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ON THE ART OF ARISTOTELIAN RHETORIC.
FORMAL/NEUTRAL ART AND
FORMAL/NEUTRAL ELEMENTS

A. Introduction

One of the main problems in Aristotelian scholarship is determining Aris-
totle’s exact attitude towards rhetoric. This problem touches upon various
aspects within rhetoric and rhetorical theory, such as Aristotle’s position on
rhetoric as an art; his attitude towards Tt EEw 100 mpGyuarog («things ex-
traneous to the issue»)! - those elements which he attacks in the first book
of Rhetoric, but elaborates in detail in the following books, especially in the
third; the relation of rhetoric to other arts, specifically to dialectic and pol-
itics - and, of course, his controversy against the t€yvaL writers - changing
the emphasis from the uépia Aéyov («parts of a speech») to the nioTic
(«conviction, evidence»).

In this article, I shall concentrate on one question concerning Aristotle’s
rhetorical art: is rhetoric a formal or even a neutral art? Many scholars have
touched upon these terms in Aristotle’s rhetoric. There are works intended
to find the exact VAn («subject matter») of rhetoric for Aristotle, or even
deny the existence of DAy altogether. Some scholars have argued for the
amorality of Aristotle’s rhetoric?, while others insisted on his non technical
concept of téxvn . No doubt in the Rhetoric there are traces of formality
alongside other traces which point to rhetoric’s materia. Likewise one can
detect neutral statements in Aristotle’s Rhetoric alongside explicit state-
ments which see rhetoric as a beneficial art gua art. This inconsistency is
part of a larger problem which characterizes Aristotle’s Rhetoric in gener-
al. Indeed, the problems which the Rhetoric raises, problems of inconsis-
tencies, ambivalence, and - some would even say - contradictions, are well

1. ARISTOTLE, Rhetoric, 1354 a 15-16. All translations in this paper, from both Greek and
Latin, are mine.
2. F. L. HiLL, The Amorality of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, GRBS, 22, 1981, pp. 133-147.

3. J. E. GARRETT, Aristotle’s Non-technical Conception of Techne, The Modern Schoolman,
64, 1987, pp. 283-294,
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documented in the secondary literature®. One famous solution is that of
Solmsen” who argued for Rhetoric as a collection of different texts composed
in different stages of the author’s activity, thus manifesting different views
held by Aristotle. However, much work has been done since 1929. Today
there are scholars who try to find the solution by other means, such as the
intention of Rhetoric® or the exact audience to whom Rhetoric is aimed at’,

Concentrating on the issue of rhetoric as a formal and neutral art, I shall
suggest an alternative answer. I shall argue for a vacillation in Aristotle’s
conception of rhetoric, which both reflects the specific historical position of
rhetoric in his days, and at the same time locates him and his discussions of
rhetoric in an intermediate stage between the traditional ancient Greek con-
cept of art and our modern concept. While the traditional ancient Greek at-
titude could not even imagine combinations such as «formal art» and «neu-
tral art», and the modern present-day attitude sees in such combinations a
rather natural expression, or at least an option, I shall be claiming that Ar-
istotle identifies in rhetoric formal and neutral elements, but that he still
does not attribute these characteristics to the very essence of the art. In fact
Aristotle paves the way for one of the most important metamorphoses the
notion of art has gone through from ancient times to the present day.

Let me clarify what I mean by «formal» and «neutral» in connection with
rhetoric. Formal rhetoric does not limit itself as to its fields of knowledge.
The orator «knows how to speak», and he needs no specific field of knowl-
edge. The question «about what does he know how to speak?» is not relevant
to the art itself, since what the «speaking artist» knows is simply how to
speak. Neutral art removes every ethical responsibility from the teacher’s art
(the rhetor). Therefore, within his art®, the teacher has no interest in the
way his students use what they learn from him. The same 1s true of the stu-

4. The best survey of the various ways adopted in secondary literature to deal with these
problems is in A. G. Gross & A. E. WALZER (eds.), Rereading Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Cardondale
and Edwardsville, Southern Illinois University Press, 2000.

5. F. SomseN, Die Entwicklung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorik, Neue philologische
Untersuchungen 4, Berlin, Weidmann, 1929,

6. C. LorD, The Intention of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Hermes, 109, 1981, pp. 326-339,

7. E. W. CLayTON, The Audience for Aristotle's Rhetoric, Rhetorica, 22, 2004, pp. 183-203.

8. The emphasis on the words «within his art» is very important. Removing the responsibility
from the teacher does not entail a neutral conception of art. The teacher can argue that his
pupils took a good art (which is not neutral) and misused it. My claim here is that the teacher
can use the neutral art argument to exempt himself from responsibility for the use made of
what he teaches. Nowadays the teacher has the option - if he wishes - to declare himself to be
teaching a «pure technique». In antiquity, however, there was no téxvn which was not benefi-
cial. A concise discussion of the value-neutrality of téxvn held by contemporary scholars (IrviN
and WALLACE) dealing with Aristotle is to be found in GARRETT (n. 3 above), pp. 286-289.
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dent (the orator); if he misuses his knowledge, e.g. he succeeds in defending
a rapist in court, the blame is to be placed upon his personality and char-
acter, not upon his art. This situation, [ argue, is far from being self-evi-
dent, not to mention natural. It i1s the result of a real revolution, not only in
the concept of rhetoric since its inception in the 5th-4th centuries B.C.E., but
first and foremost in the very concept of art.

To understand Aristotle’s position on this issue and to evaluate it prop-
erly, we should deal briefly with two other topics. The first is Aristotle’s po-
sition in his rhetorical discussions compared with that of his predecessors
and contemporaries. The second is the status of rhetoric as a formal and
neutral art up to Aristotle’s arrival on the scene. As we shall see immedi-
ately, these topics are interrelated, and provide us with the milieu for our in-
vestigation.

B. 1. Aristotle and the Question of Rhetoric as an Art

In Aristotle’s consciousness, rhetoric is an art. This is evident from sev-
eral places in the Rhetoric where he refers to it as téyvn?, as well as from the
very title of the treatise - if Aristotle himself was responsible for it - which
is nothing but a shortening of 1 onropwxn téxvn. Furthermore, it seems that
this was his conclusion in the Gryllus - one of those Aristotelian writings
that have not survived - a dialogue concerning exactly this issue, namely, «is
rhetoric an art?» 1%, Yet, the attribution of the title of art to rhetoric by Ar-
istotle implies much more than can be seen at first glance. It is not a simple
statement, but the consequence of a very serious dilemma. Aristotle did not
live in a vacuum. One should not forget his master, Plato, who at least in one
of his dialogues - Gorgias - totally denied rhetoric the title of an art!!. But
we should also bear in mind Aristotle’s dispute with the téyval writers. Ar-
istotle has to take count of two opposing attitudes, neither of which he can
endorse.

The very fact that Aristotle chooses to deal with rhetoric is proof of his
rejection of Plato’s solution (as it is seen in the widespread conception of the
Gorgias among scholars) - the wholesale dismissal of rhetoric. Rhetoric is
necessary for society, particularly a society with a democratic constitution

9. «t@v pEv oy GAhwv TeExvdy ovdepia Tavavria ovAhoyiletal, 1) OF duahextiny) »ai f
Onropixi) povar totro mowdows (1355 a 33 - 35). Here Aristotle speaks ambulando (based
on practice), which strengthens my claim. Cf. also 1355 b 27; 1359 b 6.

10. See M. Lossau, Der aristotelische Gryllos antilogisch, Philologus, 118, 1974, pp. 12-21.
Cf. also J. BERNAYS, Die Dialoge des Aristoteles in threm Verhdltniss zu seinen iibrigen Werken,
Berlin, 1863, pp. 62-63.

11. PLAT., Gorg., 465a 2 - 6.



Akaénula ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

150 Y. LIEBERSOHN

based mainly on oral activity. Something redundant can, and sometimes
should, be dismissed. Something indispensable cannot be given up; it should
only be improved. On the other hand, when we read the Rhetoric carefully,
we find an overall attack on the representatives of rhetoric in those days -
the téyvau writers. Aristotle is actually attacking all his predecessors in the
téyvau tradition. In response, he does not compose another téyvn which
changes one detail or another concerning the division of A6yoc, new subti-
tles and new t6ntot'2 Aristotle totally changes the rules of the game. The
main axis of rhetoric is the nt{otic, and to be more exact - the évBvpnua '™,

Aristotle’s task 1s not an easy one. He cannot accept the opinion of those
who deny rhetoric the status of an art nor of those who support it. He can-
not simply accept Plato’s position at the Gorgias, since for a realist like Ar-
istotle, an integral part of the political fabric like rhetoric cannot be simply
done away with. Disqualifying rhetoric would lead to the paralysis of soci-
ety. On the other hand, one need not be an expert in order to see the prob-
lems connected with rhetoric and its practitioners. Aristotle is not naive. He
sees what his master saw, and this is why he cannot accept rhetoric as it is.
His only option is to try and establish a new kind of rhetoric - an art which
would accomplish its necessary functions in the society in which it exists, but
would not be subject to its deficiencies. Such a task could be entitled «vacil-
lation within intrinsic tension». It should be emphasized that rhetoric has to
function in society with all the implications which follow. On the other hand,
the attempt to «clean up» rhetoric should not be overdone. In such condi-
tions, complete success is not possible. This background is important for any-
one who wants to evaluate Aristotle’s views on this issue.

B. 2. The existence or non-existence of formal and neutral art before
Aristotle

Many scholars who dealt with the criteria for art throughout history have
detected the materia (knowledge of a materia) and the beneficence of an art
as the first criteria'®. However these criteria are not simply first on a chrono-
logical axis. They are indispensable criteria'®, and there is no need to prove

12. On this tendency among téyval writers, compare QuINT,, Inse, 111, 1, 7.

13. For a comprehensive discussion of this topic see among others, F. SOLMSEN, The Aris-
totelian Tradition in Ancient Rhetoric, AJP, 62, 1941, pp. 35-50, 169-190.

14. Cf. F. HEINIMANN, Eine vorplatonische Theorie der "téyvn’, MH, 18, 1961, pp. 105-130;
D. RoocHNIK, Of Art and Wisdom: Plato's Understanding of Techne, Pennsylvania, The Penn-
sylvania State University Press, 1996. See especially ROOCHNIK'S lists in the first part of his book
(pp. 17-88).

15. As ROOCHNIK, ibid., p. 19 notes, art is built on a materia and does not get one (the very
term téyvn derives from the «one who is expert in woodwork», Cf. also J. Kusg, Téyvn und

Apeti, Berlin, De Gruyter, 1968, pp. 9-1(k A. BALANSARD, Techneé dans les dialogues de Pla-
ton, Sankt Augustin, Academia, 2001, pp. 17-20.
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it positively. My concern here is to prove the opposite: that it was impossi-
ble to think of a formal and neutral art before Aristotle.

In what follows I shall take Plato’s Gorgias as a test case. The reason is sim-
ple. Whereas we have not a few treatises which deal with rhetoric or with
art in general (the Hippocratic treatise ITepl t€yvng, to mention but one ex-
ample), it is only with Plato’s Gorgias that we have an attack, or at least a
critical examination of rhetoric, which touches upon the possibility of a for-
mal and neutral concept of art. Moreover the Gorgias is the only surviving
text which presents us with a rhetor who tries to defend himself against ex-
ternal criticism, by one who is not a rhetor'®, It is only with someone at-
tacking an art as lacking a materia, and a defendant who cannot understand
the attack since he has no concept of the possibility of formal and neutral
art, that we can support our claim. This, I think, is the case with Plato’s
Gorgias. Hence I shall make use of Socrates and Gorgias’ conversation in
the Gorgias as reflecting Greek enlightened society of the second half of the
Sth century, or the early 4th century B.C.E."".

Whoever examines carefully Socrates’ words in his conversation with Gor-
gias, will immediately notice that these two attributes «formal» and «neu-
tral» (using our own anachronistic terminology, of course) constitute the
axis upon which Socrates denies rhetoric the title of an art. In the first part
of their conversation (449 ¢ 9 - 454 b 7), Socrates’ questions - concerning
the field in which rhetoric acts - hint, of course, to the «formal» aspect. In
the second part of their conversation (454 b 8 - 461 b 2), we find Socrates
insisting upon the artist’s responsibility for the use his pupils make of their
studies. Under Socrates’ pressure, we find Gorgias agreeing that every stu-
dent has to know what justice is and therefore he should be just. The ap-
parent consequence is the total absence of an unjust and harmful student.
The Socratic emphasis on the need for a field of expertise and Gorgias’ choice
of justice hint to the «neutral» aspect. We have used the word «hint» pre-
cisely because all Socrates can do is hint. Socrates, so it appears from ana-
lyzing the dialogue, does not say explicitly to Gorgias that his art is neutral

16. This is important, since we have few discussions concerning the nature of rhetoric, and
all of them are limited to debates among various teachers of rhetoric on the question as to what
is the best way of acquiring and imparting rhetoric. One of the few examples of such a debate
which has survived is the controversy between Isocrates and Alcidamas. On this debate cf. my
article: Y. Z. LiEsersoHN, Alcidamas’ On the Sophists: a Reappraisal, Eranos, 97, 1999, pp. 108
124,

17. In our case we are exempt from the risk concerning the gap between the dramatic date
of the dialogue and the date of composition: cf. E. R. Dopps (ed. and comm.), Plato Gorgias,
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1959, pp. 17-18, since the conception of a formal and neutral art is
naturally later than an attitude which still has no room for a formal and neutral art.
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and formal and therefore should not be considered an art, even if he himself
might think so. The reason for this reveals to us the substrate of rhetoric at
this age de iure and de facto, especially the grey area between these two as-
pects. In the rhetor’s consciousness, his art is dealing with definite things
and its value is good. Practically, however, he deals with (and actually es-
tablishes) a formal and neutral art. In a word, Gorgias’ art is at an interme-
diate stage - a twilight situation between de iure and de facto. In Gorgias’
conscious awareness, rhetoric i1s merely one aspect of political life, the aspect
which deals with «speaking well» 8, Thus the special field of rhetoric is clear.
Gorgias’ rhetoric is wholly concerned with politics and with venues related
to it, i.e. public assemblies, law courts, and other public gatherings'?. In-
deed, Socrates” many attempts to find out from Gorgias his art’s materia -
attempts which extend through seven Stephanus pages (449¢ 9-454b 7) -
do not imply that Gorgias is at a disadvantage; the opposite is true. Gorgias
simply cannot understand the question. Only we, who are already used to the
conception of rhetoric as a formal art, are able to look for the materia in it.
Gorgias, to whom a conception of formal art is totally alien, since it has not
vet come into being, cannot understand the question. Indeed, only after sev-
en Stephanus’ pages and much encouragement on the part of Socrates, do we
find Gorgias’ answer - (454 b 5-7) d{xaud te #oi adina («things just and un-
just») - which evidently refer to what we can call «affairs of the polis» es-
pecially as treated in the Assembly and the courts. However, if we examine
the text carefully, we find flaws. Suddenly we find that Gorgias can speak not
only about «affairs of the polis». He can speak about medicine as well. In-
deed, at this stage he just helps his brother, who is a physician, to persuade
the patient to take his medication - but who can guarantee that he will stop
there? Furthermore, when we read on, Gorgias i1s being led, again with
Socrates’ encouragement, to declare explicitly that in the Assembly the
rhetor will be able to be elected to whatever craftsman’s position he wishes,
and this at the expense of the craftsman himself (456 b 6 - ¢ 6). Gorgias even
declares, again with Socrates’ encouragement, that the rhetor does not have
to know and understand the field he is speaking of (458 ¢ 3 - 459 ¢ 5). In-

18. Cf. ISOCRATES, Antid. 256: «xal dnropinoig pev ralodpev 1oig £v 1@ mhqbel Aéyewy
ouvvapévors» (while we call eloquent {literally: those who have had a proper rhetorical train-
ing} those who are able to speak before a crowd).

19. Cf. 452 e 1-4. For the political and public context in which rhetoric is located, see espe-
cially the words »ai év fthhw ovhddyw tavri, botig iv rohiTinds ovAloyos yiyvnran («and in
every other gathering whatsoever, when there is a public gathering of the polis»), ibid. On rhet-
oric at this stage as an aspect of politics, cf. Dopps’ (n. 17 above) comments on these words

(p. 202), and his comment on the word ofjtopa (p. 194). These comments contain further ref-
erences to ancient texts and secondary literature.
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deed, Gorgias 1s careful to restrict his statement to the Assembly, but we
are entitled to suspect this is not where things stop.

As to the neutral aspect we find the same pattern. Rhetoric benefits from
the worthiness of politics, and therefore the art is considered beneficial. Even
if there is a student who misuses what he has learned, the teacher, by his very
definition as an artist, has nevertheless taught him to use what he has
learned éml t® dwnaiwe yofobou («for its proper/just use»)?Y, This is very
important, and Gorgias takes the trouble to emphasize that for him rheto-
ric is a beneficial art. Furthermore, Gorgias is explicitly proud of his assis-
tance to his brother, which also exemplifies this attitude. Rhetoric helps and
this is how the artist evaluates it. However, Gorgias is de facto engaged in
a neutral art, which is composed of nothing but modes of speaking. Some-
one else - and this 1s the intention of Gorgias’ friend Callicles - can use rhet-
oric to acquire unlimited power in order to enslave others. He can persuade
the assembly or any other gathering to accept his opinion using only his
powers of speaking, and without knowledge of the subject he is talking
about. He might lead them to take decisions which ought to benefit them, but
actually only serve his personal interest and cupidity - all this at the ex-
pense of those who voted for him.

To sum up: in the period which 1s presented in the Gorgias, rhetoric is
conceived as a beneficial art whose special field 1s political affairs. There is
no one who can even think of a «formal» or a «neutral» art - not even those
who practise it?!, We shall now turn to our main subject: the discussion con-
cerning this issue in Aristotle’s Rhetoric?

C. Aristotle - Rhetoric as formal art

Formal art is an art which lacks a special and definite field with which it
deals, a field it claims to know and in which it claims to possess expertise
and skill. I am hinting, of course, at the Ay (materia). Those who attack
rhetoric in later periods claim that rhetoric lacks a ©An as is required for
every occupation which strives to be called an art. The vAn, in fact, which

20. 456 ¢ };cf. also 457b 7-c 1.

21. The one exception is the philosopher. Yet, the philosopher is in a sense separated from
the present, since he can foresee what will become of this occupation in the future.

22, Before turning to point out Aristotle’s vacillation concerning the problem of rhetoric as
a formal and neutral art, one should be very careful: as far as Aristotle’s rhetorical writings
which have come down 1o us are concerned, we do not find any special discussion of this issue.
This procedure, however, is by no means a disadvantage. The more oblique the method we use
1o expose Aristotle’s view, the more credibility we gain. Finding Aristotle’s views on a specil-
ic issue through his discussions of other issues, which do not deal intentionally and officially
with it, is sometimes the preferable way.
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rhetoric’s supporters claim for it, does not suit real criteria for a YAn2%. When
we turn to the Rhetoric, especially to its opening sentences, we might get the
impression that Aristotle already considered rhetoric a formal art. I shall
try to argue for the fallacy of such an impression?%.

First, we should try to understand what could cause such an impression.
The existence of YAy in art was taken for granted since early times. Even if
we do not always use this term?2, the very conception that every art is
unique by claiming specialization and expertise in a definite field in which
the artist has superiority over others is natural and logical. In fact, it derives
its validity directly from the very conception of art.

As long as art 1s being naturally conceived in a society which acknowl-
edges its value, no one asks about the vAn of carpentry. Not because it 1s of
no interest, but because it is so obvious. The urge to define the VAn of art,
SO it seems, originates only in later stages, with attacks on certain arts, when
some people wish these arts to be driven out of the city. Only then do we find
all the natural and obvious elements, including vAn, being fixed and ab-
stractly articulated. Now we find a double demand which for rhetoric can be
phrased thus: on the one hand rhetoric should not participate in another
DAn except its own; on the other, rhetoric’s YAn should not be part of any
other art except its own - rhetoric’s26, This infrastructure which sees in the
existence and presentation of vAn an indispensable condition for the exis-
tence of art becomes so firm, that even when someone does introduce a de
facto formal art, he takes pains to phrase it in a way which will present a
DAn, at least formally?’,

It seems to me that this (later) insistence on the existence of DAn, and es-
pecially on stating what it is, may have led modern readers to find in Aris-
totle’s Rhetoric a formal art, since in no place does Aristotle officially give
rhetoric a YAn. Indeed, there are two places where Aristotle can be seen as

23. Cf. SEXT. Emp., Math., 11, 48 - 59; Quint,, Inst., 11, 21.

24. Indeed, one cannot deny that Aristotle does identify formal elements in rhetoric. How-
ever, these elements by no means imply that rhetoric as a whole is a formal art. If this differ-
ence may seem Lo us Lo be mere pedantry, this itself is the best proof of the progress we have
made since that ancient attitude, which could not even conceive of a formal occupation as an
art.

25, It seems that the earlier use was vtmoxelpevoy and even the verb troxewal (sometimes
it was the combination dmoxeyévn bin: cf. Arist,, Eth. Nic., 1094 b 12; 1098 a 28; passim. In
other cases it could simply appear in periphrastic expressions such as nepi + gen./acc. (cf. PLAT,,
Gorg., 449d 1-2;d 9, 450 b 6 - 7; passim).

26. Cf. QuINT., Inst., 11, 2, 21, 7 ff: SExT. EMP., Math., 11, 48 - 59.

27. Cf. Quintilian’s definition of materia rhetorices: Ego ... materiam esse rhetorices iudico
omnes res, qguaecumgue ei ad dicendum subiectae erun (QUINT., Inst., 11, 21, 4) («] ... consider
the materia of rhetoric to be all things whatsoever which may be subject to it for the sake of
speaking» ).
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endorsing such a formal conception. I hint, of course, to the opening sen-
tences of the Rhetoric, especially the first chapter in general, and to the def-
inition of rhetoric which appears at the beginning of the second chapter. In
these places we do not find any VAn, hence the «formal» impression. Fur-
thermore, the near-equation between rhetoric and dialectic, which charac-
terizes the opening of the book (on which later), only strengthens this feel-
ing. However, it should be clear that nowhere does Aristotle say explicitly
that rhetoric is a formal art. It is we who do not find the DAn we are so fa-
miliar with, hence our conclusion. But perhaps the vAn exists for him, even
if its existence is not stated in its «natural» place, and perhaps this also has
its own reason. Perhaps it is not the VAn with its strict criteria of later pe-
riods. Perhaps in Aristotle’s case there is no need at all to mention rhetoric’s
UAn. In short: those who see Aristotle’s rhetoric as a formal art apply to it
the strict criteria which have been invented and articulated in later periods.
Let us turn to the opening sentences of the Rhetoric and try to see if we can
substantiate our claim.
The opening of Aristotle’s Rhetoric reads:

augotepal {sc. ONTopixn xail SiaAex i} Yo TEQL TOLOVTWY TIVOY ElOWY
( XOIV{t TPOTOV TIVE ARAVIWV E0TL YVWEILEWV ®ai oVOeuIds EmoTnung
agwoiopévns (1354a 1 - 3).

( «For both {sc. rhetoric and dialectic} are about such things which, being

somehow common, can be known by all, and belong to no definite field of
knowledge» ).

Let us state clearly: this sentence does not mention VAn, but émwotiun. Fur-
thermore, the end of the sentence uses the same word again and explicitly
states that rhetoric belongs to no émotiun agwoiopévy. How are we to in-
terpret these words? Every artist must understand his field. This under-
standing with its practical implications makes the man an artist. This is a
self-evident attitude in Aristotle’s time, and Aristotle makes no exception to
this common attitude. He does not say that rhetoric does not belong to any
knowledge, but only that it does not belong to a specific or definite knowl-
edge. Indeed, under the strict criteria of later periods, this kind of bAn would
perhaps not be accepted, but here we are dealing with Aristotle. True, our
natural conception requires the artist to exhibit a knowledge superior to
that of ordinary people, and if the émiotiun to which rhetoric belongs 1s to
be shared by all, how are we to identify the artist? Hence, we should conclude
that here Aristotle is deliberating and in a sense even vacillating. | am, of
course, referring to the words Tpémov Tiva («to a certain amount» )28, Ari-

28. Compare the corresponding Latin expression aliguo modo (QUINT., Inst., 11, 17, 10).
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stotle conceives of rhetoric’s €émiotun as belonging to all, but «in a sense».
Hence, the artist has his own place. Moreover, if rhetoric has emiotiun we
can assume it has a DAn as well??. Indeed our text uses explicitly the con-
struction of wep( + gen which is one of the constructions commonly used to
indicate Din“.

Let us sum up our conclusions so far: the opening of the Rhetoric does
not claim that rhetoric has no vAn at all. Quite the opposite: rhetoric and di-
alectic do have VAn, but this YAy is not strictly peculiar to them. The knowl-
edge of things with which these two arts deal belongs in a sense to all peo-
ple. No doubt this is a problematic position, and one can argue that such a
position is no more than saying «politely» that the art has no vAn at all
Anyhow, we should remember: the one and only meaning of formal art 1s an
art with no vAn. The Aristotelian sentence which opens the Rhetoric con-
tains no such argument.

If rhetoric i1s not formal, we are entitled to ask for its VAn. However, before
we deal with this issue, let us examine the second place in Aristotle which
seems at first glance to present rhetoric as a formal art - the definition of
rhetoric at the beginning of chapter 2. This definition makes the Aristotelian
conception somewhat more complicated.

"Eotm &1 1) Ontopixh dvvauic nepl Exaotov ot Bewpfjoal To £vdeyouE-
vov mibavdov (1355 b 25-26).

(«Let rhetoric be a capacity for theorizing about each case what could be
accepted as convincing» ).

At first reading, one gets the impression that rhetoric is nothing more
than acquiring «pure» persuasive means, i.e. a formal art. However, is it
necessary to read the definition in this way? Should we determine arbitrar-
ily that the words 10 évdeyduevov mbavov («what could be accepted as
convincing») have nothing to do with bAn? Not necessarily, especially if
other places in Aristotle imply the opposite. A great deal of the Rhetoric
supplies us with Tomot on various subjects, and the orator is to understand
the subjects about which he talks. Indeed, every tomoc is connected to a spe-
cial subject, and requires the orator’s familiarity with it®!. Aristotle does
not separate form from content.

29. As far as art 15 concerned emwotnun and vAn refer to the same phenomenon, namely a
delimited field in which the artist claims superiority by means of knowledge and expertise.

30. Cf. n. 25 above.

31. Compare the five subjects belonging to ovufovieveotal. Aristotle starts dealing with
them in 1359 b 19, and the discussion continues to the end of the chapter. It should be noted
that the subjects contained in ovupovietveoBar are political, and even if the orator does not
have to know them in the strict sense of the term, still he has to be familiar with them. In Quin-
tilian’s version, sed mihi satis est eius esse oratorem rei, de qua dicet, non inscium («] howev-

er regard it as sufficient that an orator should not be actually ignorant of the subject on which
he has to speak») (Inst., 11, 21, 14).
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However, we should not overlook the simple fact that this sentence, as it
stands, and out of context, actually describes the rhetorical activity as en-
tirely formal. If Aristotle did not really conceive of rhetoric as formal, he
should have added at least one or two words to locate the activity of 10
Bewonoat 1o évdeyxdpevoy mbavov («theorizing what could be accepted as
convincing») in a special and definite field*2 Aristotle does not do this, and
the reason for this needs to be investigated.

The beginning of the answer should be found, so it seems, in the word
duvvapic which characterizes the definition, as well as the verb ot which
opens it. We shall begin with Eotw. Kennedy?? has already suggested that
what we have here is not really a definition, but a proposal for a definition,
and this is due to the verb Eotw which denotes similar openings in other
places in Aristotle. That is to say, one should not single out this sentence and
view it as the be-all and the end-all of Aristotle’s conception of rhetoric. All
Aristotle does here is suggest a working assumption®“. Taking into consid-
eration the fact that the first chapters (obviously the first chapter) deal with
one aspect of rhetoric, namely its similarity to dialectic, it seems that Aris-
totle is not supplying here a final definition of rhetoric, but is rather pro-
posing a «working definition»?> based on one of the aspects peculiar to rhet-
oric, with which he wants the discussion to be continued. Let us turn now
to the word dvvapic

One of the issues Cope deals with is the application of the terms t€yvn and
duvapic in Aristotle’s Rhetoric. His solution is simple: «Looked at theoret-
ically, absolutely in itself, and generally, dnA®dc, »ab’ avtd, it is an art, lay-
ing down rules for practice and accompanied with illustrations in the shape
of témou; so far as it manifests itself in its practical and relative aspect, and
individually as exercised by its professors, mpoc 11, a8’ Exaotoy, it assumes
the form of a dvvapig or individual faculty, which is exercised “in the con-

32, Cf. the «emendation» of Aphthonius, one of Aristotle’s scholiasts. He adds to the aepi
Erxaotov which appears in Aristotle’s definition the word mohitixdéy; on this scholion cf. E. M.
Core, An Introduction to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, London and Cambridge, MacMillan and Co.,
1867 (repr. Hildesheim/New York, Georg Olms Verlag, 1970), p. 149 n. 1. For more on this
«emendation» of Aphthonius, cf. n. 49 below.

33 G. A. KENNEDY, A New History of Classical Rhetoric, Princeton, NJ, Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1994, p. 36 n. 34.

34. A good example of the use of Eotw in the context of bpog is Euclid. The author opens
with bpow which are definitions. In every stage fotrw, which means literally 'let X be Y, is no
more than a starting hypothesis.

35. If we examine the whole context properly. it seems, indeed. that 1356 b 25-34 1s actual-
ly a summary of what had been said hitherto. The discussion between mioteig starts at 1356 b
35. Indeed, whoever divided the text into chapters chose line 25 to start the chapter, perhaps
because he erroneously thought we were dealing with an Aristotelian definition of rhetoric,

and thus it ought to open the chapter. My opinion is of course different: see also immediately
below.
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sideration of the means of persuasion possible in any subject whatever’ ...
And so arts in their practical aspect are called dvvaueig ..»6,

I do not challenge this insight, which has grounds in other Aristotelhian
texts as well®”. However, I think that because these two terms refer to the
same phenomenon, we can also suggest the following explanation: the term
Ovvayig, as it refers to the artistic activity de facto, reflects the formal ac-
tivity, since the artist in his very activity is involved in finding the zowoi
tomol to be applied in the specific case he i1s dealing with at that moment.
The fact that at that moment he deals with justice or military affairs is ir-
relevant from the artistic point of view. The term té€yvn, on the other hand,
refers to the artistic conception beyond the activity de facto. The t€yvn re-
flects a general and moral conception of art.

Now we can return to the Aristotelian «definition» and try to understand
it again. It is only dUvapig which the definition deals with. Aristotle does not
say anything about the rhetorical art gqua téyvn. The reference is only to the
artist’s activity, and this very activity, if we are to be precise, 1s indeed for-
mal In other words, Aristotle identifies formal elements in rhetorical art. He
is even aware of their central function in rhetorical art. But there is a great
difference between identifying rhetorical elements in an art, and conceiving
of the art itself as formal.

The section which deals with the «definition» ends with a sentence which,
at first glance, can be seen as repeating the «definition», but its end rather
strengthens our assumption concerning the implication of the word dvvauic

1) 08 Pnropni) epl ol dobévroc me einelv doxel diivaobal Bewpeiv 10
mibBavoyv, 010 ral gapev atTiv ov Tepi TL YEvog idlov aguoiouévoy EYELY 10
texvirov (1355 b 31 - 34).

(«Rhetoric seems to be able to see what could be persuasive in what is giv-
en to her, so to speak, and therefore we say that rhetoric has its technical as-
pect which is not defined according to any specific kind»).

The first sentence is utterly formal The same is true of the second sentence
which begins with the particle 616. The sentence makes it clear that rheto-
ric does not deal with any specific field of its own. However, all this is only
10 TEYVIXOV, that is to say, only in its «technical» aspect. Only in this aspect
can rhetoric be seen as formal. Hence, one should conclude that looking at
rhetoric in other aspects, such as the fields of knowledge the orator should
be familiar with, or the status of rhetoric within the family of arts, it 1s im-
possible to conceive of rhetoric as a formal art.

36. Core (n. 32 above), p. 15.
37. For these texts, cf. the references provided by Core (n. 32 above).
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Another example: in 1354 b 22 - 29 Aristotle argues that the symbuleutic
part (moaypateio dSnunyooix) is superior to the forensic part (rpaynateia
nePL T ovvarhaypata), precisely because the materia of the symbuleutic
part is superior®®, Now, if rhetoric were a formal art, the materia in which
the art is being employed should be of no relevance. But if the materia is rel-
evant, as is this case, one should conclude that Aristotle does not conceive
rhetoric to be a formal art, at least not clearly and completely.

So far we have seen one aspect of Aristotle’s inner tensions, i.e. formal
characterizations existing in rhetoric without making rhetoric a fully formal
art. However, if we argue that in general Aristotle does not conceive of rhet-
oric as a formal art, we ought to look for its VAn, and it seems that we already
have a starting point. We know that it is not strictly exclusive, i.e. it is not
unique to its practitioners alone. The opposite is true: it is common to all
(in a sense; Tpémov Tva). But we are entitled to ask: beyond the fact that
these things are common to all, what are they? This question becomes acute,
not because there i1s no answer, but because the answer does not appear in
the first chapter, a fact which should attract our attention.

On the strength of later works such as Cicero’s De Inventione based on
Greek sources, and the remains of at least one contemporary work - Rhetor-
ica ad Alexandrum®? - one may assume that it was customary for the téyvau
books in Aristotle’s time to open with a «meta-rhetoric» introduction (in
our modern words) which included, among other things, references to
rhetoric’s YAn%C. Aristotle’s treatise, with all its unique features, can still be
seen as a téyvn. Yet, if we look to its opening for rhetoric’s DAy, we find
none. We find instead that dialectic is dvriotpogog to rhetoric. Dialectic
might be judged as a formal art*!, but should we conclude that rhetoric is
formal too, merely on the basis of the similarity between these two arts“%?

38, «hitt yap totro TS avtic obong pebBddov mepl i ONuNYOELAL KAl duxavixd, wal
ROAAOVOZ ®al moMTIWTEQUS THE dnunyoourfic mpayuwateias obong 1 The nepl i ovvaliay-
pavees (1354 b 22 - 25). MMpaypateia is, of course, the preoccupation with political or forensic
issues; but the expression ®akhiovos xal mohminwtépas (xal explicativum) makes it clear that
what makes sumbuleutic rhetoric better is its political materia. Matters of the polis are more
important than business relations between individuals.

39. Today most scholars ascribe this treatise to Anaximenes of Lampsacus. On this treatise,
cf. KENNEDY (n. 33 above), pp. 59-51; CopEe (n. 32 above), pp. 401-457.

40. Cf. H. RaBe (ed.), Prolegomenon Sylloge, Leipzig, Teubner, 1931, p. 15, 6 ff; IDEM 17, 14-
15: Cic., Inv., 1, 6 passim.

41. On my opinion about this issue, cf. pp. 19-20 below.

42. Generally one should be very careful concerning the comparison between rhetoric and
dialectic. Aristotle does compare these two in the beginning of his treatise, but it seems that
the comparison applies merely to one phenomenon, that which is discussed immediately after
this sentence. To compare between these two in all aspects would be wrong. Indeed, in other
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The answer to this question is not simple. Even assuming that dialectic is in-
deed a formal art, all we can say here is that rhetoric has a formal aspect, but
this aspect is not the whole story, simply because the Rhetoric does not con-
sist only of what is said in the first chapter of the first book. The treatise con-
tinues, and we do find other partners to rhetoric, first and foremost poli-
tics.

In 1356 a 25 - 26, Aristotle conceives of rhetoric as mapa@uES Tu ... TEPL
1 hin mpaypateiag, v Olxaldv E0TL TPOOAYOREVELY TOMTIXNV («a certain
offshoot ... of the field concerning behavior which it is right to call poli-
tics» ). True, this comment appears in a discussion which does not deal with
placing rhetoric in the family of arts, but in a detailed discussion about
niotic. However, sometimes it is exactly such things which are uttered in-
cidentally which may have more validity. For Aristotle, the relations be-
tween rhetoric and politics are so natural and obvious that he does not take
the trouble to say it exactly at the place where we might expect him to do
s0%3, We, who are already used to the concept of formal art, would expect a
reference to this issue precisely in the first chapter. However, is this very fact
not just an indication of Aristotle’s different attitude? Granted, the Aris-
totelian «definition» does not indicate, not even with one word, politics.
One could then ask: why should we infer rhetoric’s A through context and
scholarly arguments? The answer, so it seems to me, is to be found within
the question itself. Politics as rhetoric’s DAy is so natural and self-evident in
Aristotle’s consciousness that he does not bother to say it explicitly. When
he characterizes rhetoric, he is careful to state his innovations, and not what
is obvious. The replacing of 10 neiBewv with 10 Bewpfoar i1s to be empha-
sized, and not politics as rhetoric’s VAn which no one challenges. Moreover,
had Aristotle inserted politics into his definition, the definition would have
been deficient. This addition would have shown Aristotle’s conception as
differentiating, at least in principle, art from its DAn. This, of course, is not
the case. Politics does appear, but not in a declarative way. It appears with-
in another issue and 1s mentioned incidentally.

How far Aristotle’s conception is natural can be deduced from the fol-
lowing fact: the scholion of Aphthonius** criticizes Aristotle explicitly on

places Aristotle refers again to the relation between these two by using other expressions such
as mapagues T (1356 a 25); pépuov 1, opoiopee (1356 a 30-31); avriorpogog (1354 a 1). The
use of different terms shows Aristotle deliberating about the exact relation between these two
arts. At least it testifies to the difficulty inherent in comparing them amAdc.

43. The relations between these two arts hardly needs to be mentioned. Suffice it to recall that
rhetoric is conceived in Nichomachean Ethics (1109 a 8 - b 3) as an offshoot of politics which
gives it its rules and conditions. In the Rhetoric as well we find many references to politics. It
is worth noting the long discussion in the beginning of the treatise about the right regime and
generally the relation between the vopoBgtnys and the duxaotic

44, On this scholion and the exact references to it, cf. nn, 32 above and 49 below.



Akaénula ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

ON THE ART OF ARISTOTELIAN RHETORIC.. 161

the ground that his definition is too wide. In order to «improve» Aristotle’s
definition, his suggestion is to add the word mohitixdv to the words nepi
gxaotov mentioned in the definition. Aphthonius’ emendation can be un-
derstood if we bear in mind the age in which this scholiast lived. We are
talking about an age when the classical polis was a thing of the past (4th cen-
tury B. C. E.). However, it is easy to see that in a Greek polis, where every-
thing is «political», or at least not disconnected from politics, this kind of
emphasis 1s not necessary. It i1s even redundant.

Indeed, the phrase ovogudc emwotiune agwoiopneévne («belong to no def-
inite field of knowledge») hints at rhetoric being associated with politics.
The very fact that politics is common to all people in that they are gioel
Coa moAtxa («animals which by nature live in a polis») is the reason why
this art which deals with public speaking has nothing unique in it. In oth-
er words, the declaration that rhetoric has no émotijun dgwpiopévn does
not prove that it does not have a vAn. Rather it has a bAn but it is general
and common to all, namely politics.

If my proposal is correct, there is a further question to be considered. The
first sentence of the Rhetoric mentioned in one breath rhetoric and dialec-
tic. In our previous discussion, any mention of dialectic has been avoided,
and intentionally so. Now we should ask: is politics the YAn of dialectic too,
or, rather, is dialectic formal?

In principle, nothing prevents us from separating dialectic from rhetoric,
at least concerning the possibility of regarding them as formal arts. The
mere fact that Aristotle binds them together in the beginning of his work
does not force us to regard them as equal in all aspects. Indeed the first sen-
tence of the Rhetoric which entails the intricate comparison between rhet-
oric and dialectic using the word Gavriotpoqgoc, is one of the most difficult
phrases in the treatise. Many scholars have tried to find the exact meaning
of that comparison. Some have argued for a response to Plato who used the
same word for degrading rhetoric as dvriotrpogog oOyomrouiacg (Gorgias, 465 ¢
1). Green*® dedicated a whole study to the word dvtiotpogocg, checking its
use in Greek poetry and going through Aristotle’s commentators, from
Alexander of Aphrodisias to the late Renaissance thinkers. As Green notes,
the word took, through history, contrary meanings, rendering the prefix
avti between pro and contra. The English word «counterpart» which be-
came the common rendering of dvriotpogog, as Green puts it: «suggests
that the consensus is an evasion, not a solution»*5; and a page later: «The

45. L. D. GreEeN, Aristotelian Rhetoric, Dialectic, and the Tradition of &vtiotrpogoc, Rhetor-
ica, 8, 1990, pp. 5-27.
46. Ibid., p. 21 n. 51.
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great advantage of the word counterpart is that it can mean whatever each
of us needs it to mean» %7,

I wish to suggest here another way of looking at the equation between
rhetoric and dialectic, a way which takes the historical context of these two
fields into account. It may be suggested that dialectic too is a part of poli-
tics. When, in the context of democratic Athens, one mentions dialectic es-
pecially when it is mentioned together with rhetoric - the ordinary person’s
associations would connect 1t with the teaching of the sophists. The sophists
taught dialectic not as a formal discipline, but as a means towards social
and political success.

Indeed, whichever way we look at it, every argument has something to do
with social affairs. In the beginning of the Topics Aristotle identifies the
purpose of dialectic as the ability to make syllogisms on every given prob-
lem based on accepted premises, which are called in Greek EvdoEa. Does
this infrastructure not bind dialectic to society and politics*®? Furthermore,
the traditional division between dialectic and rhetoric sees the difference
between the two solely in form, i.e. a long and continuous speech versus ver-
bal exchange in the form of questions and answers*’. If Aristotle makes in-
novations in this field, he still does not break away from this conception.

The next question can be put as follows: in what sense and to what degree
does Aristotle succeed in releasing himself from a dependence on politics?

It seems that Aristotle is vacillating on this issue too. As we have already
seen, Aristotle refers to rhetoric sometimes as part of the architectural edi-

47. Ibid., p. 22. Cf. also R. SaLvy, Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Ethics and the Ethos of Society,
GRBS, 13, 1974, pp. 291-308, who goes further and claims that Aristotle himself was confused
in the comparison between these two arts.

48. The term EvboEa can take two different meanings. The first, opinions accepted by the
public, and therefore their credibility is reasonable ( Top., 100 b 21 - 23). The second, opinions
accepted on the basis of their logic (e.g. Eth. Nic., 1095 a 12 ff). In this second meaning there
are occasions where the philosopher’s EvboEa do not fit those of the public. Indeed sometimes
they are even opposed. However, the text at the beginning of the Topics, so it seems, uses rather
the second meaning. On the difference between these two meanings, cf. G. W, MosT, The uses
of ENDOXA: Philosophy and Rhetoric in the Rhetoric, in D. J. FURLEY & A. NEHAMAS (eds.),
Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1990, pp. 167-190, p. 176.

49. The scholion of Aphthonius (n. 32 above), criticizes Aristotle’s "definition’ on two points.
The first we have already discussed (ibid). His second criticism touches exactly upon empha-
sizing the different ways of speaking in these two arts. Aphthonius’ suggestion is to add
dieEodindg to the words miBavic Aéyoc (ibid). It is worth noticing that this difference between
rhetoric and dialectic - a continuous speech versus questions and answers (which is already ex-
plicit in PLAT., Soph., 267 e 7- 268 b 10, even though without using the words «rhetoric» and
«dialectic» ) - is not the only one. The other difference is of course the story ascribed to Zeno,
the founder of Stoicism, which «shows» the difference between the two through the open hand

(rhetoric) and the fist (dialectic). On this well-known story and its many versions, cf. SVF
L. 75.
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fice of politics and at other times as a “parallel’ of dialectic. We do not know,
and, indeed, at the moment we cannot know whether the difference is due
to a change of position over time or because rhetoric for Aristotle could not
be given a fixed status. I think the second option is more correct. In his at-
tempt - a very pioneering attempt indeed - to see rhetoric in a positive light,
this vacillating is indispensable. However, we should differentiate this vac-
illating from that of a rhetor, such as depicted by Plato in the Gorgias. The
rhetor’s vacillating comes from his indifference and lack of interest in con-
fronting this issue. The origin of Aristotle’s vacillating i1s totally different.
It comes from a brave and honest attempt to deal with a phenomenon
(rhetoric) which, despite all its disadvantages, no one can live without. Such
an attempt will eventually lead to positive results®.

The issue of Aristotelian rhetoric as a formal art can be summed up as fol-
lows: there is no doubt that Aristotle was able to abstract. This is clearly
shown through his various writings, especially the Topics, but the Rhetoric
too. However, it is one thing to be able to make an abstraction in a specific
field, and another to refer to that field as an art only on the basis of its for-
mal aspect. As far as rhetoric is concerned, Aristotle identifies the formal
aspect (perhaps due to its affinity with dialectic® and his formal achieve-
ments in that field), but he does not make the further step required to con-
sider the very formal aspect in rhetoric an «art» (apparently due to its um-
bilical connection with politics).

One can argue that all these formal elements are essential to art, thus turn-
ing rhetoric into a formal art. In my opinion, such a solution is too easy and
does not fit either the complexity of the text or Aristotle’s complicated man-
ner of thinking. Furthermore, the difference between a regular art which
contains formal elements and a formal art is not only a verbal difference.
This difference reflects, in my opinion, the conception which Aristotle is

50. Here 1 touch upon a very central issue, and things should be clarified briefly. Since the
publication of JAEGER'S book (W. W. JAEGER, Aristoteles: Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner
Entwicklung, Berlin, Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1923) assuming a development in Aris-
totle’s thinking, there has been a widely accepted tendency to solve almost every problem con-
cerning inconsistencies within Aristotle by claiming that there are different stages in the de-
velopment of Aristotle’s thinking on the issue discussed (in the case of rhetoric cf. also SoLm-
SEN (n. 5 above)). No doubt, what we have as Aristotelian writings are probably no more than
notes for lectures, and there is always the possibility that Aristotle inserted "'emendations’ to
these notes without always rewriting the whole section. Anyhow, and without discussing this
1ssue in detail, it seems to me that concerning rhetoric there is no need for the "development
theory’. Indeed, it would be misleading. The sections dealing with the essence of rhetoric give
no impression of ‘emendations’ of the kind presented in the development theory. It seems to me
that the intermediate status of rhetoric, which is elaborated in this article, explains reasonably
Aristotles’ "vacillating’ on this issue. Cf. also my «conclusion» below (pp. 166-167).

51. Cf. my discussion on the word avriotpogog above (pp. 161-162).
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aware of in struggling with a problematic phenomenon, a conflict which
Aristotle faces with courage and honesty, a conflict which has its indis-
pensable price. The other option, which regards Aristotle as endorsing a
conception of rhetoric as a formal art, is no more than a simplification of
Aristotelian thought. Simplification and total consistency are not always an
indication of excellence.

D. Aristotle - Rhetoric as a neutral art

In the preface to his translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Kennedy”? writes:
«Aristotle was the first person to recognize clearly that rhetoric as an art of
communication was morally neutral, that it could be used either for good or
ill».

Elsewhere we encounter Sprute with a very similar attitude: «Aristotle
seems to have differentiated between a morally neutral theory of rhetoric
and the application of the theory: and only the application is to be judged
from a moral perspective»®.

Kennedy does not prove his statement, perhaps because it appears only in
a preface. The same is true of Sprute. Anyway, they seem to rely especially
on the first sentences of the Rhetoric and the «definition»®* which appears
at the beginning of the second chapter. Indeed, as we have already seen, these
sentences can be interpreted as dealing with the possibility of a formal art,
but it seems that these two scholars infer that if rhetoric 1s a formal art, i1t
should have no ethical obligation as an art (in contrast to the artist’s obli-
gation as a human being). And we should admit that there is a very rea-
sonable relation between formal and neutral art®>, even though this relation
is not always necessary. If indeed the possibility of a formal art is at the ba-
sis of these scholars’ opinion, we have already argued that this possibility
does not exist. However, we can prove from other passages in the Rhetoric
that Aristotle’s rhetoric 1s not a neutral art.

The sentence which proves it beyond any doubt is at 1355 a 31: ov yp ¢l

52 G. A. KENNEDY, Aristotle: On Rhetoric, New York/Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1991,
p. ix.

53. . SeruTE, Aristotle and the legitimacy of Rhetoric, in FURLEY & NEHAMAS (n. 48 above),
1990, pp. 117-128, p. 118.

54. On this «definition», cf. above (pp. 12-16) .

55. It can be formulated thus: a formal art is an art in which the artist is not obliged to have
knowledge of a certain and well-defined field. In such a case, how could he commit himself to
its beneficence? Hence, formal art entails neutral art. However, this is not the place to expand
on this issue. | have dealt with it elsewhere: Y. Z. LIEBERSOHN, Art and Pseudo-Art in Plato’s
Gorgias, Arethusa, 38, 2005, pp. 303-329. That article also deals with related issues, such as the
connection, in ancient conceptions, between «technical» (in our sense) and moral failure. These
are essential for understanding the exact relation between formal and neutral art.
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. pavia nel@ewv («for one should not persuade to do what is debased»).
However, one should pay attention to the context in which these words ap-
pear. The words which open this discussion are in 1355 a 21: yonjoyog O€
gotwv 1) Ontopuxy («rhetoric is useful»)®5, Why would anyone who conceives
of his art as neutral speak of its utility? One might object: why not praise
one’s occupations’ advantages if possible? However this answer seems
wrong. The very discovery of neutral art should be an object to be proud of.
Had Aristotle really conceived of rhetoric as a neutral art, we would have ex-
pected a note mentioning it. In this case, mentioning rhetoric’s utility with
no mention of its neutrality proves the opposite. Furthermore, Aristotle is
definitely aware of those who misuse rhetoric, but in his opinion this use
should not be counted as artistic use. It is a use which has to be reprehend-
ed, and it cannot be ascribed to the art. In this sense, Aristotle has the same
conception as Gorgias in his speech (PLATO, Gorgias, 456 ¢ 6 -457 ¢ 3). Who-
ever thinks his art is neutral does not apologize on behalf of those who mis-
use it.

In order to substantiate our claim, as well as to show what is really a neu-
tral conception of rhetoric, let us take a look at two explicit expressions of

it. These expressions are taken from very late sources, but this should not af-
fect our discussion:

l. T@v év ufow yap 10 dvoua {sc. dSvivauigt, xai PAaPn xai éx’ ogeieia
YOWUEVOY UGV avT@®’.,

( «for the word {sc. power} belongs to things in the middle, since we use it
for both harm and benefit» ).

2. bt ) onroptxh) mpayua éotiv Eupecov xai @ EEeott xai xaldg xai
xaxmc yonoaobai ... 1) 68 pnropixn SUvauic éoniv, ExeLdN xExonral xal 1@
Yevdet xai Ti) GAnfeie ... (IDEM, 109, 9 - 16)°8,

( «because rhetoric is an intermediate affair which can be used well and
badly ... but rhetoric is a power since it employs both falsity and truth»).

These two quotations are taken from a text composed in late antiquity,
and intended for students. Their intent is the explanation to the word
dvvapic. One should note that the neutral description is so clear here pre-
cisely because it does not describe the word t€yvn, but dvvauic. Indeed, the
duvapic itself is only part of the definition of rhetoric which conceives the
whole field as téyvn (ibid.,108, 2 - 4). However, using these two words in
this way testifies to the confusion of the author, who remembers something

56. Aristotle repeats it at the end of the discussion (1355 b 9-10).

57. Cf. n. 40 above, p. 107, 19-20.

58. The first citation refers to a definition of some Erepor who conceive of rhetoric explicit-
ly as dvvauig (ibid., 107, 15-18).
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of Aristotle’s definition of rhetoric as Ovvauig but wishes it to be termed
téyvn too®?. Anyhow, for our purpose, no doubt we have here a clear aware-
ness of the possibility of a neutral art (téxvn). If we recall the implications
of granting an occupation the title téxvn, we could phrase our conclusion
thus: we have here a clear awareness of the possibility of a neutral occupa-
tion which is also beneficial®’.

This determination concerning rhetoric’s beneficence overlooks or ignores
the first chapter of Rhetoric. This chapter, which has already been denomi-
nated as «the austere view» 5!, causes problems to every generalization one
makes about Aristotle if we compare it to its other parts. The same applies
to our 1ssue - the possibility of neutral rhetoric. The very close relation Ar-
istotle presents between rhetoric and dialectic gives rise to the suspicion of
rhetoric as a neutral art.

I want to argue that the same phenomenon we have seen in the «formal»
topic recurs here as well with regard to the «neutral» one. Aristotle identi-
fies neutral elements in rhetoric, but still, as an art, he conceives of it as
beneficial. Looking at rhetoric’s neutral elements, rhetoric can, in a certain
way, be seen as a neutral art; a sort of an 0pyavov which transfers the moral
responsibility to the character of the artist who uses it. Furthermore, these
elements are directly linked to the formal elements that exist in rhetoric,
those we have already dealt with, since an art which lacks DAn comes very
close to an bpyavov, thus becoming neutral from a moral angle. Art which
has UAn by definition vouches for the responsibility for its outcome.

E. Conclusion

Aristotle vacillates between rhetoric as a formal and neutral art and re-

59. This topic - the relation between dvvauis and téxvr - is somewhat more complicated. No
doubt, Aristotle’s commentators, from middle Platonism onward, and those who were influ-
enced by him in some way, directly or indirectly, were conscious of the Aristotelian use of
these two terms. Alexander, already in his commentary on the Topics (CAG, 2, 2, p. 4, 28W.),
claims that rhetoric and dialectic are named &vvapeis because both (to be precise: the rhetor
and the dialectician) Opoiws Thv T@V dvurepévoy SEIEY ondmov Exovor,

60. Here one could ask: how can a neutral occupation be beneficial? The answer consists in
noting that «beneficial» has changed its meaning from the social and moral to the private con-
text. In other words, while formerly an occupation was considered «beneficial» if it benefited
society, after the change «beneficial» meant no more than beneficial to the private person by
fulfilling his desires and passions. All this does not include functional meaning, which are to
be found in Aristotle’s Rheroric, where words like yofowov (e.g., 1408a5-6) should be trans-
lated as «useful» (to achieve a limited and functional aim within the art itself, but not for the
art as a whole) rather than «beneficials.

61. The phrase «the austere view= for the first chapter of the Rhetoric is ascribed to M. F.
BURNYEAT in E. ScCHUTRUMPFE, Some observations on the introduction to Aristotle’'s Rhetoric,
(in FURLEY & NEHAMAS (n. 48 above), 1990, pp. 99-116, n. 1.



Akaénula ABnvwv / Academy of Athens

ON THE ART OF ARISTOTELIAN RHETORIC... 167

garding it as an aspect of politics (and thus as a good and beneficial art).
However, he does not cross the lines. On the one hand, rhetoric’s intimate
relation with dialectic brings it very close to the formal aspect; on the oth-
er hand, Aristotle’s conceiving of rhetoric as an aspect of politics, especial-
ly in the internal chapters of the Rhetoric, clearly reflects his (natural)
awareness of its UAn. On the one hand, emphasizing the persuasive argu-
ment - or to be more precise, looking at the process of finding the persua-
sive argument as the owv of rhetoric and even finding the tavavria -
brings rhetoric very close to the neutral aspect. On the other hand, Aristo-
tle’s emphasis on rhetoric’s yofjowov brings it very close to a beneficial art.
If we compare Aristotelian formulations which deal with rhetoric’s benefi-
cence with the formulations taken from the Prolegomena collected in the
edition of Rabe, we can see how far rhetoric has progressed. However, such
a clear conception of a neutral art, in the way it appears in the Prolegome-
na, does not arise «out of the blue». No doubt, there have been a few stages
towards such a clear conception of neutral art. We may not be wrong in see-
ing Aristotle as reflecting one of those stages, and perhaps the main one. On
the other hand, I am sure that it would be wrong to see him as one who
reached the final clear conception of neutral art.

Aristotle’s ambivalence towards rhetoric is a very well-known problem in
Aristotelian scholarship. Some scholars see in these inconsistencies a proof
of different stages in the development of his thought, which have been left
side by side in his «notes». Others simply judge him as inconsistent. In this
article I have tried to offer a third option. Aristotle’s vacillation concerning
formal and neutral art reflects an intermediate state of rhetoric in his times.
Even Plato in the Gorgias feels that rhetoric is on its way from being a po-
litical and beneficial profession towards a sort of «art of all things whatso-
ever» which is not based on knowledge and tends to harm. While Aristotle
was composing his lectures, rhetoric had already progressed quite a way to-
wards being a formal and neutral art. However, despite the changes Greek
society had gone through after the Macedonian conquest, Aristotle and his
age still saw the polis as the natural social unit, and rhetoric as one of the
main instruments in running it. Aristotle already identifies in the rhetoric
of his time formal and neutral elements - hence his restrictions. However, he

still insists on rhetoric as an indispensable part of life in the polis. Therefore,
it cannot be given up.

Y. Z. LIEBERSOHN
(Tel Aviv)
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IHEPI THE APIETOTEAIKHE PHTOPIKHE TEXNHE.
TYIIIKH - ATYIIH TEXNH,
TYNIKA - ATYIIA ETOIXEIA

MepiAnyn

"Eva dnd ti xipua npofhijpata tig omouvdilc 1@V dploToteE M@V REWEVOV elval
) duarp(Pwon i otdoewe tod Aprototéhovg Evavr tiic onropuxiic. To Béua atto
OYETILETAL MEOC Oudgpopa mpoPAiuata ThHS onTooxic Bewpiag ®ai mpaxtixic. To
®UOL0 E0W TN CVVOEETIL TOS TV DALKY Yool THS pnTopixiic Téxvne. 10 tpbpo
av1o B0 emonuavoupe DTL O ApLoTOTEANS TaAavTeveTal PETAED THS DA Rl
vhrde ovdETepnc Bewpnone tiic ontopixic téxvne. [MibBavie attd vit mporvTTEL
GO TOV YAPAXTHON ONUELHOEMY TV DOWY Ratéhewte mbavde MOTOo0 vir OeTi-
Cetat amhde uE i duagopeTira otadia i £EEMENS Tol otoyaouod Tov, |’ ano-
TEAEOUQ TH) POIVOREVIXT) QOVVEREIR peTa D T@v Béoewv mob O Idog tmootnEiler
ot %afe HoTO00 MEQINTWON, EXEIVO MOV drahdvrevta rootnoitet elval 1 Aei-
TOVEYIXOTN TR THS ONTORIXTS, MS Bemplag %ol MPUXRTIXTS, OTO TAalowo TMV mMOAL-
TIROV dradiraoudv.

Yosef Z. LIEBERSOHN
(nTpE. Am60TOAOS ZTABEAAE)



