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The Auditors’ Rolé in»
Aristotelian Rhetoric

WILLIAM M. A. GRIMALDI, §. J.

Forthe most part in the history of Greek and Roman Writing on thetoric
the auditors’ contribution to discourse has not been seen as somethmg
significant. From the evidence at our disposal, the audifor is usually
viewed as a passive presence. He was, of course, recognized by those
who wrote on rhetoric as the object of any practical or theoretical
suggestions made to the speaker but solely as one whose attention was
to be caught, his reason convinced, his. emotions and feelings aroused;

all to gain his support for and acceptance of what the _speaker proposed.

In fact, one might say that attention was devoted excluswely to the
speaker and to the ways: -whereby he mlght achleve his goal successfully.

- Thus we hear much of invention, style, argumentatlon, and parts of '

speech. Thls emphasis on the speaker is quite visible in the one rhetor-: -

ical handbook which has come down to us from among the many of- .
ancient Greece. This is Anaximenes’ Ars Rhetorica, commonly known .. -

as the Rhetoric to Alexander The same limited perspecuve is reflected :
in comments. on teachers of rhetoric by two men whe entertained a .
larger understanding of rhetorical discourse, for- example, that of. Plato
in the “Phaedrus” (266d-268a), or Isocrates’ dismissive. remarks about -
“those who promise to teach political discourse” or those “who dared-
to compose the so-called arts of rhetoric” (“Against the Sophists,” 9, ¢

V AUTHOR’S NOTE: The author wishes to acknowled.‘ge'. the«supponﬂpmvided in-.vpartaby .
an NEH Senior fellowship for a commentary on Aristotie’s Rhetoric Il from which this o
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16). It is seen, too, in works like the Rhetorica ad Herennium and
Cicero’s De Inventione that are derivatives of the Greek handbooks of
rhetoric. This understanding of the auditor is also taken to be that of
Aristotle in his Rheroric. However, this treatise on rhetoric, which
either by reason of its virtuosity and excellence or a chance accident.of
history has survived into the present as the only example from ancient

Greece of a serious study of the art of discourse, deserves a furthier look. .

For the Rhetoric is unique in a number of ways: It is a treatise on
discourse given to us by one of the most distinguished minds in Westem

2 language when 1 15 B
commumcate effectlvely w1th others by the spoken (or wrltten) word. -

AR E e
Furthermore, it 1s an analy31s that assumes and rests upon the auth author $

dlalectlc and loglc To the best of our knowledge it is a work of h:s
matumy, “and possibly the fruition of a continuing interest in the disci-
pline as indicated by the references in later literature to rhetorical works
of his such as Gryllus, Theodectea, and A Compilation of Rhetorical
Handbooks. Furthermore, it stands alone among Greek, Latin, and later
rhetorical works as a well-articulated and comprehensive grasp of the
essentials of the art (Grimaldi, 1972). The Rhetoric (as all else that
Aristotle took up) is an effort to come to_?n understandmg of the kind

of thing discourse is-when-it- umww commumcate
eff

it can be said with the same assurance that the Poetics is an exercise
book on how to write poems like the real poets. AN

Among notable contributions to be found in the Rhetoric is a stﬁdy ,

of the emotions in the second book. This study, as far as can be known,
is unique for its own time and indeed for centuries later, and sl
commands attention. It is described in a recent book on emotion thus:
“This picture of emotions . . . is by and large the correct one” (Lyons,
1980, p. 34).

Apart from its excellence as a critique of the nature of the various
emotions (i.e., the state of the person experiencing the emotion, the
things which cause the emotion, the persons toward whom it is experi-

ectively thdmhm&i[u andbook of 10 easy lessons on how
{0 be a successfully _popular speaker; f one should insist that it is, “then’

"“cooperate with him, for as he says, “matters appear in a different guise

iew this study of emotion is not meant to enable the speaker to

1
i

i
\

ﬁ

g‘hudltors as cooperating partners‘Xn discourse is present from the-begin-
= sk

* on their own when that which is-  possibly-suasive on the: sub_;ect has bee

the speaker. They are viewed rather as nonspeakmg partners. actively’

William M. A, Grimaldi, S. J. Ter
enced), this detailed analysis has the pfactical purpose of alerting the
speaker to the auditor and the changes which can occur in him and thus
aftect what he hears. | Indeed, from what Aristotle says such an aware-
ness is clearly intended to help the speaker ‘dispose the auditors to

to those who love and to those who hate and to those who are angry and
o those free from anger” (1377b31 1378a3). Clearly, in Aristotle’s -

anipulate the auditor and twist him about by arousing an unjustlfled
}md irrational emotional response, and so corrupting his Judgment since
such a use of emotions is strongly condemned in the opening.chapter '
(e.g., 1354a16-26)7 :

In Aristotle’s Rhetoric_the sc;WWCe of the . =~ "

is clearly stated. We are told carly on that the function of

rhetoncas a techmque is not to persuade the auditors, but to discover _
those aspects in the subject under discussion which are suasive -
(1355b10-11); we learn, too, that rhetoric is the ablhty to discover that
which is possibly suasive in any subject (1555b25- 34) but “the suasive

is that which is suasive to someone” (1356b28). In the RhetoFic, the
someone is the auditor who is thereby enabled to- arrlve at a judgment.. »
In fact, the auditors (ou(pooc'ml) as judges (Kpnat) are the final telos. - .
of the whole rhetorical praxis. Aristotle makes this clear when, in the
third of the three opening programmanc chapters of the first book, he
examines the proximate and the ultimate telos:of each kind of rhetoric’
(1358a36-b29). There we learn that ‘the audltors are the final: goal of a
rhetorical discourse, for they are the ones who must: reach a judgmen

placed before them (1355b10-11, 26-27,32-34), In this kind .of role n'
which they must make a judgment on their own, the. auditors canno
be totally passive partners completely subject to the technical skills:of

engaged in the exchange taking place between speaker and -audito
icalvdscrse to be an eminently reasonable’




William M. A. Grimaldi, S. J.

68 : _ ' » ‘ : Oral ahd Written Communication
Thus it is that when we turn to a pi f hi - ' '

‘ L e um ? apivotal parj of his rhetorical thc.aory > B Dufour (1960) for one, would consider IL1 as a chapter also given t

the entechnic pisteis, as he names them, we are confronted with a :
. : . o ‘7? the speaker’s nBos* this is incorrect. A study of the chapter reveals tha
problem. These pisteis—logos (reason), pathos (emotion), and Ethos
(character)—direct the entire process of i i " u is a transitional chapter focusing on two things; (a) a summary,
. P invention apart from (at least . (l377b16 20) of 1.4-14 on.logical pistis (logos); (b) a general intro
formally) the atechnic proofs (laws, witnesses, etc.). ‘They are called S .
entechnic because they submit to the re 4 £ th - duction to IIL 2 17, psychological pistis, by means of (1) a genera
and form an oreanic l); ical whole for :::mzie alct1v1ty o ; © speakcr - observation on neos naeos (1377b21- 1378a6), followed b}@Z)abrle
. g ’ g. . « © ev-e ogmant of argument. comment on the speaker’s neos (1378a7- 20)jmd (3) on how the nae

Aristotie describes them in this way: “entechnic pisteis are those that | :

3 . : L can affect judgment (1378a20-28). Even. were we willing to accept this.
can be provided by ourselves and the methodology of rhetoric” : . . C Lo -
y . . . : . oddity in the explanation of the three entechnic pisteis—with the one
{1355b37-38). Rooted in rational and psychological sources, they pro- ; .. : . ek

. . . . . . > ‘ .. called the most effective of the three receiving a scant 14 lines of
vide evidentiary material of a probative quality (thus the term nictels ! '

cgs . , ... | exposition—we next face the problem of how we are ‘to understand
{pistis]) that enables the auditors by means of the speaker. to move on : i
s - S , o ILY 12 17. Where do these chapters on the n(-)os of the auditors fit into
their own toward a decision. As pisteis they are presented as coequé@" :

—LJ)\‘?_\T« : i thc analysm" What purpose do they serve? Siuss (19T0) and others.
and, depending upon how one._interprets the meaning of neos i e)fif T T *’—f"r——“ﬁ\” Ttis. pathos. But Abos i
receive relatively. cqual trea L ; assumc:;l them Ato be il part o tEjv elnltgg bl;l; fios ut n6os 1s
t
It is the meaning of neos (€thos) as entechmc pistis that is the ; nepatios ristofle says a e
° be from his explanation of each The one merit m suchan interpretation
problem. Does it mean simply and exclusively the neos of the speaker? '
Ord i ‘ . is that is recognizes that the nﬂos of I1.12-17 is as much an entechnic-

)t does is sngm 'y as we]l the T]60s of the auditors, an T]BOs which the hos. Thi £ d d by th h this | -
speaker must know and whose probative force he must ufilizé in his - pistis as I:it osak 18, € 1’?6 Cmgse;_,,lswzr’l]&y\’%s‘g_w 0 rest:lrlct ;s Vil
argument? If this last is so, it would present us with further evidence of S {2::; t(;,t : speth er’s 80 sog: li:;:l;l;legtoyniscapes = pron” q
Aristotle’s acce tance of the active prese . : y finding three meanings for 180s in the Rhetoric: (ay the &

p presence Of the auditors in dis : the speaker which is the entechnic pistis, (b} that of the forms of .

government in 1.8 and that of 11.12-17, and (¢) that of style, Bws f B
‘really not valid, since 00s for Aristotle belongs properly to the person, -

Consequently, Cope’s other meanings are contained. in his first mean-
ing. For example the meaning. of 'nﬁos atIL12-17 would be the same as ;- .
that of the speaker; similarly, in'L8 'in using fjon: of governments
Aristotle understands politeia as a.moral person, The use-of ﬁBOs fo]
style is by analogy Furthermore to interpret IL. 12-17 to mean that'th
speaker must adapt his neos to-that of the auditors: (Cope, 1867;, 877
is to admit actually that the- speaker’s n90s by itself. is madequate'a

The common mterpretatlon of nGOS as entechmc plsns. is that it
signifies the speaker’s f00s alone as Aristotle identifies it (1356a2).
“There are contra-indications in the text, both extrinsic and intrinsic, that
such an interpretation is not correct. Let us look at the extrinsic first,
not because they prove the incorrectness, but because they locate the
/problem more clearly and reveal the difficulties attached to. such an
interpretation.

First of all, there are structural dxfflculnes After naming the three /

o s

entechnic pisteis, Aristotle devotes 1.4-14 to the explanation of logos | '
I | entech ti dt est in fact that the auditors’ 0o vfor:
kand 11.2-11 to pathos. (The only explanation of the speaker’s 11908 is | I :lnzf():;;cap;::sz:ry ;ailtlii nec?@s entechnfc ll)lls:;s feos o
‘»?i 1378a7-20, with a reference to 1.9 as support] But, as this reference | | Such are some of the extrinsic indications which run’ counter to
1378a16-19) also indicates, 1.9 presents the ways to. show the neos ' 1 ' o
of others as well. A sketchy 14 lines versus 11 and 10 chapters is cer-;' B :Eier:;:it:nT::;Chb:::ii:e;zre: Ssli;sn:::;Zt:n::hz;ﬂ::);l:ss:;:iyﬂ:o

iainly a skewed structure for key concepts, but not im 3
y P possible. Some, meanmg of the word and the way Aristotle uses it in the text of
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P}emrzc Anstotle does not explam the meamng of neos as he uses it

found in the ethwm works_(i.e.,. moramwoul@ secure

statement © We can arrive at an understanding of its meaning in the

Rhetoric ‘from what Aristotle calls its root idea, £00s (1369b6-7).7 This

is. the name given to an action repeatedly done by a person. Thus, at
1370a6 16 £0m refer to specifically different actions repeatedly per- -
formed by an individual. As we are told there (1370a6-9) this manner
of acting is like, but not the same as, that which flows from our nature.
In fact, £60s is said to be like 4 second nature (EN 1152a20-32). Efos_ Efos f
- asan action done over and over is the ground for what Aristotle calls
sé‘;ts (habit, ""'qulreﬁ,.,,hab;_t)___y\_/_h1chmw‘5

meaning of neos A €8s is a disposition 1 present in the individual that ;
S kool el
receives the effect of a repeated action and so becomes further disposed -

for doing that action (EN 1103b7-25 and see b21; 1 see b21; 1114a9- 10) 88uch ~TT

noom (tran31t01y motions proceedmg from the capacities), are present
in what Aristotle calls the orectlcmm(EN '
1105b19-28; EE1220b7-20). The dynameis appear to have iio specific
determination from nature (EE 1220a38-b6) and may be influenced one
way or another. This influence comes from the hexeis which shape the
dynameis to function in a certain way (EE"1105b23-28; EE 1220b16-
20). If a dynamis is shaped partly under the direction of reason by an
elective hexis (£€1s mpoanpeTikn) to a habitual way of acting in the
area of moral activity, the result is a firm direction of the person toward -
or away from the good proper to man. Such a tendency toward or or away
from the standard of good_ness proper to man Aristotle calls virtue
or vice. He also calls it NBos (EE 1221b32-34; Poetics 1448a2-4), or
what we call moral character\lh_‘ls__ls a mw the
iRhetorzc certamly it is. the meaning presumed to be present by those
who talk of the speaker’s 100s as entechnic pistis. For their supporting '
evidence, 1378a7-20 and 1.9 have in mind the moral character of the
. :speaker. Moral character is also the meaning found in II. 12 17. These
chapters in reality are a presentation of patterned ways of acting which
.-are both typical and indicative of a good or bad moral character.'® In__

fact »}{?}9}},,,{ﬁ}gﬁ(gtlg__suﬁﬁf«ﬂﬁo&—mms he specifies it for the

£Eeis (stable dlsposmons) together w1th St)vap_u-:ls (capacmes) and
= 2 A i

R AR

S R This extensrve use. of 1190s as moral character and sij

Wilham M A. Gnmaldl,s J. ‘,\

Y 1 , Sl
‘
speaker ( 13}8217 -20) or descrfbes it for the audltor (1

LY

>sCTibe T), e is
speikmg of “moral character Thrs ‘may well be thé Way one should

If one were to make specific the meamng of T]Oos as found in the
,Rhetorrc it could be described in this way: neos is a firm dispositon.in -

| aperson formed partly under the direction of reason (EE 1220b5-7) with
respect to that part-of the appetitive soul represented by the emotions;

b
j this firm disposition reflects the quality of the individual’s dominant

,  habits in the sphere of moral activity.!? In brief, it denotes a stable and-

- actions, an attitude which is the result of some kind of reasoned and

repetltlve activity.

j

( This is the meanmg\of neos (smgular plural) in all of i 1ts 58 appear» :
nces in the Rhetortc\’\))mnttmg 1413b31 which is not certain. What is -

evident, however, from the instances is that any exclusive reference in
them to the speaker s nBOs as entechmc pistis is minimal. For example

5, 13; 1366a26) while 3 others probably do the same (1359a23 26-27;
1418b23).

4 instances can only be the neos of others as entechmc p1st1s 1366a13
14-15; l390a26 27; 1391b20-21, . - Co .

—

‘entechnic plStlS 1376a28.

.

auditors, or others, and it is-an’ neos which is a probatrve force (i.e.,.
entechnic pistis). Some instances are 1356a23 1376a25 1384b11, 12-13;

1395b14; and 1417a17-24.

- yye there are 3 uses where “moral character tis:a possrb
\\ equally possible is: “a trait, quality of character.” “charaetenstlc” (e 2o -

1390629, 1391a20- 21 1391b2).-

ther directly or indirectly the neos of the auditors or other:

the first category. Furthermore, when we. look at the. passages ‘that
~ seemingly refer clearly to the speaker’s nGOS as entechnic plStIS, it ig
- somewhat difficult to understand what can be meant by the text. Fg

i.restablished attitude in a person with respect to good or bad moral :

_ (‘ o 4clear mstances pertam to the speaker s neos as entechmc plStlS (1356a2 o

in 1 use the 'qGos of both the speaker and another is denoted zndzrectly as

"« in 43 instances neos signifies or.can srgmfy the ‘neos of the speaker, or '

nic pistis causes one to question an interpretation which confines it to
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without a knowledge and a use of the auditors’ n60s by the speaker (i.e.,

employing the auditors’ neos as entechnic pistis) the text statements are’

unclear. For example, at 1356a4-13 the speaker’s 11603 as entechnic
pistis cannot be totally divorced from his knowledge and use of
. the auditors’ @0s. The crucial words are at 1356a5-6; G.Eémorov,
‘émeikeot. How can the speaker present himself as “worthy of belief,”
“a good man” without an understanding and use of the ﬁ(—)os of his
{audience? Both are qualities to which different audiences respond in
. different ways, for example, the old, the young, the uneducated, and the
:‘i,cultivated to name a few. In fact, in the other passage (1366a8-16)
‘where Aristotle also has the speaker’s ﬁeo‘s in mind, he notes that the
speaker must know the M00s of different kinds of government (the
subject of 1.8) and must do so “since its own 1?]603 is necessarily
{dvaykn elvon) most suasive with respect to each.”!s Indeed Aristotle
himself points explicitly to this role of the ﬁeos of others, particularly
the auditors, as entechnic proof when he says at the end of I1.13
{1390a25-28): “Such, then, are the {01 of the young and.old. Conse-
quently, since men give a favorable hearing to discourse which is

addressed to and in accord with their own 1|90s, it is quite clear how the -

speakers by the language they employ will reflect such character both
in themselves and in their discourse.” This observation sets forth unam-

biguously what he thinks to be the purpose of his presentation of 1100s

in 11.12-17. In fact, cc. 12-17 (owing to the method Aristotle uses to
develop these \Laried “characters’) are related to his brief treatment of
the speaker’s fi8os at II,1 (137847-20), In this passage at IL1, he

mentions three components which he considers essential for a speaker’s

M8os if it is to influence the auditors and win their favor: sound judg-

ment (ppOVNOLs), moral integrity (& petn), and good will (ebvore.) In’

his examination of the ©00s of others (cc. 12-17) as it is affected by
age and fortune (1388b31-32: kotat Tés HALKIs Kol Tés TOYOS)
these are the qualities which appear (unnamed as such) continually in
the analyses. A brief example from the first character studied, that of
the young, will illustrate this: sound judgment in the young is limited
(1389a17-26, b5-7); moral integrity is changeable (1389a3-16, 35-37);
and good will is present (1389a37-b2, b8-11).

* commonly understood to mean. the discussion at I1.12- 17 even by those' :

- convey is contingent upon the kind of cooperative listening response he
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The mtrmsrc mdlcatlons -are such that those who insist that Arlstotle
meant that n(-)os as entechnic pistis was exclusively that of the speaker

mu<sL offer a_more satisfactory explanation than the statements at
1356a1-13 and 1378a7-20 along with 1.9. This is particularly true when

we reflect upon Aristotle’s statements about the auditors and the role

he assigns them in discourse. Aristotle has made the auditor the telosof =~
rhetorical discourse (1358a36-b8) and judzment (kpiois) on his part . .
essential to the whole process (1358b2-8, 1377b21, 1391b8ff.). By -
themselves, these two facts offer an argument to include the audxtors

neos under the term neos as entechnic pistis. For in such a perception

of rhetoric the speaker, to be effective, must always recognize -and
utilize the fact that he is speaking to a certain kind of audience with a
particular set of established attitudes, intérests, intellectual and emo-
tional convictions, desires, and needs, all of whlch flow into the judg-
ments and decisions they make. In brief it is this ’qeos, as Aristotle tells

us at 1369a7-31, that affects a person’s decisions and Judgments “And

in general all the circumstances which cause men’s characters to differ
(must be considered), for example if a man views himself as rich or -
poor .. .  this will make a difference in him.” He ends this comment
(l369a28 31) by stating that he will discuss these matters later. This is

who maintain that the speaker’s nOos is the only entechmc pistis. '
From the tenor of the remarks in cc. 12- 17 1t is- clear that the only -

But to say this is to say that the audltors nBos is an entechn is
This would also be the conclusion one: would draw from the comme
at 1369a7-31, that at 1390a25-28, from the indications® given by
transitional statements made in IL.1, and from the general use of 119
in the Rhetoric. The success or failure of what the. speaker wishe.

evokes from his knowledge of the auditors. As Demosthenes, an - exp
rienced speaker, said{“While other artistic or technical attainments -

&
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.

fairly autonomous, the art of the gpeake is- rumed shgu d the auditors

prove recalcitrant”) (“On the Embassy” 340). A

This is the kmd of close affinity between speaker and auditor that
Aristotle recognizes and presents in the Rhetoric. Should the speaker
overlook the salient features of the ﬁeos of his auditors, or dismiss them
as insignificant or irrelevant to hlS purpose, he effectively negates or
weakens the force of his own 1]903 as entechnic pistis. In such a
relationship the auditors’ neos cannot be anything but an entechnic
pistis, for it must be understood and addressed by the speaker to ensure
the credibility of his own T]Gos with the auditors. From the evidence of
the text statements the impression is received that the speaker’s 11903
cannot function autonomously and exclusively as a force for establish-
ing conviction in an audience. In fact, it may well be that the more
realistic assessment of the speaker-auditor relationship in Aristotle is
that the auditors’ §80s not only exerts an influence on the speaker’s
1?‘]803, but also on the emotional resonance (R(00s) he lénds to his
argument as well as its intellectual temper (AGY0s). If any distinction

were to be drawn between the speaker’s and the auditors’ 180s as en-

technic pistis in the Rhetoric, one could say that Aristotle gave the
speaker’s 1j@0s primacy. of importance: it is the neos which is men-

tioned first, the only one formally identified as entechnic pistis, and

while it is tempered by the auditors’ ﬁeos it is the one which comes into
play openly in rhetorical discourse.

By way of conclusion we might ask whether or not Aristotle’s
concept of the 7j00s of the speaker and of the auditors as an entechnic
source of establishing conviction and assisting proof continued in the
subsequent tradition. Our one substantial store of evidence for that
would be in the Latin tradition which is a derivative of, and so a witness
io, the later Greek tradition. From the Rhetoric to Herennius, the
rhetorical works of Cicero, the Dialogus of Tacitus, and Quintilian’s
Institutio oratoria the answer would be negative, There may be sugges-
tions of an understanding, but there are no signs of a clear apprehension
of a role for the speaker’s and less so the auditor’s 7|00s as a probative
force. What is notable is a superb confidence in the ability of the speaker
to achieve what he wishes by himself, his style, and his command of
rhetorical techniques, the bene dicendi scientia. This impression is
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_finds expression in Cato’s vir bonus who would be for Cicero and

i
|

EH— T

© 51.191-192 and cp. 184 De Inventzonel 16 22; De 0ratore279'321

actually reflected and borne out in the tltles of the -various  works:
Orator, De Oratore, Brutus de Claris Oratoribus, Institutio Oratorza,
(Education of the Orator), Dialogus de Oratoribus. The speaker’s nOos

Quintilian a well-educated : and cultivated man. Apart from that, neither
speaks in a formal way of 'qeos or the comparable Latin term mores, to .
express the character of the speaker—or the audience—as a formal
probative method for winning conviction. Cicero does not even use. the '
word neos where he might be expected to do so. It does appear once in
his writings in the opening lines of De Fato and is explained as the word
the Greeks use for mores (moral character). HGOs is not-to be found'in :
the Latin tradition in the meaning we find in the Rhetoric. We do learn
that the speaker must make himself attractive to the audience, ‘and that
he does this by the image of himself which he presents “by proclaim-
ing his own merits, etc. . ... by attributing the opposite qualities to the
opponents . . . by indicating some hope for. agreement__ with ,the" ..
judges.”!6 , :
It is not difficult to accept the fact that the Latm tradmon (as seen in :' S
our four sources) recognized the importance of the speaker as a person, ‘
and to a degree, of the auditors, and the contribution each makes toward
establishing acceptance of the subject proposed by the speaker But this -
recognition is not formalized either as the 1|00s, or the.mores of each,. - '
and developed as a form of winning conviction in the same way that
reason and emotion are. In the Rhetoric to Herennzus 1.4.7-8 we meet |
the typical acknowledgment of the need for a réceptive. audlence. At o

Yet when we turn to the remarks of uintilian on whal
Cicero says the Greeks callemﬁcov and Qumtlhan that they called .
nﬁos, weCdg ‘not find the remarks relevant to Aristotle’s enfechnic
plSllM&mm s comment is at Orator 37.128. At first eye
catching, it shortly dissipates whatever it seemed to promise: “Duae res .
. admirabilem eloquentiam faciant. Quorum _alterumi»

sunt enim quae .
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est quod Graeci 7101k6V vocant, ad naturas, et ad mores et ad omnem

vitae consuetudinem accommodatum; alterum quod idem maONTIKOV
nominant.”?® In the very next sentence, this |ikGv is described
as something that is “courteous, pleasant, capable of winning good

will” and is contrasted with To8nTikév, which is described as “violent,
inflamed, highly aroused.” This is an intriguing explanation for
7181k6v. But before considering it and its contrast with Ta8NTIKOV,
a contrast found elsewhere in Cicero, let us look at Quintilian.

In the Institutio oratoria there is a reference (5.10.17) to Rhetoric Il
which is commonly taken to be cc. 12-17. Unfortunately, the passage
cannot be reconciled with Aristotle’s text as we have it. Further-
more, when Quintilian takes up j00s itself at 6.2.8-9 he tells us that it
has long been accepted (antiquitus traditum) that ﬁeos is an emotion,
one of the two kinds of emotion, the other being &80s. He continues

on fo tell us that neos is a word for which Latin has no equivalent and

that while mores (moral, character) is used he does not quite agree with
the interpretation. He remarks further that actually those who are more
careful (cautiores) do not translate the word, but give its sense. Thus it
is that they explain (00s as a violent emotion while 1?190s is a mild
calm, continuing emotion. As can be seen, he actually uses at 6.2.9 in
speaking of 7|00s the Latin word adfectus, “properly used” as he says
at 6.2.20 for Greek m00s. For Quintilian this meaning of nGos and
16.80s, as already noted, is “traditional.” Certainly Aristotle is not part
of that tradition from the manner in which he explains ﬁOOS.

At this point we can return to Cicero, his explanation of 181x6v, and
its contrast with Ta.@MTLKOv. The brief explanation of each given in the
earlier citation (Orat. 37.128) is quite acceptable for Aristotelian 1{00s
and 1aB0s. It is the further statement in the very next sentence (cited
in part) which brings to mind what Quintilian calls the “traditional
interpretation” of 160s as emotion. Cicero sets up a contrast between
7B0s as mildness or agreeableness and T(:00s as vehemence or strong
agitation. This does sound as though Cicero may be thinking of 160s as
emotion. In fact, when we turn to the De Oratore (2.53.212-213) the
language with its contrast between mildness .and vehemence in the
speaker or in his style recalls that of the Orator 37.128. This is also true
at 2.43.182-184. In these instances, if Cicero is not actually speaking

. focus. At 6.2.13 the word denotes. goodness, integrity, or genuineness

-emotional_effect upon the audience. This is not the response to. the

pistis, whether it be that of the speaker or of the speaker and auditor, is ; ‘

~ His clear understanding of the auditors as cooperative,. and in some
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of the speaker’s ﬁeos as an emotion, he is speaking inescapably about ‘
an emotional response aroused in the audience by the speaker as a
person, by his lenitas, humanitas, and his “style of speaking which is
adapted to his vita and mores” (2.53.212-213). For Aristotle, however :
an emotional response is won by the entechnic pistis TA00s.

Quintilian, in his discussion of neos (6.2.2- 20), is not much clearer _
than Cicero. After stating that neos is an ¢motion and the kind of -
emotion it is, Qumtlllan on occasion. draws confusmgly close to
Aristotle’s view of n@os but the observations never sharpen or stay in. ‘

in the speaker, and then drifts off in another direction. At 17 it is moral
character (mores) that should be found in a speech when the talk is of
moral character. At 18 it means that the speaker be a vir bonus, but by, ‘
20 we are back with the idea of emotion. : '
Fuww speaking of the effect of
the speaker as a person (his 780s) on the. audltors, are speaking of an

speakeMe There the response of the auditors is to the
credential quality of the speaker (1356a5-8, 1377b25-28); it is a re-
sponse which is more intellectual than it is emotional. Roth (1866,
p. 856) puts it well: “The speaker’s ﬁeos is the-prominent disposition
in his personality and his style which responds to the understanding of '
his hearers.”?! :
| “What emerges from this brief survey of the later rhetoncal tradltlon »
As seen in treatises on rhetoric by Qumtlhan Cicero,. Tac1tus, and the -~
Ad Herennium is that the Aristotelian concept of nGOS as entechnic

not present, It has been lost someéwhere along the way,. and perhaps earl
on. What we find is the presence of the orator as. the dominant-and:
ontrolling factor in discourse. The auditors are éffectively in his hands:
to dispose of as he will. In fact, comments throughout the works on the..
emotions and the way they have been or may be: used reinforce this view.’
Those cited at n.3 are not untypical.?? :
What has also accompanied the dlsappearance of Anstotehan neos.

as entechnic pistis is Aristotle’s sense of the importance of the auditors.
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ways codeterminative, participants in discourse is not really the percep-
tion of the auditors we now find. Aristotle’s emphasis at the outset (1.3)
on the auditors as the ultimate objective of rhetorical discourse in their
role as judges and his study of the emotions to which they are subject,
as well as their varied types are not met as part of the formal theory of
fater rhetoricians.

W

NOTES

1. Another facet of this concern of Aristotle for the auditors’ participation in discourse

is seen in the maiter of logical pistis (logos). The speaker’s argumentation should be such

that it is not so brief as to confuse, nor so detailed in stating the obvious as to bore, but
should challénge the audience in its very first enunciation. This is first suggested at
1357a16-21. At 1400b27-34 Aristotle is more explicit, saying in part: “All such refutative
and demonstrative syllogisms which the auditors foresee as soon as they are stated—and
not because they are superficial—are particularly applauded, for at one and the same time
(i.e., as they hear the argument) the auditors are delighted with themselves as they
anticipate its conclusion; further, all those enthymemes are applanded which the auditors
are slightly behind in apprehending only to the extent that they apprehend them when they
have been completed.” At 1410b21-27 Aristotle first notes that the auditors do not care
for reasonings that are obvious and which call for no effort. He then remarks: “All those
enthymemes are highly esteemed which either are understood as soon as they are stated
particularly if the knowledge is new (not on hand before), or those which the mind is a
step behind in grasping.” The kind of attention Aristotle apparently wants from his
auditors in the matter of argumentation is that of which he speaks (1412a20-21) in
describing the auditor’s response to a good metaphor: “How true! And I'failed to see it!”
In Grimaldi (pp. 87-91) there is a brief word on Aristotle’s insistence that the audience
obtain a quick and understanding grasp of the speaker’s reasoning.

2. See also 1355221-24 and Aristotle’s argument for the art of rhetoric on the grounds
that it serves truth and justice. In Cicero one can be disconcerted at times by the strong
references to the emotions. At Brutus 279 we read that an orator’s “highest praise” is to
“inflame the emotions of the auditors and bend them to follow along whatever way the
subject demands.” At 89 we come upon this: “the speaker who inflames the auditor
{{udicem) accomplishes far more than the one who instructs him.”

3. See, however, 1356al3 on the preeminence of the speaker’s neos as - pistis
{icoprotdrnv), with which compare Isocrates (“ Antidosis,” 278-280); on the other hand
see 1366al13-14 on the M00s of the politeia as a moral person and as something that is
definitely not the speaker, but which he calls the most suasive TOVOTATOV.

4, From the passage cited Aristotle is speaking of moral virtues, which at 1106a11-12
he identifies with the kexeis and specifically at 1106b36f with the hexeis prohairetikai,
the elective habits or habits of purposeful choosing. Such habits are equated with the
presence of neos (1366a14-16, 1395b14-17, 1417a16-19). Thus moral virtue is in our
passage equated with 180s. In fact at the end of the discussion we read (1138b35f.): “In
our analysis of the virtues of the soul we noted that some are virtues of character (] 80vs),

|

i
¥

mﬂuence of neos in the actions of men and so the need to know the fjfos in o
how and why men might act. Once again we see’that by’ self the speaker’ymbosiss an
ntechnic pistis will be relatively ineffective unless it is able to mlm of
the auditors’ N8OS, :
6. Aristoile~(1356a20-27) explicitly remarks that to use the three’ entecimrc pistefs
correctly, we must among other thmgs make a study of types of human character, a study
found in the discipline of Ethics, 7| tepi T0t o npayum:ew, which is pnmanly a study
of moral virtue and the moral life.
7. See, also, EN 1103a17-18, EE 1220a39-b1. : .
* 8. -Aristotle expresses this notion at the ‘outset of the Rhetoric, 1354a7 “because of .~
the habitude derived from a stable dxsposmori
9. 1366a14-16, 1369a15-19, 28-29; 1389a35-37; 1390a16, 17-18; 1395b14-18
1414a21-22; 1417a17, 18, 19-20, 22, 23-24; 1418a16-17, b23. }
10. In the analysis of the different kinds. of character in IL12:17 thers. are"constant’:
references to moral character, that is, the virtues and vices as they are found in- EN .
1107228-1108b10, EE 1220b38-1221a12. In describing the characters he speaks of cour-
age, temperance, hberahty (and so on) and self-mdulgence, 1rasc1bnhty, meanness, COW=
ardice (and so on). o
11. Thinking of neos as entechnic plStlS to signify the moral character of both spea.ker P
and auditor and the mutual influence of each upon the other makes much sense, It explains, e
for instance, a number of statements in the text on the ﬁeos of each and also explains in
a simple way the development between 1.4 and 11:17. With the introduction of the three
entechnic pisteis at 1.2 Aristotle develops the idea by illustrating each pistis between 1.2 -

and I1.17; reason (logos) at 1.4-14; emotion (pathos) at I1.2- Il moral character (ethos) at S

I.12-17.
12. As Burnett (p. 66) remarks, it was the formatxon of thlS kmd of 'qeos that was the‘ L
object.of the first education in the Republic and Laws of Plato. o )
13. .See Wartelle for the uses. The word 7i6LK0s appears 12 nmcs (m the smgular 75
times, in the plural 5) and 76ux@®s once: In a number of “instances there is obvious
reference to 'qGos as entechnic pistis. . .
14. Anaximenes' meaning for the. word n60s is s1rmlar to Anstotle s,
a person habitually acts (142
actions he mentions). He employs the word 10times in the following manner: referrin
to the speaker twice (1430a28-29; 1446a14; possibly 1445b17); in one instafice to th
auditors (1434b28-31); in three instances it refers to others and their habitual ways of
acting (1429a11; 1430a35; 1441b19-20) and in two instances akin'to this it could be taken
in the same way, or as “moral character” (1445b3, 12), in one case (1441b22) the meamng 5
is unclear. ) i
15. If we think of the neos of the speaker as the. sole entechnic pxstls we are forced )
at passages such as IL1 (1377b22-28) to ask how a speaker can develop the auditor’s
character without an intelligent knowledge of what probably makes it tick.. Or again at
1377b28-137826 one wonders how he can make the auditors well-disposed, in fact dispose "’
them at all without such knowledge. Such an effort sounds unpleasantly like the remarks

of Gorgias in Plato (“Gorgias,” 458¢e-460e).
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16. De Partitione Oratoria 8.28. This idea reappears often in the formulaic expression
“shat we win over the auditors to ourselves” (De Oratore, 2.27.115). But as is seen from
the cization this is done in other ways than by what the speaker himself is as a person.
Enos and McClaran, however, in their study of the speakers and audience in Cicero’s
works (including the nonrhetorical) present a different reading of their place in Latin
tradition. So, too, does Fantham in her study of the Ciceronian idea of what Aristotle calls
the speaker’s A00s. In the course of it she indicates that Cicero may also have in mind
the N@os of others. There is a problem, however, as will be seen in the meaning of 'neos
in the Latin tradition. This cannot be resolved by interpreting Rhetoric 11.12-17, as
Fantham does (p. 270), as a continuation of “the analysis of the emotions in the audience.”
in this view she is not alone (e.g., Siiss, p. 163). However, it overlooks two facts: Aristotle
deanies that neos is naeos, in Aristotle’s concept of neos the emotions enter in as a part.
As was said earlier an neos for Aristotle is a firm disposition in a person formed partly
under the direction of reason with respect to that part of the appetitive soul represented
by the emotions and reflecting the quality of the person’s dominant habits in the sphere
of moral activity.

17. “The introduction is drawn from the person of the speaker . . . or from that of the
prospective auditors”; see also Cicero (Orator, 25, 123): “The speaker should make the

greatest use of this kind of discretion—that he be a controlling influence with respect to -

occasions and persons.”
18. The practlcal good sense of the auditors has alwaysbeena guxde for the eloquence

of speakers.”
19. In fact this pistis is understood to be a form of nG6os; see, for example, Martin
(pp. 97, 158-160), Kroll (p. 69) and Roth (pp. 855, 838).

20. “There are, to be sure, two factors which make one’s eloquence worthy of wonder.
One of them is what the Greeks call ‘expressive of moral character’ and is conformed to

the natures of men, their moral conduct, and all the customary ways of life; the other is

’ »

what they term ‘emotive.
21. “Bs ist die in seiner Persénlichkeit und seiner ausdrucksweise hervortretende
Gesinnung, welche dem Sinne seiner Zuhdrer correspondiert.”
22. Attimes even passing comments (objectively quite correct) emphasize the impor-
tance of the speaker and convey the idea that if he uses his wits he can have his way, for

example, speaking on “propriety” at Orator 72, Cicero says: “Although a word (verbum)

without reference to the thing it denotes possesses no power at all, still time and again
that same thing is accepted or rejected if it is expressed in one way or another (alio atque
alio verbo).”
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