and rhetoric intersect in the contemplation of the soul
and the leading of the soul towards the Good (psychagdgia); Aristotle presents it in terms
of character classifications and the application of persuasive strategies based on these
classifications. While the systematic nature of Aristotle’s rhetorical theory lends itself to
comparison with Homeric practice, Plato’s discursive style makes his work less suited
for the type of analysis that I have conducted. Plato does, of course, éngage with Homer
on numerous occasions throughout his works (a subject too large and too distinct from
this project for me to treat), but Homer does not come up in any significant way during
the dialogues on rhetoric—with one interesting exception. There is a hint in the Phaedrus
that Homeric exempla may have provided some background —whether in a specific or a
more broadly cultural sense—for Plato’s rhetorical theory. That hint is to be found
during Socrates” discussion of rhetoric as psychagdgia. As Socrates explains to Phaedrus,
rhetoric understood in this way can occur not only in the contexts of the lawcourt or the
assembly, but also in private interactions, and can address any number of subjects (261a-

b). When Phaedrus expresses surprise at this broad notion of rhetoric, Socrates responds
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Well, have you only heard of the rhetorical treatises of Nestor and Odysseus—

those they wrote in their spare time in Troy? Haven’t you also heard of the works

of Palamedes? (261b)
This passage (also discussed in Chapter ‘1, pp. 12-13) suggests one or both of the
following: that Socrates is referring to a contemporary tradition of putting “rhetorical
treatises” (téxvat) in the mouths of Homeric characters for the purposes of instruction
or display; and/or that Plato is invoking the example of Homeric speakers as models for
the type of rhetoric that he is theorizing—namely, one whose definition and application
reach beyond the formal and occasional strictures in which the handbook-writers of the
day typically presented it. Indeed, Plato—like Aristotle—is largely dismissive of his
rthetorical predecessors, the figures who by the late fifth century had begun to be
associated with the invention of-the discipline.?®? Rhetoric, as both Plato and Aristotle
envision it, is about far more than tropes and flourishes; it is about leading the soul (as
Plato puts it), or finding the available means of persuasion for each case (és Aristotle
puts it). In this sense, the two philosophers’ perspectivés on rhetoric have more in
common with each other than either of them has with the handbook-writers. As Cole
sees it, Aristotle made

a consistent effort to develop some workable means of realizing the rhetorical
program laid down by Plato—a program calling for knowledge of all the
relevant facts and principles involved in a given case and all the potentially
useful ways of presenting them as well...Narrowed range and increased
specificity and practicality do not, however, prevent the discipline set forth at
length in the Rhetoric from being essentially the same one envisioned in the
Phaedrus .

22 In the Phaedrus, Socrates gives a litany of sophistic figures associated with the invention of various
(mostly minor) rhetorical devices: Thrasymachus (266c), Theodorus (266e), Evenus of Paros (267a), Tisias
(267a, 273a-c), Gorgias (267a), Prodicus (267b), Hippias (267b), Polus (267b), Licymnius (267c), and
Protagoras (267c). Far from receiving genuine credit for inventing rhetoric, however, these figures are the
target of Socratic irony; he calls their art “a little threadbare” (268a), and cautions Phaedrus that they “teach
these preliminaries and imagine their pupils have received a full course in rhetoric” (269c). Aristotle’s
mostly critical account of his rhetorical predecessors, the anonymous “handbook writers,” will be treated in
Chapter 4.

23 Cole (1991) 11-12.
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I agree with Cole’s assessment of the relationship between Plato’s and Aristotle’s
rhetorical programs. What I would add to Cole’s view is that both Plato and Aristotle,
whether they recognized it or not, likely drew from the well of the most culturally
pervasive literature of their time—Homeric poetry—for examples of their ideas in

practice.

IIL. Conclusions about the innovation and impact of Homeric rhetoric

As we saw in Chapter 2, many of these fourth-century theoretical ideas about
persuasion (particularly Aristotle’s) were present in the speeches of Homeric characters.
As we have seen throughout this chapter, far fewer examples of an Aristételian level of
rhetoric show up in non-Homeric Archaic poetry than were present in Homer. The
Archaic compositions in which rhetoric does occur with more concentration and
sophistication —the Homeric Hymn to Hermes and the exhortations of Callinus and
Tyrtaeus, for example —tend to be those which bear the closest resemblance to Homer in
their subject matter and/or in their genre (that is, their formal characteristics). The
elegiac battle exhortations of Callinus and Tyrtaeus are contextually similar to many of
the persuasive speeches in the Hiad; the Homeric Hymns have formal similarities to
Homeric rhetoric in terms of their narrative structure and embedded direct speech; and
Pindaric and Stesichorean poems which treat mythical/heroic subjects and embed direct
speech have some elements of both content and formal features in common with
Homeric rhetoric. In much the same way that Herodotus claimed Homer and Hesiod
taught the Greeks their gods (Histories 2.53), I am proposing that Homer, by means of his

pervasive cultural influence, taught the Greeks their rhetoric.
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Chapter 4: Aristotle and the Separation of Poetry and Rhetoric

I. Making sense of the relationship between Homeric speech and Aristotle’s
Rhetoric
A. Homer’s p(isition within the Rhetoric

In the course of examining the possibility of Homeric origins of rhetoric, I have
had frequent recourse to Aristotle’s Rhetoric as the earliest surviving, clearest, and most
comprehensive systematic explication of rhetoric as techné in ancient Greece. As such,
the Rhetoric is a useful tool for identifying the rhetorical content of utterances (textual or
oral) both before and after the treatise itself was written in the mid-fourth century. But
Aristotle gives little credit to Homer for contributions to the art of rhetoric, despite the
fact that the persuasion represented in Homeric speeches often accords closely with
Aristotle’s standards. Homer serves a somewhat uneasy dual role within Aristotle’s
Rhetoric: he is both a larger-than-life cultural icon, and a source of exempla and gndémai for
Aristotle’s analytical study. The former role is apparent when, for example, Aristotle
asserts that one way of identifying “the good” is to observe “what any of the wise or
good men or women has shown preference for, as Athena [for] Odysseus and Theseus
[for] Helen and the goddesses [for] Paris and Homer [for] Achilles” (1.6.25, emphasis
added); or when, speaking of invoking ancient witnesses in judicial rhetoric, he notes
that “the Athenians used Homer as a witness in their claim to Salamis” (1.15:13). The
latter role—Homer as a source of textual exempla for the Rhetoric—is more complicated.
Aristotle cites the Homeric poems with some frequency (as we shall see below), but
seldom do these citations illustrate rhetorical techniques. More often they serve as
illustrations of tangential points, or confirmation of the groundwork that Aristotle lays
before he offers actual rhetorical instruction. Homer is one among many poets and

orators that Aristotle cites seeming offhand throughout the treatise* including

24 T say “offhand” because at times Aristotle’s quotations are slightly different from our received text; see
Kennedy (2007) 70, note 144.
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tragedians (most prominently Euripides, but also Sophocles, Aeschylus, and Agathon),
lyric poets (Sappho, Pindar, Simonides, Stesichorus), and sophists/orators (Gorgias,
Pericles, Alcidamas, Demosthenes). The place and use of Homeric material within the
Rhetoric raises several questions. Why does Aristotle fail to treat Homer as an inventor or
predecessor in his account (cursory though it is) of the history of rhetoric? Given that he
does occasionally cite lines of Homeric speech as examples of rhetorical tropes, why
doesn’t Aristotle ever acknowledge that Homeric speakers (or the Homeric composer)
were utilizing a system of persuasion similar to the one he explicates? Is it reasonable to
claim that Aristotelian rhetorical theory was influenced or even informed by the
example of Homeric speech, despite the fact that he does not include Homer in his
discussion of predecessors? Which sources for rhetoric does Aristotle acknowledge?

As a first step toward answering these questions, I present in brief the instances
yof Homeric reference in the Rhetoric. Aristotle quotes or refers to the Homeric epics 34
times in the Rhetoric.?*> The 24 Aristotelian passages containing these quotes are listed
below (some of the Homeric citations are grouped together by Aristotle as part of the
same illustration). Of these 34 citations, 10 are relevant as illustrations of rhetorical
principles, while the other 24 simply use Homer to illustrate either minor stylistic
phenomena, or concepts not directly related to rhetoric. I have included all of Aristotle’s
Homeric citations below, highlighting in bold type those that treat Homer as a model for
rhetorical persuasion:

On the definition of “the good” as an ethical topic useful for persuasion: .
1) Rhetoric 1.6.20: “In general, the opposite of what enemies want or [of] what
. makes them happy seems advantageous; thus, it was well said, ‘Yea, Priam
would rejoice...” [1I. 1.255])” (This quote, from Nestor’s speech to Achilles and
Agamemnon, illustrates how the notion of supplying “good” to the enemy is
used to dissuade the addressees from quarreling.)

295 There are three additional mentions of Homer in the Rhetoric (1.6.25, 1.15.13, and 2.23.11), but they refer to
Homer the person rather than to the Homeric poems, and have no relevance to Aristotle’s rhetorical
analysis. For example, in the passage defining what “the good” is, Aristotle says that it is “what any of the
wise or good men or women has shown preference for, as Athena for Odysseus and Theseus [for] Helen and
the goddesses [for] Paris and Homer [for] Achilles.” (1.6.25)

206



2, 3) Rhetoric 1.6.22: “And what has cost much labor and expense [is good]; for
it is an apparent good already, and such a thing is regarded as an ‘end’ and an
end of many [efforts]; and the ‘end’ is a good. This is the source of the
following: ‘And it would be a boast left to Priam...” [Il. 2.160] And ‘It is a
disgrace for you to have stayed long...” [Il. 2.298]” (The first quote, spoken by
Hera to Athene, decries the possibility of the Greeks leaving Troy without the
prize (Helen) for which they have expended so much effort. The second quote,
spoken by Odysseus to the Greek troops, expresses much the same sentiment.)

On what is greater and what is lesser in a general discussion of persuasive topics:

4) Rhetoric 1.7.31: “And the same things when divided into their parts seem
greater; for there seems to be an excess of more things present. As a result, the
poet also says that [the following words] persuaded Meleager to rise up [and
fight]:

Whatsoever ills are to men whose city is taken:

Folk perish, and fire levels the city to the dust,

And others led off children... [1l. 9.592-4]” (Spoken by Phoenix in an attempt

to persuade Achilles to rejoin battle)

5) Rhetoric 1.7.33: “And what is self-generated [is greater] than what is
acquired. Thus, the poet, too, says, ‘But I am self-taught’. [Od. 22.347]” (Spoken
by Phemius in an attempt to persuade Odysseus to spare his life)

On what things are pleasurable in a general discussion of persuasive topics:
6) 1.11.8: “Thus, too, it has been said...”For when he remembers later, a man
rejoices at his pains,/ He who suffers much and does much.”” [Od. 15.400-401]
(Spoken by Eumaius to Odysseus; reflective)
7) 1.11.9: “Thus, even anger is pleasurable as Homer also [said in the verse he]
composed about anger, “Which is much sweeter than honey dripping from the
comb’.” [1I. 18.109] (Spoken by Achilles to Thetis; reflective)
8, 9) 111.12: “And similarly, a certain pleasure is felt in mourning and
lamentation... Thus, too, it has been reasonably said, “Thus he spoke, and raised
in them all the sweet longing of tears.”” [II. 23.108, Od. 4.183] (Narrator)

On the emotion of anger: when and how it becomes aroused:

10) 2.2.6: “Dishonor is a feature of insult, and one who dishonors belittles... Thus,
Achilles, when angered, says, ‘[Agamemnon] dishonored me; for taking my
prize, he keeps it himself.”” [II. 1.356] (Spoken by Achilles to Thetis; this describes
the process and reasons for Achilles’ anger, but it is not itself serving rhetorically
to arouse anger.)

11, 12) And 2.2.7-8: “And people think they are entitled to be treated with respect
by those inferior in birth, in power, in virtue, and generally in whatever they
themselves have much of...Thus, it has been said, ‘Great is the rage of Zeus-
nurtured kings.” [II. 2.196] And ‘But still, even afterward, he has resentment.” [I1.
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1.82] For they are vexed by their sense of [ignored] superiority.” (The first
example is spoken by Odysseus to the Greek chieftains; the second by Calchas to
the Greeks in the assembly)

On the emotion of calmness: when and how it occurs:

13) 2.3.16: “[People are calm] when they think that [their victims] will not
perceive who is the cause of their suffering and that it is retribution for what they
have suffered; for anger is a personal thing...Thus, the verse ’Say it was
Odysseus, sacker of cities,” [Od. 9.504] was rightly composed, since [Odysseus]
would not have been avenged if [Polyphemus the Cyclops] had not realized both
from whom and why revenge came.” (Spoken by Odysseus to identify himself to
the blind Cyclops) ‘

14) And 2.3.16: “People do not vent their anger on others who are not aware of it
nor continue it against the dead, since the latter have suffered the ultimate and
will not suffer nor will they have perception...Thus, in wanting Achilles to cease
his anger against Hector once he was dead, the poet spoke well: ‘For it is
unseemly to rage at senseless clay.”” [Il. 24.54] (Spoken by Apollo to a council of
the gods)

On the emotion of indignation: when and how it becomes aroused:
15) 2.9.11: “[1t is] also [a source of indignation] for a lesser person to dispute with
a greater one, especially those engaged in the same activity, whence, too, this has
been said, ‘But he avoided battle with Ajax, son of Telamon,” [Il. 11.542] for Zeus
was angry at him when he fought with a better man.” (Narrator)

On the appropriate uses for gnémui in rhetorical persuasion:

16, 17) Rhetoric 2.21.11: “One should even use trite and common maxims if
they are applicable; for because they are common, they seem true, as though
everyone agreed; for example, [it is useful] for one who is exhorting [troops] to
face danger without first sacrificing to the gods [to say,] ‘One omen [literally,
one bird] is best, to fight for one’s country.” [II. 12.243] And if they are
outnumbered, [to say,] “The War God is impartial.”” [Il. 18.309] (Both examples
spoken by Hector, the first to Polydamas, the second to the Trojan troops)

On the difference between similes and metaphors in the discussion of style:
18) 3.4.1: “When the poet says "He rushed as a lion,” [Il. 20.164] it is a simile, but
“The lion rushed’ [with ‘lion’ referring to a man] would be a metaphor; for since
both are brave, he used a metaphor [i.e., a simile] and spoke of Achilles as a
lion.” (Narrator)
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On examples of figures of speech in the discussion of style:
19) 3.9.9: “Paromoiosis [occurs] if each colon has similar extremities. This must
occur either at the beginning or at the end [of the colon.]...At the beginning are
found such things as...”Daéretoi t’epelontos pararretoi t'epeesin.’ [“Ready for gifts
they were and ready for persuasion by words,” Il. 9.526] (Spoken by Phoenix to
Achilles)

-On metaphor in the discussion of style:
20) 3.10.2: “Metaphor most brings about learning; for when he (Homer) calls old
age ‘stubble,” [Od. 4.213] he creates understanding and knowledge through the
genus, since old age and stubble are [species of the genus of] things that have lost
their bloom.” (Narrator)

On energeia, or “activity,” in the discussion of style:

21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26) 3.11.2-4: “And [energeia], as Homer often uses it, is making
the lifeless living through the metaphor. In all his work he gains his fame by
creating activity, for example, in the following: ‘“Then to the plain rolled the
ruthless stone,” [Od. 11.598] and ‘the arrow flew’ [Il. 13.587] and [also of an
arrow] ‘eager to fly’ [Il. 4.126] and [of spears] 'They stood in the ground longing
to take their fill of flesh,” [Il. 11.574] and ‘The point sped eagerly through his
breast.” [Il. 15.541] In all of these something seems living through being
actualized...He does the same to lifeless things in his much admired similes:
‘Arched, foam-crested, some in front, but others upon others.”” [Il. 13.799] (The
first example is spoken by Odysseus during his narration to the Phaeacians; the
rest by the narrator)

On hyperbole in the discussion of style:

27) 3.11.15: “Hyperboles are adolescent; for they exhibit vehemence. (Therefore
those in anger mostly speak them:

Not even if he gave me as much as the sand and the dust...

But I will not marry the daughter of Agamemnon, son of Atreus,

Not even if she rivals golden Aphrodite in beauty,

And Athene in workmanship.) [Il. 9.385-89]” (Spoken by Achilles in response
to Odysseus’ embassy speech)

On the creation of amplification (quxesis) through asyndeton and repetition in the
discussion of style:
28) 3.12.4: “Asyndeton thus creates amplification (auxésis)...this is Homer’s
intention also in the passage ‘Nereus, again, from Syme...Nereus, son of
Aglaia...Nereus who, as the handsomest man...” [Il. 2.671-73]; for a man about
whom many things are said must necessarily often be named. [Conversely,]
people think that if someone is often named there must also be many things to
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say; thus [Homer]| amplified [the importance of Nereus] (through mentioning
him only in this passage) and by this fallacy made him memorable.” (Narrator)

On the function of prooemia in the discussion of arrangement:
29, 30) 3.14.6: “In [judicial] speeches and in epic there is a sample of the argument
in order that [the audience] may know what the speech is about...The unlimited
leads astray; he who gives, as it were, the beginning into the hand [of the hearer]
allows him, by holding on, to follow the speech. This is the reason for ‘Sing,
Goddess, the wrath...” [II. 1.1] [and] ‘Speak to me, Muse, of the man...” [Od. 1.1]”
(Both examples narrator)

On the aim of persuasive speeches to create good will among the audience in the

discussion of arrangement:
31) Rhetoric 3.14.11: “The sources of creating good will have been mentioned
and each of the other similar [states of mind]. But since it is well said, ‘Grant
me to find among the Phaeacians friendship or compassion,” [Od. 6.327] these
are the two things one should aim at.” (Spoken by Odysseus in a prayer to
Athena. While Aristotle cites this example to illustrate the importance of
diathesis to persuasive speeches, the quote is not in itself an example of
diathesis, nor do Odysseus’ words imply necessarily that speech will be the
avenue through which he will “find among the Phaeacians friendship and
compassion.” But as it turns out in the narrative, of course—and as Aristotle is
surely aware—Odysseus’ speech will play a large role in his acceptance by the
Phaeacians.)

On dramatic narration and gestures as a persuasive device in the discussion of

arrangement (perhaps more proper to the Book 2 discussion of arousing emotions):
32) Rhetoric 3.16.7: “Actions should be spoken of in past tenses except for what
brings in either pity or indignation when it is dramatized. The account of
[what was told to] Alcinous is an example, in that it has been compressed into
sixty verses for Penelope. [referring to Od. 9-12 in comparison with Od. 23.264-
84 and 310-43])” (Referring to two accounts of his travels spoken by Odysseus)
33) Rhetoric 3.16.10: “Further, speak from the emotions, narrating both the
results [of emction] and things the audience knows and what are special
characteristics of the speaker or the opponents...Many such things are to be
found in Homer: ‘Thus she spoke, and the old nurse covered her face with her
hands.” [Od. 19.361] For those who begin to cry place their hands over their
eyes.” (Narrator)
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On limits for the rnumber of enthymemes to be used in the discussion of arrangement:
34) Rhetoric 3.17.6: “Enthymemes should be mixed in and not spoken
continuously; otherwise they get in each other’s way. (There is a limit to how
much an audience can take, [as in the line] “Oh friend, since you have spoken
as much as a wise man would’ [Od. 4.204] as much as, not such things as.)”
(Spoken by Menelaus to Peisistratus)?4
Here and there, Aristotle points to Homeric speakers to illustrate certain

rhetorical pisteis—that is, the “crafted” (évtexvog) methods of persuasion, which he
considers the most essential component of rhetoric (see Rhetoric 1.1.3, 1.1.9, 1.1.11, 1.2.2).
Homer provides a convenient store of examples with a common cultural currency, just
as Euripides and Pindar do. But Aristotle does not remark upon the number of Homeric
illustrations of certain pisteis, nor does he connect these quotations together or suggest
that they reflect a systematic understanding of rhetoric within the Iliad and Odyssey that
would qualify them as contributors to the invention of rhetoric. For Aristotle, the
Homeric epics may provide examples, but they are notv predecessors. Aristotle has a
different idea of who his rhetorical predecessors are—though he is loath to give credit to
any of them. At the begihning of his treatise, while introducing the state of rhetoric “as
things are now” (vOv pév ovv, 1.1.3), Aristotle discusses the work of earlier handbook-
writers (ol Téxvag twv A0ywv ovviBévteg, 1.1.3) on the subject. He dismisses these
anonymous predecessors as having produced unsatisfactory treatments of rhetoric,
claiming that they

have worked on a small part of the subject; for only pisteis are artistic (other things are
supplementary), and these writers say nothing about enthymemes, which is the “body”
of persuasion, while they give most of their attention to matters external to the subject.
(1.1.3)...For example, why it is necessary to have the introduction [prooemion] or
the narration [diégésis] and each of the other parts; for [in treating these matters]
they concern themselves only with how they may put the judge in a certain frame of
mind, while they explain nothing about artistic proofs; and that is the question of how
one may become enthymematic. It is for this reason that although the method of
deliberative and judicial speaking is the same and though deliberative subjects
are finer and more important to the state than private transactions, [the

26 Of the 34 distinct Homeric passages cited by Aristotle in the Rhetoric, 23 come from the Iliad and eleven
from the Odyssey. Twenty come from direct speech and fourteen from the narrative voice.
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handbook-writers] have nothing to say about the former, and all try to describe

the art of speaking in a law court. (1.1.9-10; italics added)
It is Aristotle’s intention to shift the focus of rhetorical instruction from structural to
“artistic” considerations (that is, argumentative strategies), and to broaden its scope
from techniques primarily relevant to judicial oratory to those relevant to deliberative as
well. At various other points in the Rhetoric, Aristotle makes similarly disdainful
menﬁon of the handbook-writers and the inadequacy of their theory.?” He attempts
throughout the treatise to distance himself from his forbears in the sophistic and
handbook traditions; indeed, His tendency to speak of these forbears in monolithic terms
(as ol Téxvag Twv Adywv ovvtiBévteg) serves to distinguish his own rhetorical project
all the more starkly from what has come before.

This is a very different approach from the one that Aristotle takes in the Poetics.
Both the Poetics and the Rhetoric give analytical accounts of their respective subjects,
separating, classifying, and explaining the components of each. But a significant part of
the Poetics is also devoted to tracing the origins of poetry in Greece and to identifying
the inventors of tragedy and epic, whereas the Rhetoric is largely devoid of such an
“archaeological” project. This may help to explain Aristotle’s treatment of Homer within
the Rhetoric. The purpose of the Rhetoric is scientific, not histo;iographical; it is a treatise
intended to'analyze and provide instruction in a technical skill. As such, it is fully
forward-looking. Aristotle refers to predecessors and sources—to the history of
rhetoric—only insofar as he can use the handbook-writers as straw mén, and stake his
claim to an innovative and definitive presentation of rhetoric. Aristotle’s own view of his
foundational place in the history of rhetoric gains support in recent works by Cole and
Schiappa. Cole attributes to Aristotle and Plato a philosophical approach to rhetoric that

sets them apart as “the true founders of rhetoric as well as of philosophy.”?*® Schiappa

27 See 1.2.4-5, 1.2.15, 2.23.21 (referring to the téxvn of Callipus), 2.23.28 (referring to the téxvn of
Theodorus), 2.24.11 (referring to the téxvn of Corax), 3.1.7 (referring to the "EAeot (a treatise on the
emotions) of Thrasymachus), and 3.13.3-5 (a more extended criticism of the handbook writers’ practice of
making “laughable divisions” (duxtpobot yeAolws, 3.13.3) into detailed categories under the heading of
1a&ig; Aristotle singles out Theodorus andLicymnius as offenders in this area).

28 Cole (1991) 29.
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argues that there is little or no real evidence of a tradition of “technical rhetoric,” or
rhetorical handbooks, before the fourth century, and that the technai to which Aristotle
refers were simply exemplary speeches by sophists such as Gorgias and Antiphon.?* In
Schiappa’s opinion, “the careful development of logical theory, including the
Cétegorization (based on epistemological criteria) of genuine and spurious arguments

from probability, originated no sooner than Aristotle.”2%

B. Classification, generic boundaries, and the loss of poetic-rhetorical
continuity

All of this suggests a reason for Aristotle’s silence about the possibility that a
system for effective persuasion was understood and represented by the Homeric
composer(s), and the possibility that the Homeric epics informed the fourth-century
techné of rhetoric. In such an innovative and techno-philosophical approach to rhetoric,
there was no place for anything that smacked of the archaic. Whether fairly or not, by
the fourth century Homer had come to be associated with a religious and mythical past,
and though Aristotle might cite the epics for the odd example, these associations likely
made it difficult for him to see Homer as a contributor to the discipline of rhetoric. This
mindset reflects a socio-cultural shift in Greek views of language and authority that has
been explained by (among others) Detienne in Les Maitres de vérité dans la grece archaique
and Goldhill in The Invention of Prose. Detienne describes “a gradual secularization of
speech” attendant to the rise of the Greek city-state, in which logos took on an
autonomous authority no longer moored to divine inspiration and to the figures of the
seer, bard, and king.?' Similarly, Goldhill speaks of a “profound shift in institutional
and intellectual practice” centered around the rise of prose in fifth century B.C.E.
Greece —a shift from viewing poetry as the locus for authoritative discourse to viewing

prose treatments of philoéophy, history, and science as authoritative.?5

29 Schiappa (1999) 45.

250 Ihid, 39.

251 Detienne (1996) 15-17.
22 Goldhill (2002) 4-5.
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This shift could be expressed in its most simple and dramatic form as the move

from the scene of a divinely inspired bard singing the poetry of the Muses for a

spell-bound audience, to the scene of two orators, arguing a legal case in front of

an appointed group of judging citizens...The invention of prose involves a

contest of authority [with poetry]...The new writers of the new form of prose need

to compete for (discursive) space in the city.?
For Aristotle and the analytical tradition that he inaugurated, poetry is a subject of
analysis; it is not in itself a source of authoritative knowledge.

The separation of discourse into prose and poetry during the fifth and fourth
centuries is indicative of a trend toward classification that grbws along with the
philosophical and scientific investigations of the era. Aristotle, of course, is the classifier
par excellence. The Rhetoric alone contains 17 instances of the noun dwxipeoig (“division”
or “classification”) or the verbs dixpéw/npocdlapéouar (“to divide/divide further”),
most of them referring to Aristotle’s methodology. In fact, duxigeoig is an enthymematic
topic in itself (2.23.10). Aristotle’s fondness for categories and generic separation is
another barrier to his seeing Homer as a rhetorical predecessor. While he draws upon
poetry for certain examples, he conceives of the rhetorical techniques that he prescribes
as applying strictly to the prose realm of oratory. Aristotle explicitly emphasizes the
distinction between poetry and prose (which he refers to as YtAoi Adyot) in Book 3 of the
Rhetoric, in his discussion of rhetorical style (Aé&1c). He disapproves of the importation
of poetic devices into rhetoric, a practice among early sophists:

Since the poets, while speaking sweet nothings, seemed to acquire their
reputation through their lexis, a poetic style came into existence [in prose as
well], for example, that of Gorgias. Even now, the majority of the uneducated
think such speakers speak most beautifully. This is not the case, but the [proper]
lexis of prose differs from that of poetry. (Rh. 3.1.9)
The problem with mixing poetry and rhetoric, according to Aristotle, is that effective
persuasion requires clarity and natural-sounding language —two elements that generally

do not characterize poetry (although he cites Euripides as an example of tragedy’s move

toward using natural speech, Rh. 3.2.5):

253 Goldhill (2002) 5.
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Authors should compose without being noticed and should seem to speak not
artificially (memAaouévwe) but naturally (mepukodtwg). (The latter is persuasive,
the former the opposite)...A word in its prevailing and native meaning and
metaphor are alone useful in the lexis of prose. (Rh. 3.2.4-6)
An additional difference between poetry and rhetoric that Aristotle identifies is the use
of an emotional manner of speaking (Aeyeiv maOnrtikag). In oratory, impassioned
utterances are appropriate only on certain occasions and when certain conditions have
been met—namely, “when a speaker already holds the audience in his control and
causes them to be stirred either by praise or blame or hate or love” (Rh. 3.7.11) Such an
emotional style is, however, normal and appropriate to poetry (Ibid.).

Poetry in Aristotle’s Rhetoric serves several purposes. First, it populates his store
of (perhaps interchangeable) examples of speech that hold common cultural currency —
thus Homer appears alongside Simonides, Pericles, Agathon, and others—and that can
be inserted into his theory at various points as practical illustrations. Secondly, it
provides a category that can be contrasted with the category of rhetoric, setting the
supposed distinctives of rhetorical diction into greater relief. What poetry does not do, in
Aristotle’s account of rhetoric, is represent or inform the techné that he sets forth. Only
the handbook-writers are eligible for this role, for their genre and aims are roughly the
same as his (though their execution leaves much to be desired). The discontinuity that
Aristotle perceives between poetry and rhetoric brings us back to the socio-cultural
“shift” described by Detienne and Goldhill. Such a shift from viewing authoritative
discourse as embodied in “magicoreligious” poetic utterance on the one hand, and
philosophical/technical prose texts on the other, undoubtedly did occur in the centuries
between “Homer” and Aristotle. But perhaps something has been lost with regard to at
least one éspect of authoritative discourse—rhetoric—in the promotion of this shift (a
promotion that indeed may have begun with Aristotle, and that has filtered down from
his influential treatise through the centuries of scholarship on rhetoric). I would argue
that the practice of rhetoric represents an area of continuity between Homer and the
“enlightenment” of the fifth century. The generic and disciplinary compartmentalization

of Aristotle’s work obscures the possibility that the techniques of persuasive speech on
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display in Homer might be continuous with the techniques of persuasive speech
practiced by speakers in the Athenian assembly or lawcourts, and taught by sophists,

handbook-writers, and Aristotle himself.
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Coda: Apollonius’ Argonautica and the post-Aristotelian Dynamic
between Poetry and Rhetoric

I have argued that the Homeric epics exhibit an awareness and use of rhetoric—
that is, a systematic, learned set of techniques for persuasion —well before rhetoric is
presented in theoretical form by the handbook-writers, Plato, and Aristotle. When
rhetoric is theorized in fifth- and fourth-century B.C.E. Greece, most comprehensively
and influentially by Aristotle, generic and categorical barriers between poetry and
oratory begin to take shape. Among the questions raised by this investigation into the
relationship between poetry and rhetoric in early Greece is one with which I will
conclude: what were the implications of a codified rhetorical theory for poetic
representations of speech after Aristotle? One implication, I hypothesize, is that poetry
and rhetoric, which had been intertwined (as in Homer) prior to the theorization of
rhetoric in Classical Athens, subsequently became compartmentalized. The rise of
formal oratory and the development of rhetoric as a discipline, as well as the shift from
oral to written modes of composition, may have contributed to a change in post-
Classical poets’ handling of character speech—namely, a perception (absent from
Homer) that representing rhetoric was outside of their purview. Represented character
speech is a phenomenon that is readily apparent in epic, of course, so in the remaining
pages of this chapter I will take a brief look at Apollonius’ Argondutica, as it provides the
most obvious and symmetrical counterpart to Homer for comparing the depiction of
speech in epic before and after the publication of Aristotle’s theory of rhetoric. This is
only an incipient gesture toward a subject that deserves fuller treatment elsewhere:
namely, manifestations of the perceived boundaries between poetry and rhetoric in post-
Aristotelian literature.

A rise in scholarly treatment of the Argonautica since the 1980s has led to valuable

insights into various aspects of this epic, with attention collecting especially around the
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poem’s relationship to its Alexandrian/Ptolemaic context?* its reflection of
philosophical and scholarly currents of the time,? and of course its position within
literary history, most notably with respect to Homer and Vergil.?*¢ I will make particular
referénce to Hunter’s excellent study of the Argonautica (1993a), which (along with
Berkowitz (2004) and Cuypers (2005)) examines the idiosyncracies of speech
representation in our only complete surviving example of Hellenistic epic. My intention
is not to cover the same ground as Hunter, but rather to pick up on his observations
a-bout Apollonius” handling of the narrative voice and direct speech, and the differences
between Apollonius and Homer in this regard. I believe that speech phenomena in
Apollonius may be explained, at least in part, by the new dynamic between poetry and
formal rhetoric that Aristotle (and theoretical treatments of rhetoric generally) had
established in the Classical era. |

Even a preliminary look at the Argonautica reveals that there is far less direct
speech in this poem than in either of the Homeric epics; Cuypers gives the percentages
of direct speech in the three epics as 45.7% in the Iliad, 68.6% in the Odyssey (the high
figure due to Odysseus’ account of his travels in Books 9-12), and only 29.6% in the
Argonautica.® Hunter notes “the greatly reduced pfominence from Homer of direct
speech; characters in fact speak ‘for themselves’” much less than in Homer. The epic has
become much less ‘dramatic.””?® Corresponding to this decline in the amount of direct
speech within the Argonautica, however, is a rise in certain features within the narrative
voice. These are features that, in Homer, are typically associated with direct speech:
emotional and judgmental vocabulary® and gnomai (“The majority of generalising

gnomai in Homer are in the mouth of characters, not the poet himself,” Hunter

2% See for example Stephens (2000) and (2003), Hunter (1991) and (1993a).

255 E.g. Clayman (2000) on the Sceptic worldview of the Argonautica, Meyer (2001) on Apollomus as a
Hellenistic geographer.

26 E.g. Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004) and Hunter (1993a) on Apollonius and Homer; Nelis (2001) on
Apollonius and Vergil. For further bibliography on Apollonius, see Reinhold F. Glei’s chapter “Outlines of
Apollonian Scholarship 1955-1999" in Papanghelis and Rengakos.

27 Cuypers (2005) 37; cf. Hunter (1993a) 138. ‘

258 Hunter (1993a) 13.

2% An observation about Homeric speech made by Griffin (1986) and compared with Apollonius” usage by
Hunter (1993a) 109-111.
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remarks.).2® In contrast, Apollonius assimilates such language into a narrative voice that
asserts opinions, and even, we might say, possesses a “personality”: Apollonius puts
greater “emphasis on the poet’s mental effort,” says Hunter, and he

goes well beyond Homer in the tone and style of these authorial utterances.

There is...a far greater prominence for the poet’s person, the narrating ego, than

is found in Homer...Different too is the poet’s explicit inclusion of himself in

general statements and grnomai in the first person.2!

These observations lead Hunter to conclude that in the Argonautica, “very strict stylistic
distinctions between the two modes [narrative and direct speech] are no longer valid”
and “the Homeric division between the lexicon of speech and that of narrative is blurred
and weakened, but not entifely abandoned.”?? Cuypers comes to a similar conclusion
via his comparison of the use of interactional particles in Homer and Apollonius: “in the
Argonautica the particle usage of the narrator is much closer to that of his characters,
and...he uses interactional particles to engage his narratees’ expectations in ways that
are unparalleled in the Iliad and Odyssey.”?%

Hunter’s complex explanation for the trend toward convergence between the
narrative voice and character speech in Apollonius (also illustrated through the greater
reliance on indirect speech and suppressed speech in the epic) includes reference to
Aristotle’s Poetics. “In the Poetics Aristotle praises Homer for recognizing that, as poetry
is mimetic, ‘the poet himself must say as little as possible’ (Poetics 1460a5ff.). In wanting
epic to be like drama...Aristotle privileged the mode of ‘letting characters speak for
themselves.””?* But Apollonius is far different from Homer in this regard. “Apollonius’
procedure here is strikingly un-Aristotelian,” Hunter observes, considering that
Apollonius seems to avoid direct speech on many occasions, preferring to narrate the
action and use indirect speech. Based on his documentation and analysis of the use of

direct speech versus authorial voice in the Argonautica, Hunter argues that “it becomes

260 Hunter (1993a) 105.
261 Ibid, 106.

262 Ibid, 110-11.

263 Cuypers (2005) 65.
264 Hunter (1993a) 139.
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harder to believe that we are not dealing with a deliberate revision of the epic manner.”
In Apollonius, we encounter “the self-conscious presence of the narrator’s voice, always
demanding our recognition and admiration, contrasted with Homer’s submerging of
himself within his characters.”?*> But perhaps there is more at work here than simply a
“deliberate revision of the epic manner.” i’erhaps rhetoric (in the technical sense) is also
part of the picture. The paucity of direct speech in the Argonautica could be the result of
a reflex, conditioned by Aristotle’s Rhetoric, to view the techné of rhetoric as an area of
specialization reserved for oratory or theoretical/instructional treatises. Apollonius may
have been de-emphasizing representations of speech (whether in deliberate or in
unconscious response to the prevailing trends of literary specialization and demarcation
of discourse genres) so as to distinguish his epic simultaneously from Homer and from
the work of orators and rhetorical theorists.

A brief overview of direct speeches intended to persuade in the Argonautica will
help to illustrate the degree to which they embody the rhetoric that Aristotle espouses,
in comparison with the speeches from the Iliad analyzed in Chapter 2. The Argonautica,
like the Iliad, contains speeches that aim to spur their audience to action but that are
nevertheless “non-rhetorical” —that is, they involve simply instruction, commands, or
requests, unsupported by argumentation or other persuasive techniques (for example,
Jason’s instructions to the crew upon being named leader in 1.351-62, Hera’s request to
Kypris in 3.84-9, or Thetis’ speech to Peleds in 4.856-64). Speeches that employ
Aristotelian rhetorical techniques are few; those that employ more than one technique
within a single speech even fewer. In Phineus’ speech at 2.209-39 and Argus’ at 2.1123-
33, both addressed to the Argonauts, only one rhetorical technique, pathos, supports the
speakers’ requests for aid. These supplications contain no enthymemes or appeals to
éthos. It is primarily books 3 and 4 of the Argonautica that contain the handful of

persuasive speeches whose rhetorical complexity approaches that of the Iliadic speeches

265 Hunter (1993a) 139.
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analyzed in Chapter 2.?66 I will take a closer look at two speeches from Book 3, as well as
a passage of indirect speech in Book 4, that convey the ambivalent state of rhetoric in the
Argonautica. |

The first speech I will examine is Jason’s address to the Argonauts upon reaching
Colchis in Book 3, in a situation which mirrors that of many rhetorical speeches in the
Iliad: a hero addressing the assembly of warriors and attempting to convince them of a
strategy for dealing with the enemy. In this case, Jason proposes a pian for approaching
Aietes, King of Colchis, in hopes of acquiring the Golden Fleece:

Friends, I shall tell you the plan I myself favour, but it is for you to give it your
assent. Common is our need, and common to all alike the right to speak. The
man who holds back his view and opinion in silence should know that he alone
deprives our expedition of its chance for safe return. I suggest that you all remain
quietly in the ship, your arms at the ready. I shall go to Aietes” palace...and I
shall first speak to him to test whether he is willing in friendship to grant us the
golden fleece or prefers to refuse and, trusting in his might, reject our
quest...Before testing him with words, let us not try simply to deprive him of his
possession by force: it is better first to approach him and seek to win him over by
arguments. In tight corners arguments have often smoothed the way and
achieved what manly strength could hardly accomplish. Even Aietes once
received the blameless Phrixos as he fled from his stepmother’s deceit and the
sacrifice designed by his father; all men, even the most outrageously shameless,
always respect and observe the ordinances of Zeus, Protector of Guests.?”
(Argonautica 3.171-93)

The first rhetorical position Jason takes is to encourage audience input. The mildly-
stated enthymematic conclusion asserts that “it is for you to give it your assent,”

followed by the premise, “The man who holds back his view and opinion in silence

should know that he alone deprives our expedition of its chance for safe return.” This-

%6 Using the same Aristotelian-derived definition of rhetoric that I have maintained throughout this project,
I count the following speeches in the Argonautica as having significant rhetorical content (i.e. they contain
more than one technique): Jason’s speech of consolation to his mother Alkimede at 1.295-305; Polyxo’s
speech urging the Lemnian women to take Argonaut husbands at 1.675-96; Herakles” speech urging the
Argonauts to leave Lemnos at 1.865-74; Jason's proposal to the Argonauts of a plan for approaching Aietes
at 3.171-93; Jason’s conciliatory speech to Aietes at 3.386-95; Jason’s request for aid from Medea at 3.975-
1007; Jason’s exhortation to the Argonauts before embarking on the return voyage to Greece at 4.190-205;
Medea’s supplication to Queen Arete at 4.1014-28; Arete’s speech of supplication on behalf of Medea to
Alcinoos at 4.1073-95.

267 Translation of Apollonius from Hunter (1993b); text from Vian (1974-81).
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premise utilizes both the topic of incentives and disincentives and a pathos-based
incitement of guilt in anyone who might be suppressing his opinion. From the start,
Jason reaches out to his audience with language of friendship and camaraderie (e.g. the
opening form of address, @ ¢iAot, and the sentiment Euvr) yap xpeiw, Euvol dé te pvbot
éaot/ maowv Opwe (3.173-4)). He takes pains not to come across as a distant or arrogant
leader who sees himself as superior to his men—a display of diathesis that reflects his
delicate leadership position, having taken command of the expedition only after the
Argonauts’ first choice, Herakles, demurred (see 1.332-62). Deference to his audience
will characterize Jason’s tone throughout the speech; as well as soliciting others’
opinions, he makes use of the less confrontational language of impersonal verbs rather
than relying solely on imperatives to convey his requests and proposals (see 3.172, Oyt
TéAog kenfvau éotke; 3.187, Awitegov HOB pv dgéooacBat pettévtac).

In the latter portion of the speech, Jason employs an extended enthymeme to
support his reasoning for a conciliatory approach to Aietes. The enthymematic
conclusion “let us not try simply to deprive him of his possession by force” is followed
by the premise “it is better first to approach him and seek to win him over by
arguments,” which in turn is»elaboratéd by the gnomé “in tight corners arguments have
often smoothed the way and achieved what manly strength could hardly accomplish.”
There is meta-rhetorical irony in these words, as Jason uses persuasion to advocate
persuasion. He then provides additional premises to support his contention that Aietes
may be receptive to the Argonauts’ quest: a brief paradeigma citing Aietes” past behavior
towards Phrixos, and a gnomé (however naive) about the respect paid by all men to Zeus
Xenios. Jason’s speech meets with approval (3.194-5), but in a curious addition to the
report of the audience’s response, the narrator notes in passing that “there was no one
who sought to persuade them to any other course of action” (3.195). This remark has the
effect of slightly deflating Jason’s persuasive powers. After all, he had exhorted the
Argonauts to voice their opinions; and the lack of competing viewpoints (so often seen
in Iliadic assembly speeches) ensures that Jason’s proposal carries the day merely by

default. The fact that no other hero speaks at this crucial juncture does highlight the
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plight of persuasive speeches in the Argonautica: they are infrequent and isolated. Here,
as elsewhere, the narrator draws attention to the lack or suppression of speech—a theme
that runs throughout the epic, as Hunter has observed.?® Hunter sees this phenomenon
as a way in which Apollonius “call[s] attention to the role of the poet as controller and
selector of the material of the poem;” I would argue that it is also a manifestation of the
limits of poetically represented speech in a society saturated with disciplinized rhetoric
(a factor that complements, rather than competes with, Hunter’s interpretation).2®

Apollonius’ ambivalent portrayal of persuasion is visible again in Peleus’ quasi-
exhortation to the Argonauts (singling out Jason) in 3.506-14. ‘Rather than argue for a
course 6f action, Peleus calls for deliberation (in a speech which is itself deliberative),
and then promptly undercuts his own proposal: |

It is time to consider what we will do, though I do not think that deliberation will

help us as much as the strength of our arms. (506-7)
The remainder of his speech equivocates by suggesting options based on conditions—a
gesture unheard of in the assembly and battlefield exhortations of Iliadic heroes:

If, heroic son of Aison, you have in mind to yoke Aietes” bulls and are keen for
the task, then you should keep your promise and make yourself ready. If,
however, your heart does not have very full confidence in its manly courage,
then neither stir yourself to it nor sit here seeking some other man from among
us: I shall not hold back, since the worst grief that can befall is death. (508-14)
The only Aristotelian rhetorical tactic in this speech is Peleus’ oblique reference to his
own éthos conveyed in the offer to perform the heroic task in Jason’s place. He offers no
arguments to support his proposals, and indeed no proposals other than the quickly-
dismissed “it is time to consider what we will do” and the condition-dependent options
for meeting Aietes’ demands. Again in this case, a persuasive direct speech in the

- Argonautica exhibits less rhetorical content than was present in Iliadic speeches, as

though deliberately shrinking from resonances with Homer or oratory.

268 Hunter (1993a) 141-3. See, for example, 1.1286-9, “The son of Aison was so struck by helplessness that he
could not speak in favour of any proposal (aunxavinowv dtwyxBeic/ o0vdé T Toiov émog petedavesy), but
sat gnawing at his heart because of the grim disaster which had occurred;” and 3.422-3, “Jason sat silent
(olya) where he was, his eyes fixed on the ground before his feet, unable to speak (dpBoyyog).”

269 Hunter (1993a) 141. ‘

223



A final example of the Argonautica’s curious treatment of rhetoric occurs at a
moment when persuasion takes center stage in the narrative: Medea luring her brother
Apsyrtus into an ambush after he pursues the Argonauts in hopes of returning Medea to
Colchis. The actual words used to “lure” (OeAyépev, 4.436) Apsyrtus into meeting with
her are, conspicuously, never reported. Medea alludes to them in proposing the planvto
Jason (“I shall cajole (ueAiw) that man into coming into your hands,” 4.415-6), and
further tantalizing reference to this deadly act of persuasion occurs several lines later in
a seamless shift between narrative and indirect speech:

Medea entrusted her message to the heralds, to lure Apsyrtos to come, as soon as
she reached the goddess’ temple in accordance with the agreement, and the dark
gloom of night was spread around; he would help her devise a trick by which
she might take the great golden fleece and return again to Aietes’ house, for the
sons of Phrixos had forcefully compelled her when they handed her over to the
strangers. Together with this deceitful message, she sprinkled alluring drugs

through the air and breezes. .. (435-43)

This odd narrative hybrid form (Hunter, following Genette’s taxonomy, calls it an
example of “transposed speech”) never quiet achieves the clear mimetic structure of
direct speech.?? It is possible to pick up snatches of a rhetorical argument here —"the
sons of Phrixos had forcefully compelled her” indicates that Medea will be assuming the
éthos of a wronged innocent and playing on Apsyrtus’ sympathies. But the indirect
speech format allows Apollonius to keep this fatally persuasive speech—and rhetoric
itself —just out of the audience’s purview.

There are certainly a number of factors at work in the poetic texture of the
Argonautica, and I do not mean to suggest that a sense of generic boundaries was the sole
governing concern of Apollonius’ choice to present speech as he does in his epic.
Apollonius creates an ambivalent fictional world in which traditional concepts of
heroism are reconstituted, narrative authority is destabilized, and the boundaries

between fantasy and reality, time and space, are blurred. In doing so, as Hunter and

others have aptly observed, he is reflecting currents in contemporary society,

270 Hunter (1993a) 144-5.
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philosophy, and scholarly practice by (see Hunter 8-25 et passim). I would simply add
rhetorical (self-)consciousness as an informing factor. It is as though Apollonius has
begun to channel rhetorical discourse into the narrative voice—where it has less
resemblance to formal rhetoric—rather than through the direct speeches of characters.?”!
Apollonius himself is the foremost rhétor of the Argonautica; he sets himself the task of
persuading his aﬁdience of the fantastical and ambiguous poetic world he has created,
and lifts the curtain on his own manipulation of the narrative. Whereas the Iliad and
Odyssey had presented characters exerting techniques of persuasion on each other—a
sort of rhetoric-within-poetry —the Argonautica presents a narrator whose voice can
hardly be distinguished from the voices of characters—a sort of rhetoric-as-poetry.
Apollonius embodies the more general phenomenon, commonly heard in modern

1

literary analysis, of an author’s “rhetoric,” the voice with which he persuades his
audience of the (fictional) world he has created. This retreat in the Argonautica from the
technical rhetoric portrayed in Homeric poetry, then, is perhaps in part a response to
Aristotle’s definition and delimitation of rhetoric within fhe boundaries of prose,

specifically oratory; and in part is yet another way for Apollonius to distinguish himself

from Homer, the texvitng Adywv.

71 Hunter (1993a) 138-43, especially 139.
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