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If we were to devise a temporal scheme for the three types of ancient rheto-
rical activity, we would find the idea already clearly formulated in Aristotle
(Rhet., II, xviii. 5) who points out that the realm of time covered by the
rhetoric of the courthouse is that of the past, while counseling speeches usually
refer to the future. It is clear that court rhetoric which concerns itself with
what is just—td dixatov—has to deal with facts in their accomplished and final
form ; on the other hand, a consideration of eventual or possible facts is the
domain of deliberative rhetoric which deals primarily with what is expedient—vd
suppépov. Positive or negative demonstrability is the desired quality in a sur-
vey of things past ; adhortative or avertive persuasiveness, the prospect of things
to come.

The epideictic speecy, however, that aims at the projection of 76 xaxAdv,
deals with facts as they are generally accepted 2, and although amplification
lends itself to all three types of speeches 3, since both deliberative and forensic
oratory may profit by it, Aristotle believes that it makes the epideictic speech
its special domain. Never for a moment does Aristotle forget that an orator
addresses an audience. When he considers the effects of amplification in a court
speech he adds that the audience does not feel pity in the end but fear (Rhet.,
I, xiv, 5). Amplification in a deliberative speech too serves the purpose of
making the useful things more pronounced and appealing.

Forensic and deliberative oratory, we may summarize, strive towards the

1) Arist. Rhet. II. xix, 26 : "Qo7’ énel xaB’ Exactov Tdv Aywv 16 mpoxeipwevov Téhog
dyabov éotiy, olov T cuupépov xal TO xaAdv xal TO Sixatov, pavepdy &t 3’ Exclvev An-
mréov TaG adfoElg TAGLY.

2) Arist. Rhet. 1. ix, 40: “Olwg 3¢ tév xowdv elddv dmact tolg Abyols % utv alfnoig
¢mtndelotdty Tolg Emdeuetixnols’ Tag mpxEelg Gmoloyovwbvag AxpBdvousiv, B3Te Aouwdv pé-
vebog meptBelvar el xdAhog.

3) Arist. Rhet. II. xviii, 5 : "Eot. 8¢ t&v xowdv 1 piv abew oixziétatov toig &mi-
Bewxtinoic, dhomep clpnron, 70 3¢ yeyovds Tolg Juwxwiroig—mepl TodTwy Ydp ) xploig—, TO 3¢
uvatdy xal obpevov Tolg oupPBouieuTikols.
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establishing of a fact or the engendering of an opinion. Both, that is, aim at
objects lying outside them. Unlike the two previous types, epideictic oratory
could be termed as the least utilitarian, or the most «artistic» in the modern
sense of the word. The epideictic was rightly expected by ancient audiences to
be the least demanding, the most pleasurable, the least tiresome, the most
festive of speeches. In fact, were it not for some presentational differences—the
single performer, the absence of dance and music—those audiences must have
found such speeches not unlike prose hyms.

As we move from the forensic to the epideictic speech, (as from cult hymn to
rhapsodic hymn). we notice that the materials to be integrated by these forms
are not those imposed by the necessities of «reality» on the writers, but rather
those bequeathed by tradition. In the absence of circumstantial content—elements,
amplification is used not so much for the sake of creating an attitude in the
listeners’ minds as for the sake of projecting or suppressing the various materials
within the work, for the sake, that is, of controlling coherence and organization,

The extent to which amplification was viewed by the ancient rhetoricians as
a means par excellence of influencing listeners can be realized by an examina-
tion of those passages that contain instances of theory on amplification. The
majority of these statements are concerned with the effects of amplification on the
minds of potential judges :

The wildest crime will appear more so, and the premeditated one even worse.
And the worst is that which the audience fears rather that pities. And here are
the rhetorical means to achieve this: the many just things against which he has
offended or transgressed, such as oaths, solemn pledges, matrimony, will be like
the heaping of countless crimes 4.

Cicero says that amplification can be used once a thing has been proved or
refuted 5, and he has the coutt in mind when he speaks of the relationship
between amplificatio and indignatio ©. Quintilian, is thinking of the court when
he speaks of the shoals that endanger a boat even though his metaphor is half
naval, half theatrical : it is only after the shoals are left behind that the boat

4) Arist. Rhet. 1 xiv, 5 : Kal 76 Onpiwdéoregov ddlxnuo upeilov. xal & éx mpovoiag
udArov. xol & o dxodovieg @ofclviar wdddev ) éxeoloty. xal ta pév pytogixa éoti Toabra,
&t woAAG dvfipmxe Sbxonar B GmepBéBmuev, olov Spxouc, debiog wiotelg Emiyaplug” moAAGY Yap
dduwenpdtev drepoxy.

5) Cicero, Part. orat. 52 sqq.: Augendi autem et hic est locus proprius in
perorando, et in curso ipso orationis deciinationes ad amplificandum dantur, con-
firmata re aliqua aut reprehensa. Est igitur amplificatio gravior quaedam adfir
matio, quae motu animorum conciliet in dicendo fidem.

6. Cicero, De ¢nv. 1, 53 : Indignatio est oratio per quam conficitur ut in ali-
quem hominem magnum odium aut in rem gravis offensio concitetur. ... Nam ex
eis rebus quae personis aut quae negotiis sunt attributae quaevis amplificationes
et indignationes uasci possunt....
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can unfurl its sail ; only then, after the main body of the argument has been
set forth, may the orator open the taps of his eloquence. This is where, Quinti-
lian says, in effect, amplification belongs 7.

Cicero too 8 like Quintilian and like Aristotle  believes that amplification
is particularly effective in the peroration. After examining all the /o¢i that are
susceptible of amplification, our rhetoricians seem to agree that the epilogue is
the locus for amplification.

We must observe, however, that the gefwal speeches of many practitioners
present a peculiar crisis concerning amplification and its aims. So much so, we
might add, that the beginnings of their speeches do not know their ends.

Longinus seems to have been the first to detect, or imagine, a similar crisis
in Isocrates 19, Longinus attributes puerility to Isocrates who undermines the very
foundation of his speech by reminding his listeners of the power of rhetoric
that can make great things seem small, and small ones seem great. To Longinus’
mind a statement like Isocrates’ could not possibly enhance sublimity, a subject
with which Longinus is so obsessed that he cannot allow the possibility for Iso-
crates to be trailing a red herring across the path of his listeners’ credulity.
Longinus, simply, cannot see in Isocrates’ seeming self-conscious acknowledgment
of the sins of the art a device that will enable the orator to perpetrate even more
sins of meddling with reality.

Most important : Longinus cannot see in an orator’s initial confession of

7) Quintil. fnst. or. VI, 51 : At hic [the epilogue] si usquam, totos eloquentiae
possidebimus iam iudicum animos, et e confragosis atque asperis evecti tota
pendere possumus vela, cum sit maxima pars epilogi amplificatio, verbis atque
sententiis ut licet magnificis et ornatis. Tunc est commovendum theatrum, cum
ventum esf ad ipsum iilud, quo veteres tragcediae comcediaeque cluduntur,
«Plodite».

8) See note 5, above.

9) Arist. Rhet. 11i. xii. 4. Kol 16 dobvdeta Goadtwe «frbov, drfivinon, &8edunwn’
dvdyxn yap OmoxpivesBor xai pi &¢ &v Myovia 16 «dté %0et xal téve elneiv. EtL ¥yer 1Siéy
7L T dolvdeta: &v fow yap ypbve modka Soxel elpFolor & yap clvdecpoc &v motel Ta moAd,
&ot’ &y EEarpeb, 3Fhov Gt tedvavtiov Eotoar 16 Ev moddd. Exel odv adfnowv «HAov, Ste-
AéyOmy, ixéreucan morra Soxel Omepideiv Goo elmev. Cf. II1. xix, 6 : Tedevtdi 8¢ 1¥g Aé-
fewg dppdrrer f dodvdetog, 8mwg Emihoyoc ddh& pd Adyog F «elpmua, dxmubote, ¥xete,
xplvote.»

10) Long. De subl. XXX VIil, 2- 3 : ‘O yolv Toonpdrng odx old 8mewc monddg mpd-
Yuo Emofev Sud Ty Tol mdvra adfntixéic E0éhewv Aéyewy purotipbay. ot péyv yop Omébestg
adtdp Tob ITavyyvpwxod 2éyov, d¢ % "Abnvalwy wéhic taic elg tobe “Eddqvag edepysoiog
OrepBdidel v Aoxcdatpoviwy, 6 8 e000¢ &v tfj eloBorf Talta Tllnow @ «@Eneld’ ol Adyor
Too00TNY Eyouct Sdvapiy, o0’ olov ©° elvar xal To peydho Tamewd moleicat xoal TOlG Wi~
xpoic mepBeivar péyeloc, xal 1& modotd xaivéc elnelv xal mepl 16V veworl yeyevnuévev dp-
xalowg Sierbelvy. olxoly, prot Tic, Tobrpatee, oltewg pérder xal ta mepl Aoxedorpoviev xal
s AOnvatwv &vadrdrtrety ; oxeddy ydp 10 TAY Abywv Eyxdpov dmiotiog ThHe %ab’ adrol Tolg
dxobovet mapdyyeduo xal mpootutov £EEOnxe.
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customary misrepresentation a live convention. Isocrates does nothing but echo
Plato’s words about orators ; he even includes Plato’s views on the way orators
deal with the past and present !l.

The parallel contrast between small and great things, in a slightly different
context, reappears in one of the introductory paragraphs of the Panathenaikos.
Isocrates says that he is fully aware of the fact, and, mereover, has often said
it before, that it is easy, through amplification, to magnify unimportant things ;
the difficulties arise when words or praise must come up to deeds that are
excellent in themselves 2. In his Bouysiris 13, Isocrates states that those who are
about to praise someone come up with more good attributes than can actually be
found in him, while those who are about to disparage someone come up with
fewer. Julian the Emperor says that through «the art», one can deal with smal]
matters in the grand manner, just as one can, at will, detract from great
matters 14

Pericles, just before his praise of the first dead in the Peloponnesian war,
says that of his listeners those who are well informed and well disposed towards
the dead will think that the speech falls short of things as they know them and
as they would like to hear them spoken of. Those, however, who have no expe-
rience of such things will think that the speech contains exaggerations, and this
specific attitude, in case there is something in the speech that is beyond the
listeners’ capabilities, may be the result of envy. Praises, indeed, are tolerable
in so far as each of the listeners thinks himself capable of performing something
of the things reported ; to all exaggerations, however, listeners respond through
envy and doubt 15, This paragraph, we remember, is the central point of an
introductory argument that discusses the convention of funerary speechmaking :
this convention, Pericles says, may be wrong because of the indeterminacy of
the effects of such speeches on the minds of the listeners, since small things

11) Plat. Phaedr. 267 A : . ... 1d te ad outxpx peydha xol T& y.ern’z)\a ouxp @at-
veoBat mwololowy St PpduNY Adyov, xawd Te dpyalwg To T Evavtia xavde.

12) Isocr. Panath. 36: &N’ dxpiBddg cidmg, »xl moldxig slonude féte Ta v wixpd
TRV TpaywdTwv pddiov Tolg Adyorg adEficar, Toig 8’ GmepBdAloust T@V Epywv xal TG peyédet
xal 76 wdMer yohemdy EErodoar Todg Emaivoug.

13) Isocr. Bus. 4 : ‘Amdvrov yap eidétwv dri 3si tods wdv edhoysiv Tvag Bovlopévous
mhete T&Y Omapybvrey dyaddy mposévt® dropaively, Todg 3% xoTyyopodvrag Tivavtix Tol-
TOV TOLELY. .

14) Tul. Imp. Hne. ad Const. 2: Oi 8¢ v téywns drodaboul prow &v T& Sdvache
mepl TAY pixpdv petldveg Sienbely xal td péyebos dpsieiv Tdv Epywy TG AMbye. . . .

15) Thuc. Hist. II. xxxv, 2: “O7e Eovzdbg xxl elvous dupoutng tdy’ &v Tt évdezoré-
pwg mpde & Bovdetal te xal EmioTarar vowiosie Snhodobat, 8 Tc dmeipog EoTv & xol mhsovdk-
Ceabar, D @B6voy, et v Omép Thv wdTOS @Yo duodor. wéypl ydp To38e dvextol ol Emauvol
elol mwepl étépmv Aeydpevor, &g 8oov Av wal adTds Exactog olnTar ixavdg elvar Spiowl Tt dv
#xovoey” T 3¢ OmepPdArovrt adTiv phovolvreg #8n xal dmioTolety.
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may appear smaller, while large things may appear larger. Pericles then propo-
ses to speak first of the cause the dead had fought and died for.

He begins with the ancestors whom «it is just and proper to mention on such
an occasiony»—3ixatov xal woémwov. Next come the ancestors who «through their
valour»—3." dpemiv— founded a free land. Then come the «fathers» who are
«worthy of praise and much more» —%Zwot émaivov xal €1t w&\Aov and, finally,
the speaker’s contemporaries. At this point, Pericles lays out the plan for the
remaining part of his speech. It will present mainly the ways and means through
which the land became great. Only then will he speak about the dead. His
survey begins with the laws of the land, its agonistic and religious institutions,
and ends with the attitude of the Athenians towards war, education, art, and
philosophy. Then by way of concluding the preceding considerations and, also,
in order to introduce the praise that follows, Pericles produces a section on
Athens itself that is, literally teeming with auxeses !6. «This is not the bragging»
he says «usually found in speeches ; it is the truth of the matter that Athens
alone—pdvn—when seen proves superior even to her fame». (And pévy occurs
once more before the next sentence). «We do not need Homer to extollus...»
«Through our courage we made both sea and land yield...» We should also
note some instances of covert auxesis : «Athens as a whole is Hellas’ education».
Here we might expect the adjective wxox to occur before Hellas. But this is
hardly necessary : the reading of Thucydides’ first chapters, where he gives us
the history of the communal feeling that went into the making of the collective
term Hellenism or Hellas, convinces that to say Hellas was to say a lot.

When Pericles comes to the dead before him, he gives them just one pa-
ragraph. And that is expressed in antithetical pairs that tend to balance one
another : «they benefitted the common cause ; they did not harm by minding
their privacy» 17. After the multiple, dazzling, introduction that precedes the epi-
taph properly speaking, we scarcely need any auxesis.

Isocrates, too, in his encomium of Helen !8 begins with a mention of his
subject’s origins. His very first sentence contains amplification. But this doesn’t
last, for, in what seems like a digression, Isocrates undertakes an encomium of

16) Thuc. Hist. IT. xli, 2 and 4 : Kal dg o8 Aéywv év t& moapdvrt wbumog tdde udr-
Aov ) Eoyawv Eotlv dARfsia, albtn f) Sdvauig ThHg morews onualvel. udvy yap TV ViV dxoi¢
xpeloowy &¢ meipav Epyetar, xod udvy . . . . etc.; my italics.

. . 003%v mpoadsbucvor ofite ‘Opfpov Ematvétov olite 8otig #msor pdv To adtixa Téper, TEV
8 gpywv thy Smbvorav N dANBcia BAddetl, AANNE mdsay pdv Odhacoav xal y7iv éoBatdv Tf Hue-
Thpq TOALY watavayxdoavteg yevéoDat, mavrayod 3¢ pvnueie xoaxdv te wdyaddv &idix Euy-
xatotxtoavreg.

17) Kowég padrov Geéinoay 3 éx tév idlwv ERradav.
18) Isocr. Hel. 16 : thv pév dpynv To0 Adyou mwothcopat ThHY &pxnv 705 Yévoug adTiig.
mAetoToy yop Aubény Omd Adg yewnbébvrwv pévng terdtng yuvauxds wathe Hilwoe xAndiivar.
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Herakles and Theseus who «alone became champions of man’s life» 1°. The hero
«alone» kills the bull that pesters the countryside. The hero kills the Minotaur
and thus frees the land of a duty that was hard to shake off 20, In short, there
is more on Theseus than on Helen. And, in a manner more explicit than Peri-
cles’ expansiveness, Isocrates says that the very fact of Theseus’ love for Helen
constitutes the crowning argument for her outstanding virtue and intelligence 21.
Unlike the dead soldiers in Thucydides, Helen is the immediate subject of a
great deal of amplification. Yet, Isocrates has made an important, if not the
most important part of her praise rest outside her, on the amplification, namely,
bestowed upon the exemplary figures of Zeus, Herakles, and Theseus. In a simi-
larly contrapuntal way, the dead and their deeds in the Peloponnesian war, the
raison d’étre itself of the epitaphios, in Thucydides, are being amplified throu-
ghout Peiicles’ predominantly allusive speech. And as he moves from ancestors
to contemporaries, and from the laws (traditionally God-given) to philosophy in
Athens, he has been, all the time, really, talking about the dead soldiers.

We might, therefore, admit of a macrostructural, as it were, as well as of a
microstructural auxesis. The latter manifests itself in the immediate verbal and
syntactical constructions around a given subject. The former springs from the
larger, and broader contextual oppositions of the units of the work, themselves
constituted of a series of microstructural amplifications.

Amplification can be the result of stress, or even the change of stress on any
part of speech. It can result from the creation or obliteration of a relationship.
It may be achieved through repetition. It can show aggrandizement through time
—mp&Tov—space—mavtfj—manner—ot dpetnv—and, finally, through inserts refer-
ring to the author’s own art.

The epideictic speech, just like the rhapsodic hymn, had to come a long way
before developing into the self- contained, and self- sufficient artifact that we now
know. The distance between Chryses’ prayer to Apollo and a hymn by Calli-
machus must be the same as that between the speeches of the orators on the
shield of Achilles (77., 18. 495—508) to Isocrates’ Helen. The forensic speech
is hyperbolic by necessity ; the cult hymn is hyperbolic py the ruling of ritual.
Yet, the authors of epideictic speeches, as well as those of rhapsodic hymns,
still continue to make use of hyperbole, only, we might add, with some feelings
of insecurity. The really massive instrument of amplification may disturb the

19) Isocr. Hel. 23 : Mévor yap obror tév mpoyeyevnpévwy Omp Tob @y dvBpdnwv Blov
&0AnTal xaréornoay.

20) Isocr. Hel. 28 : Tolg ptv maidag Stacwoag Toig yovelowv dméduxe, thv 82 mbAuw,
oftwg dvépov xal dewod xal Sucamadddxtov mposThyYRaTog HAevbépwot.

21} Isocr. Hel. 38 : Tav 37 yewnbeloav pdv Omd Aubg. xpatfoaocay 8¢ Totadtyg dpetiic
%ol GLPPocbYNG TaG Tag odx Ematvelv ypd xol TLuEV xal voptfewy moAd T@dv TdmoTe Yevo-
pévay Sieveyxely ; od yap 8% pdprupa ye mioTéTepoy 003 xpihy Ixavditepoy Efopey Emaye-
vécOar mepl t@v ‘Edévy mpocdvtev dyabiv tic Oncéwg Siavolag.



— 317 —

degree of assimilation of the materials within the framework of their creation.
Misplaced or mishandled amplification, especially in works of a type traditionally
loaded with it, might easily lead to unfair, unwarranted, and badly integrated
comparisons ; it might lead, as some unitarian, neo-classicisist critics would say,
to unresolved aesthetic experiences. Amplification, in the words of Plato, may
well result in a more powerful speech—«3ix cbunv Adyoun—but it does not make
the logographers and the hymnographers the less insecure: the beauty and
robustness of a work of art is not immune to malign influences. The modesty
of authors may make them see austere critics in every member of their audien-
ces. The consciousness of achievement which is inherent in every artist must be
basically resnyasibls yr the attitads that represents works of art as susceptible
o the «evil eye» especially when these works are believed to be beautiful 22.

A strange case of «invidiay appears in Quintilian 22 as a result of the exci-
tation of an audience by the orator’s amplification of atrocities. An uninformed
listener in the epifaphios of Pericles feels envious if he hears of an exploit that
exceedes his capabilities. And, again, there is a note that exaggeration makes the
audience be one of gOovolvreg (Thucyd. II, xxviv, 6). The verb that follows
pBovolvreg is dmiotolow. @Oovoelvreg cannot mean «envious» and at the same
time be joined to &mistolswy by «xai» ; an action described as «envied» cannot
tat the same time be denied existence. We might experiment with the semantic
possibilities of 904vog in two other directions. On one hand, it could mean not
envy of the actions, in which case Pericles’ previous line on impossible compari-
sons would be out of place, but envy of the high praise in honour of the actions
which, in turn, are discredited as blown up. Yet, ¢Oévog could be taken not as
«envy», but as resentment directed against the speaker for unduly magnifying
the dead and, somehow, through such an activity demeaning the living.

We may now see @0bévoc as the mnecessary antithetical complement to the
statemsnts concerning amplification. In an aporetic passage in Helen 24, Isocrates
decides, in consideration of those who cannot take too much, to leave a great

22) See note 11 above. On the mal’ occhio as a form of envy see S. Eitrem,
«The Pindaric Phthonos» in Studies presented to David More Robinson, George Mylo-
nas ed., Washington University, Sainf Louis, Missouri, 1953, II, pp. 532 and 534,
notes 7 and 9. Professor Eitrem’s admirable thesis presents phthonos as a divine,
popular, and critical reaction to the- athletic achievement and the poem comme-
morating it. In this paper I have doncerned myself with phthonos as an expres-
sion of auctorial selfawareness.

23) Quint. Inst. or. VIIL. iv, 19 : Cum res atrocissimas quasque in summam
ipsi extulimus invidiam elevamus consulto, quo graviora videantur quae secutura
sunt, ut a Cicerone factum est, cum illa diceret, levia sunt hasc wn hoc reo " tc.

24) Isocr. Hel. 29 : "Amopd & 8vv ypfoopar Tolg émidolmowg. . . . alpolpar & pdv
mAeioTo mapahimelv Sud Todg Suoxblwg dxpowuévous, mepl 3 TGV HAhwv &g dv Stvapad
ouvropdtata dierbelv, fva Ta wpiv Exelvog, & & dpovtd xoploopar, xal ud mavrdracy
10 Tdv elbiouévey lovelv xal Tolg Aeyouévorg dmaaty Emimepdy.
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«deal unsaid : he proposes to cover the remaining of his material as swiftly as
he can, both for his own sake and for the sake of his grumbling listeners. He
will do that, he says, for one more reason: to avoid being defeated by those
customarily envious and censorious of everything that is being said.

The semantics of ¢@06évog following a recusatio make the point clear : The
author will write less to give adverse criticism less food. Who knows, he might
even be called as unrestrained and voluminous as the Assyrian river 25. The
world is simply full of professional detractors,

But perhaps we should conclude that they are detractors of the mind. For,
after the twenty-ninth paragraph where this statement occours, our author goes

on and writes twenty-nine more.
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